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PRELIMINARY 
Mayor: Spencer L. Duncan

Councilmembers

 
 
 
 
 

Interim City Manager: Michael Webb

Addressing the Governing Body: Public comment for the meeting will be available via Zoom or in-person.
Individuals must contact the City Clerk's Office at 785-368-3940 or via email at cclerk@topeka.org by no later
than 5:00 p.m. on the date of the meeting, after which the City Clerk's Office will provide Zoom link information
and protocols prior to the meeting. View the meeting online at https://www.topeka.org/communications/live-
stream/ or at https://www.facebook.com/cityoftopeka/.

Written public comment may also be considered to the extent it is personally submitted at the meeting or to the
City Clerk's Office located at 215 SE 7th Street, Room 166, Topeka, Kansas, 66603 or via email
at cclerk@topeka.org on or before the date of the meeting for attachment to the meeting minutes.

If you need any accommodations for the meeting, please contact the City ADA Coordinator at 785-368-4470.
Kansas Relay Service at 800-766-3777. Please provide a 48 Hour Notice if possible.

Agendas are available by 5:00 p.m. on Thursday in the City Clerk's Office, 215 SE 7th Street, Room 166,
Topeka, Kansas, 66603 or on the City's website at https://www.topeka.org. 

https://www.topeka.org
callto:7853683940
mailto:cclerk@topeka.org
https://www.topeka.org/communications/live-stream/
https://www.facebook.com/cityoftopeka/
mailto:cclerk@topeka.org
callto:7853684470
callto:8007663777
https://www.topeka.org/


1. ROLL CALL:

2. APPOINTMENTS:

A. Board Appointment - Topeka Planning Commission

B. Board Appointment - Topeka Planning Commission

C. Board Appointment - Topeka Planning Commission

3. PRESENTATIONS:

A. City of Topeka ADA Accessibility Transition Plan

4. CONSENT AGENDA:

A. Professional Services Contract - RSC Insurance Brokerage, Inc. and Its Subsidiary Thomas
McGee LC for Third-Party Claims Administration Services

B. Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - 21st Street and
Wanamaker Project No. 841211.06

CALL TO ORDER:

INVOCATION:

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

 

 

 
BOARD APPOINTMENT recommending the reappointment of Willie Brooks to the Topeka
Planning Commission for a term ending November 14, 2029. (Council District No. 6)

 
BOARD APPOINTMENT recommending the reappointment of Jennifer Hannon to the Topeka
Planning Commission for a term ending November 14, 2029. (Council District No. 9)

 
BOARD APPOINTMENT recommending the reappointment of Katy Nelson to the Topeka
Planning Commission for a term ending November 14, 2029. (Council District No. 5)

 

 

 

 
APPROVAL of a professional services contract between the City of Topeka and RSC
Insurance Brokerage, Inc. and its subsidiary Thomas McGee LC for third-party claims
administration services.

(Approval of the professional services contract would allow the consultant to provide third-party
claims administration services through December 31, 2027, with the option to renew for four
additional one-year terms.)

 
RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of
Project No. 841211.06 for street improvements to 21st Street and Wanamaker. (Public
Infrastructure Committee recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval for street improvements to 21st Street and Wanamaker with a project budget of
$1,400,000.)

https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/983139c8f61fc49bb8ff6a82f751af090.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/247b7b3908e872686f81f3548980a9610.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/f339bb3f02a897f97faf5a7606ff4bc60.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/4b71657faa65724889baeebd944627fe0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/6980a171d3eebd0dd9b2ce359e52377d0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/482dd0ae4ddd21122570b373fd9e6dc80.pdf


C. Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - 2027 Pavement
Preservation Microsurface Project No. 841117.01

D. Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - 2027 Pavement
Preservation UBAS Project No. 841117.02

E. Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - 10th, Lafayette-Indiana
Project No. 291133.01

F. Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - Shunga - Oak Creek -
Project Nos. 501103.02 and 501104.01

G. Ordinance - Traffic Disruption Permits, ROW Excavation

H. MINUTES of the regular meeting of October 20, 2026.

I. APPLICATIONS:

5. ACTION ITEMS:

A. Resolution - Ardmore Development Group, LLC - Ardmore Walk Addition No. 1 Reinvestment

 
RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of
Project No. 841117.01 for the 2027 Pavement Preservation Microsurfacing Program. (Public
Infrastructure Committee recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval for the 2027 Preventative Maintenance Microsurfacing project with a total budget of
$2,000,000.)

 
RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of
Project Nos. 841117.02, 841106.02 and 841211.01 for the 2027 Pavement Preservation UBAS
Program. (Public Infrastructure Committee recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval for the project including the 2027 Preventative Maintenance UBAS Program totaling
$3,700,000.)

 
RESOLUTION introduced by the Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of
Project No. 291133.01 for sanitary sewer replacement and rehabilitation on 10th Avenue from
Lafayette to Indiana. (Public Infrastructure Committee recommended approval on October 20,
2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval of a total project budget in the amount of $1,223,514 for sanitary sewer replacement and
rehabilitation on 10th Avenue from Lafayette to Indiana.)

 
RESOLUTION introduced by the Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of
Project Nos. 501103.02 and 501104.01 for the reconstruction of creek bank along the Shunga
- Oak Creek. (Public Infrastructure Committee recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval of a total project budget in the amount of $300,000 for the reconstruction of creek bank
along the Shunga - Oak Creek.)

 
ORDINANCE introduced by Interim City Manager Michael Webb, concerning traffic disruption
permits for right-of-way excavation, amending sections 12.30.020, 12.30.080, 12.30.290 and
12.45.080 of the Topeka Municipal Code and repealing original section. (Public Infrastructure
Committee recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval for the Right-of-Way (ROW) Construction Permit.)

 

 

 

https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/294d98110e5d638b07c29f038b48e4a40.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/8a9eb7aba83f630128efd5976dbbd3cd0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/f7673b2dd30170b3307f8526395bea030.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/7085da653cab5ef236968cfa5f3249c50.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/a7112fb56385cd21f59832f49a45974f0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/3c0ce48168fbae11be227b84c52ece2e0.pdf


Housing Incentive District (RHID)

B. Discussion with Possible Action - Duplexes, Triplexes, and Quadplexes in 'R' Residential
Districts (ACZR25/02)

6. PUBLIC COMMENT: Public comment for the meeting will be available via Zoom or in-person.
Individuals must contact the City Clerk's Office at 785-368-3940 or via email at cclerk@topeka.org
by no later than 5:00 p.m. on the date of the meeting, after which the City Clerk's Office will
provide Zoom link information and protocols prior to the meeting. Written public comment may
also be considered to the extent it is personally submitted at the meeting or to the City Clerk's
Office located at 215 SE 7th Street, Room 166, Topeka, Kansas, 66603 or via email at
cclerk@topeka.org on or before the date of the meeting for attachment to the meeting minutes.
View the meeting online at https://www.topeka.org/communications/live-stream/ or at
https://www.facebook.com/cityoftopeka/.

A. Public Comment Protocol

7. ANNOUNCEMENTS:

8. EXECUTIVE SESSION:
(Executive sessions will be scheduled as needed and may include topics such as personnel
matters, considerations of acquisition of property for public purposes, potential or pending
litigation in which the city has an interest, employer-employee negotiations and any other matter
provided for in K.S.A. 75-4319.)

9. ADJOURNMENT:

 
RESOLUTION introduced by Interim City Manager Michael Webb making certain findings
pursuant to the Kansas Reinvestment Housing Incentive District (RHID) Act with regard to an
application submitted by Ardmore Development Group, LLC to establish a Reinvestment
Housing Incentive District and requesting that the Secretary of Commerce review the
resolution and advise the Governing Body. 
 
Voting Requirement: Action requires at least six (votes) of the Governing Body.
 
(Approval would authorize staff to submit the Ardmore Walk Addition No. 1 RHID application to the
Secretary of Commerce for review.)

 
DISCUSSION with POSSIBLE ACTION of an ORDINANCE introduced by Interim City Manager
Michael Webb, concerning duplexes, triplexes and quadplexes, amending sections 18.60.010
and 18.215.030 of the Topeka Municipal Code and repealing original sections. (ACZR25/02)
 
Voting Requirement: Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.
 
(Approval will change the zoning code so that duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes may be allowed
by conditional use permit in "R" Single Family Dwelling zoning districts subject to new conditional
use permit guidelines.)

 

 

 

 

 

https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/61ae55a1e4ec4b45f390d13e42b6f7690.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/topeka/b172bb5541b504167970e76c4b98f14d0.pdf


DATE: November 10, 2026
CONTACT PERSON: Jane Murray, Sr.

Executive Assistant to
the Mayor

DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: Topeka Planning
Commission

PROJECT #:

CIP PROJECT: No
ACTION OF COUNCIL:  JOURNAL #:
  PAGE #:

City of Topeka
Governing Body Action Form

City Council Chambers
214 SE 8th Street

Topeka, Kansas 66603
www.topeka.org

November 10, 2026

 

 

 
 
 
 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

BOARD APPOINTMENT recommending the reappointment of Willie Brooks to the Topeka Planning
Commission for a term ending November 14, 2029. (Council District No. 6)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

At least five (5) votes of the City Council is required. Mayor does not vote.

POLICY ISSUE:

As a primary function, the Topeka planning commission shall have the responsibility for the adoption and
recommendation to the city council of the comprehensive metropolitan plan to guide the orderly growth and
harmonious development of the Topeka metropolitan area. The comprehensive metropolitan plan shall consist
of, but not be limited to, the elements described in TMC 18.05.020. The Topeka planning commission shall
recommend appropriate legislative, administrative or budgetary actions necessary for the governing body to
implement the comprehensive metropolitan plan on or before May 1st of each year.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Councilmember Miller nominates and Mayor Duncan recommends the appointment of Willie Brooks for a term
ending November 14, 2029. Mr. Brooks meets the residency requirement.

BACKGROUND:

This is a nine-member board, created by the City. Council members nominate and the Mayor appoints. The
governing ordinance, 18442, specifically states that at least six, but not more than seven shall reside within the
corporate boundaries of the city. At least two, but not more than three shall reside outside the city boundaries,
but within the city’s 3-Mile Extraterritorial Jurisdiction. At least six shall be appointed from the private sector; at
least three from the private sector shall be currently licensed or engaged or have substantial past experience

https://www.topeka.org


in the following fields: licensed professional engineer; licensed landscape architect; licensed architect; certified
planner; registered land surveyor; licensed contractor; developer or other experienced professional working in a
filed related to planning or land development.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

There is no budgetary impact to the City.

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Not Applicable.

ATTACHMENTS:

W. Brooks - Application

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4329871/W._Brooks_-_Application.pdf


City of Topeka Boards and Commissions
Application

Submitted on 24 August 2026, 10:30AM

Receipt number 461

Related form version 10

Profile

First Name Willie

Last Name Brooks

Email Address WillieBrooks@kbsci.com

Street Address 1529 Sw Jewell Ave

Suite or Apt

City Topeka

State Kansas

Zip 66604

Are you a resident of the City of Topeka? Yes

What district do you live in? District 6

Primary Phone 785-249-2424

Alternate Phone

Employer KBS Constructors

Job Title Preconstruction Services Manager

Which Board would you like to apply for? Topeka Planning Commission

Are you a registered voter? Yes

1 of 3



Are you currently a full or part-time employee of the City
of Topeka?

No

Which department do you work for?

Are you or any immediate family member related to any
city governmental official or employee?

No

Who are you related to and how are you related?

Are you or have you been a party to any civil litigation
involving the City of Topeka?

No

Please explain the litigation and your role in it:

Are you delinquent in payment of any taxes, fees, fines, or
special assessments owed to the State of Kansas, Shawnee
County or the City of Topeka?

No

Please explain your delinquent payment situation.

Please state why you are interested in serving on this
board or commission:

I am already on the planning commission, and would like to
continue to serve for a second term.

Interests & Experiences

Please describe your education, experience, and expertise
including any honors, awards, civic, cultural, charitable or
professional organization memberships that relate to the
position you are seeking.

I am already on the planning commission.

List any professional licenses you hold in Kansas and
advise if they are current. (We reserve the right to request
a copy of your license prior to approval of your
appointment.)

None

Do you have any relationships, transactions, positions you
hold (volunteer or otherwise), or circumstances that you
believe could contribute to a conflict of interest should you
be appointed to the board or commission you are applying
for?

No

Please describe/disclose what the potential conflict(s) of
interest are should you be appointed to the board or
commission you are applying for.

**Please upload a resume or any additional information
you believe may be helpful in considering your application.

Willie Brooks Resume - 082426.pdf

2 of 3

https://admin.us.openforms.com/Results/ResponseFile?fileId=d65caca0-adcf-43b8-a5b2-f042afd16ee1&fileName=Willie%20Brooks%20Resume%20-%20082426.pdf


Voluntary Self Identification

Ethnicity Caucasian/Non-Hispanic

Gender Male

Acknowledgements and Verification

Purpose of Information being submitted. I Agree

The information I am submitting is true and correct. I Agree

Your electronic signature

Link to signature

Alternative electronic signature

Notification to applicants for City Board/Commissions Please be advised that your application and any documents that
you attach are public records and, as such, are available to the
public, upon request, pursuant to the Kansas Open Records Act.

If you are appointed to the position, your application and resume
will be included in the governing body meeting agenda which is
posted online.

3 of 3

https://admin.us.openforms.com/Results/GetSignatureImage?answerId=124994208&answerIndex=0


DATE: November 10, 2026
CONTACT PERSON: Jane Murray, Sr.

Executive Assistant to
the Mayor

DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: Topeka Planning
Commission

PROJECT #:

CIP PROJECT: No
ACTION OF COUNCIL:  JOURNAL #:
  PAGE #:

City of Topeka
Governing Body Action Form

City Council Chambers
214 SE 8th Street

Topeka, Kansas 66603
www.topeka.org

November 10, 2026

 

 

 
 
 
 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

BOARD APPOINTMENT recommending the reappointment of Jennifer Hannon to the Topeka Planning
Commission for a term ending November 14, 2029. (Council District No. 9)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

At least five (5) votes of the City Council is required. Mayor does not vote.

POLICY ISSUE:

As a primary function, the Topeka planning commission shall have the responsibility for the adoption and
recommendation to the city council of the comprehensive metropolitan plan to guide the orderly growth and
harmonious development of the Topeka metropolitan area. The comprehensive metropolitan plan shall consist
of, but not be limited to, the elements described in TMC 18.05.020. The Topeka planning commission shall
recommend appropriate legislative, administrative or budgetary actions necessary for the governing body to
implement the comprehensive metropolitan plan on or before May 1st of each year.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Councilmember Hoferer nominates and Mayor Duncan recommends the reappointment of Jennifer Hannon for
a term ending November 14, 2029. Ms. Hannon meets the residency requirement.

BACKGROUND:

This is a nine-member board, created by the City. Council members nominate and the Mayor appoints. The
governing ordinance, 18442, specifically states that at least six, but not more than seven shall reside within the
corporate boundaries of the city. At least two, but not more than three shall reside outside the city boundaries,
but within the city’s 3-Mile Extraterritorial Jurisdiction. At least six shall be appointed from the private sector; at
least three from the private sector shall be currently licensed or engaged or have substantial past experience

https://www.topeka.org


in the following fields: licensed professional engineer; licensed landscape architect; licensed architect; certified
planner; registered land surveyor; licensed contractor; developer or other experienced professional working in a
filed related to planning or land development.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

There is no budgetary impact to the City.

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Not Applicable.

ATTACHMENTS:

J. Hannon - Application

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4366654/J._Hannon_-_Application.pdf


City of Topeka Boards and Commissions
Application

Submitted on 2 September 2026, 12:53PM

Receipt number 463

Related form version 10

Profile

First Name Jennifer

Last Name Hannon

Email Address jendhannon@gmail.com

Street Address 4817 SW West Hills Dr

Suite or Apt

City Topeka

State Kansas

Zip 66606

Are you a resident of the City of Topeka? Yes

What district do you live in? District 9

Primary Phone 6189804579

Alternate Phone

Employer HTK Architect

Job Title Director/Architect

Which Board would you like to apply for? Topeka Planning Commission

Are you a registered voter? Yes

1 of 3



Are you currently a full or part-time employee of the City of
Topeka?

No

Which department do you work for?

Are you or any immediate family member related to any city
governmental official or employee?

No

Who are you related to and how are you related?

Are you or have you been a party to any civil litigation
involving the City of Topeka?

No

Please explain the litigation and your role in it:

Are you delinquent in payment of any taxes, fees, fines, or
special assessments owed to the State of Kansas, Shawnee
County or the City of Topeka?

No

Please explain your delinquent payment situation.

Please state why you are interested in serving on this board
or commission:

I have served on the commission for the last several years and I
would like to continue my service. I believe my work as an
architect provides valuable knowledge to help evaluate cases
brought before the commission.

Interests & Experiences

Please describe your education, experience, and expertise
including any honors, awards, civic, cultural, charitable or
professional organization memberships that relate to the
position you are seeking.

I have a Master of Architecture degree from Kansas State
University and I have been a licensed architect since 2016. I
previously served on the AIA Topeka board as secretary, vice
president, and president.

List any professional licenses you hold in Kansas and advise
if they are current. (We reserve the right to request a copy
of your license prior to approval of your appointment.)

I have an architectural license in the State of Kansas. The license
number is 6783.

Do you have any relationships, transactions, positions you
hold (volunteer or otherwise), or circumstances that you
believe could contribute to a conflict of interest should you
be appointed to the board or commission you are applying
for?

No

Please describe/disclose what the potential conflict(s) of
interest are should you be appointed to the board or
commission you are applying for.

**Please upload a resume or any additional information you
believe may be helpful in considering your application.

Jennifer Hannon Resume.pdf

2 of 3

https://admin.us.openforms.com/Results/ResponseFile?fileId=dab3f7ef-3b8d-46ec-a701-461eafece74a&fileName=Jennifer%20Hannon%20Resume.pdf


Voluntary Self Identification

Ethnicity Caucasian/Non-Hispanic

Gender Female

Acknowledgements and Verification

Purpose of Information being submitted. I Agree

The information I am submitting is true and correct. I Agree

Your electronic signature

Uploaded signature image: s0b.png

Alternative electronic signature

Notification to applicants for City Board/Commissions Please be advised that your application and any documents that
you attach are public records and, as such, are available to the
public, upon request, pursuant to the Kansas Open Records Act.

If you are appointed to the position, your application and resume
will be included in the governing body meeting agenda which is
posted online.

3 of 3

https://admin.us.openforms.com/Results/ResponseFile?fileId=3cbb803e-7c89-43a7-9851-fd6ece4fd6e7&fileName=s0b.png


DATE: November 10, 2026
CONTACT PERSON: Jane Murray, Sr.

Executive Assistant to
the Mayor

DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: Topeka Planning
Commission

PROJECT #:

CIP PROJECT: No
ACTION OF COUNCIL:  JOURNAL #:
  PAGE #:

City of Topeka
Governing Body Action Form

City Council Chambers
214 SE 8th Street

Topeka, Kansas 66603
www.topeka.org

November 10, 2026

 

 

 
 
 
 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

BOARD APPOINTMENT recommending the reappointment of Katy Nelson to the Topeka Planning
Commission for a term ending November 14, 2029. (Council District No. 5)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

At least five (5) votes of the City Council is required. Mayor does not vote.

POLICY ISSUE:

As a primary function, the Topeka planning commission shall have the responsibility for the adoption and
recommendation to the city council of the comprehensive metropolitan plan to guide the orderly growth and
harmonious development of the Topeka metropolitan area. The comprehensive metropolitan plan shall consist
of, but not be limited to, the elements described in TMC 18.05.020. The Topeka planning commission shall
recommend appropriate legislative, administrative or budgetary actions necessary for the governing body to
implement the comprehensive metropolitan plan on or before May 1st of each year.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Councilmember Kell nominates and Mayor Duncan recommends the reappointment of Katy Nelson for a term
ending November 14, 2029. Ms. Nelson meets the residency requirement.

BACKGROUND:

This is a nine-member board, created by the City. Council members nominate and the Mayor appoints. The
governing ordinance, 18442, specifically states that at least six, but not more than seven shall reside within the
corporate boundaries of the city. At least two, but not more than three shall reside outside the city boundaries,
but within the city’s 3-Mile Extraterritorial Jurisdiction. At least six shall be appointed from the private sector; at
least three from the private sector shall be currently licensed or engaged or have substantial past experience

https://www.topeka.org


in the following fields: licensed professional engineer; licensed landscape architect; licensed architect; certified
planner; registered land surveyor; licensed contractor; developer or other experienced professional working in a
filed related to planning or land development.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

There is no budgetary impact to the City.

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Not Applicable.

ATTACHMENTS:

K. Nelson - Application

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4449471/K._Nelson_-_Application.pdf


City of Topeka Boards and Commissions
Application

Submitted on 28 September 2026, 5:41PM

Receipt number 475

Related form version 10

Profile

First Name Katy

Last Name Nelson

Email Address katy.nelson@buildingtopeka.org

Street Address 2876 SW Plass Ave

Suite or Apt

City Topeka

State Kansas

Zip 66611

Are you a resident of the City of Topeka? Yes

What district do you live in? District 5

Primary Phone 7858454444

Alternate Phone

Employer Topeka Area Building Association

Job Title CEO

Which Board would you like to apply for? Topeka Planning Commission

Are you a registered voter? Yes

1 of 3



Are you currently a full or part-time employee of the City of
Topeka?

No

Which department do you work for?

Are you or any immediate family member related to any city
governmental official or employee?

No

Who are you related to and how are you related?

Are you or have you been a party to any civil litigation
involving the City of Topeka?

No

Please explain the litigation and your role in it:

Are you delinquent in payment of any taxes, fees, fines, or
special assessments owed to the State of Kansas, Shawnee
County or the City of Topeka?

No

Please explain your delinquent payment situation.

Please state why you are interested in serving on this board
or commission:

I want to continue to make Topeka a better place and see growth
in our town.

Interests & Experiences

Please describe your education, experience, and expertise
including any honors, awards, civic, cultural, charitable or
professional organization memberships that relate to the
position you are seeking.

I work in the building industry and have done so for the past 9
years. I was an insurance agent before that so economic growth is
very important to me. I have access to many classes and or
information regarding anything construction for our area and the
country. I can be a wealth of information.

List any professional licenses you hold in Kansas and advise
if they are current. (We reserve the right to request a copy
of your license prior to approval of your appointment.)

N/A

Do you have any relationships, transactions, positions you
hold (volunteer or otherwise), or circumstances that you
believe could contribute to a conflict of interest should you
be appointed to the board or commission you are applying
for?

No

Please describe/disclose what the potential conflict(s) of
interest are should you be appointed to the board or
commission you are applying for.

**Please upload a resume or any additional information you
believe may be helpful in considering your application.

KNelson Resume.docx

2 of 3

https://admin.us.openforms.com/Results/ResponseFile?fileId=1bba46e4-0e15-408b-accf-fde529f94481&fileName=KNelson%20Resume.docx


Voluntary Self Identification

Ethnicity Caucasian/Non-Hispanic

Gender Female

Acknowledgements and Verification

Purpose of Information being submitted. I Agree

The information I am submitting is true and correct. I Agree

Your electronic signature

Link to signature

Alternative electronic signature Katy Nelson

Notification to applicants for City Board/Commissions Please be advised that your application and any documents that
you attach are public records and, as such, are available to the
public, upon request, pursuant to the Kansas Open Records Act.

If you are appointed to the position, your application and resume
will be included in the governing body meeting agenda which is
posted online.

3 of 3

https://admin.us.openforms.com/Results/GetSignatureImage?answerId=128477707&answerIndex=0


DATE: November 10, 2026
CONTACT PERSON: Jason Tryon, Public

Works Director
DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: Presentation - City of
Topeka ADA
Accessibility Transition
Plan

PROJECT #:

CIP PROJECT:
ACTION OF COUNCIL:  JOURNAL #:
  PAGE #:

City of Topeka
Governing Body Action Form

City Council Chambers
214 SE 8th Street

Topeka, Kansas 66603
www.topeka.org

November 10, 2026

 

 

 
 
 
 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Presentation only. No action required by the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Presentation only. No action required by the Governing Body.

BACKGROUND:

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

ATTACHMENTS:

Presentation - ADA Accessibility Transition Plan (November 10, 2026)

https://www.topeka.org
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460805/ADA_Accessibility_Transition_Plan.pdf
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$153,023 Grant from Kansas Department of Health and 

Environment

Physical building

assessment of 16 facilities

for Energy Efficiency and 

ADA Compliance

Program review of written 

policies and procedures



Program and Procedure Review 3

General 
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Procedures

Position 

Descriptions

Grievance
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Written 
procedures 

needed to ensure 
accessibility at 
special events

Upgraded 
communication 

regarding who to 
contact for 
accessibility 

concerns

Written policies 
and procedures 

needed for visual 
and hearing 

impaired

Written 
procedures 

needed to ensure 
emergency 
services are 

available



Facility Barrier Example 5



ADA Accessibility Transition Plan Recommendations 6

• Facility Upgrade recommendations 

were provided for each building

• Items range from adjusting door 

closures to adding elevators or 

altering slopes of parking 

areas/entrances

• Facilities staff has been correcting 

identified issues where feasible

• Items requiring capital projects are 

being considered as part of future 

CIP projects

Items Opinion of Probable Cost

City Hall 218 $528,956

Cyrus K. Holliday Building 198 $286,123

Law Enforcement Center 186 $450,324

Fire Administration 58 $116,582

Fire Station # 1 55 $160,724

Fire Station # 2 44 $112,174

Fire Station # 3 38 $225,295

Fire Station # 4 48 $189,720

Fire Station # 5 37 $25,671

Fire Station # 6 40 $414,000

Fire Station # 7 44 $96,414

Fire Station # 8 50 $38,201

Fire Station # 9 36 $160,333

Fire Station # 10 39 $36,770

Fire Station # 11 43 $171,370

Fire Station # 12 52 $60,632

Total 1186 $3,073,289



ADA Accessibility Transition Plan Recommendations 7

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5

Designate ADA Coordinator

to oversee transition plan

Evaluate City pedestrian facilities

In the public right-of-way

Prioritize high use areas and 

Critical pedestrian pathways

Integrate barrier removal 

into ongoing Capital 

Improvement Projects

Update the ADA 

Transition Plan regularly
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• Public input was sought from the general public through a survey 

available online or in person



ADA Survey Input 9

Access to City 

Hall and TPAC 

is challenging

Bathrooms do 

not have 

adequate 

space/amenities

Distance from 

parking to 

buildings is 

challenging

Provide closed 

captions or 

tablets during 

court 

proceedings

Better 

communication on 

how to access 

accommodations

Importance of 

sidewalks in 

accessing 

infrastructure
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• Transition plan was reviewed by ADA Advisory Committee at 

November 4th meeting.

• Comments and concerns were shared with Bureau Veritas for 

inclusion in final plan document
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• Questions?
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

APPROVAL of a professional services contract between the City of Topeka and RSC Insurance
Brokerage, Inc. and its subsidiary Thomas McGee LC for third-party claims administration services.

(Approval of the professional services contract would allow the consultant to provide third-party claims
administration services through December 31, 2027, with the option to renew for four additional one-year
terms.)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

Whether to approve the contract for professional services. Pursuant to Topeka Municipal Code (TMC)
3.30.010, all contracts for professional services that meet or exceed $50,000 require approval by the
Governing Body.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Governing Body approve the contract as part of the Consent Agenda.

BACKGROUND:

On July 21, 2026, the City issued a Request for Proposals (Bid Number 100) seeking qualified third-party
administrators to provide comprehensive claims administration services, primarily for workers' compensation
claims, with additional services for auto liability and property claims as needed. Services include claims
investigation and administration, medical and cost management, regulatory compliance, reporting, and claims

https://www.topeka.org


management support.

Proposals were received on August 21, 2026, and evaluated by City staff. Following the evaluation and
negotiation process, staff recommend entering into an agreement with RSC Insurance Brokerage, Inc. and its
subsidiary Thomas McGee LC to provide the specified professional services.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

Estimated contract cost of $132,650, including implementation, annual administration fees, and projected
claims administration services. Actual expenditures will vary based on claims activity and services utilized.
Funding is included in the City's budget.

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Property Insurance & Claims, and Workers' Compensation Funds

ATTACHMENTS:

Contract - RSC Insurance Brokerage, Inc. and its subsidiary Thomas McGee LC

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4459734/Contract_-_RSC_Insurance_Brokerage__Inc._and_its_subsidiary_Thomas_McGee_LC.pdf
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CITY OF TOPEKA

CONTRACT NO. _________________ 

This Agreement is entered into on _____________________, by and between the City of Topeka, 

Kansas, a municipal corporation (hereinafter referred to as the “City”), and RSC Insurance 

Brokerage, Inc. and its subsidiary Thomas McGee LC (hereinafter referred to as the “Consultant”).

WITNESSETH:

Whereas, on the 21st day of July, 2026, the City of Topeka issued a solicitation for Comprehensive 

Claims Administration on behalf of the Human Resources Department;

Whereas, Bid Event No. 100, titled Comprehensive Claims Administration, Third Party 

Administration and Related Services, is attached hereto as ATTACHMENT A; 

Whereas, after due consideration of the proposals received, the City has selected and accepted the 

proposal submitted by Consultant, which is attached hereto as ATTACHMENT B and 

incorporated herein by reference; 

1. PRICE

The Consultant shall perform all work in accordance with the terms, conditions, and

specifications set forth in the proposal and solicitation documents. The contract price is

detailed in ATTACHMENT B. The Consultant shall submit monthly invoices for work

performed. The City will review and, upon acceptance of work performed, process payment

in accordance with the Department of Administrative and Financial Services’ procedures.

2. TERM OF AGREEMENT

This Agreement shall become effective as of the date indicated above and shall remain in

effect until December 31, 2027, or until terminated by either party upon one hundred twenty

(120) days’ written notice. This Agreement may be renewed for four (4) additional one (1)

year terms upon mutual written agreement of the parties. 
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3. TIME OF ESSENCE

The parties agree that time and punctual performance are material terms of this Agreement.

Each party shall fulfill its obligations in accordance with the timelines and deadlines set forth

in the proposal and this Agreement.

4. ACCEPTANCE OF CONTRACT

This Agreement shall not be deemed accepted, approved, or effective until all legally required

approvals, authorizations, and certifications have been obtained.

5. REPRESENTATIVE AUTHORITY TO CONTRACT

By signing this Agreement, the individual executing it on behalf of the Consultant represents

and warrants that they are duly authorized to do so and that the Consultant is bound by the

terms and conditions of this Agreement.

6. TERMINATION FOR CONVENIENCE OR CAUSE

The City may terminate this Agreement, in whole or in part, at any time and for any reason,

including for convenience or for cause. Termination shall be effective upon written notice

from the Director of Contracts and Procurement or their designee, provided at least thirty (30)

days in advance.

i) In the case of termination for convenience, the City shall provide written notice stating

the effective date of termination. The Consultant shall continue to perform any portion

of the work not terminated by the notice and shall be entitled to compensation for work

satisfactorily performed up to the termination date.

ii) In the case of termination for cause, including material breach or performance defects,

the non-breaching party must first provide written notice specifying the nature of the

breach and allow the breaching party thirty (30) days to cure. If the breach is not

substantially cured within the thirty-day period, the non-breaching party may terminate

this Agreement by providing written notice of termination. In such cases, the

Consultant shall only be entitled to compensation for work actually and satisfactorily

performed up to the termination date. If the Consultant terminates the Agreement prior

to earning all monies paid in an initial progress payment, the Consultant shall refund

the unearned portion to the City within thirty (30) days.
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7. TERMINATION DUE TO LACK OF FUNDING APPROPRIATION

If, in the judgment of the City Manager, sufficient funds are not available to continue the

services under this Agreement or to make required payments, the City may terminate this

Agreement at the end of its current fiscal year. The City shall provide the Consultant with

written notice of termination at least thirty (30) days prior to the end of the fiscal year. Upon

such termination, the Consultant may reclaim any equipment provided to the City under this

Agreement, and title to that equipment shall revert to the Consultant at the end of the City’s

fiscal year. The City agrees to pay the Consultant for all services properly performed through

the termination date, as well as any contractual costs reasonably incurred in the return of

equipment. Termination under this provision shall not result in any penalty or liability to either

party.

8. CASH BASIS AND BUDGET LAWS

All contract agreements are subject to the State of Kansas cash basis and budget laws,

including but not limited to K.S.A. 10-1101 and 79-2925 et seq. Any financial obligation

incurred under this Agreement or related purchase order shall bind the City only to the extent

that funds are lawfully appropriated and available at the time payment is due.

9. INDEMNIFICATION

Consultant agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the City, its officers, employees,

and agents from and against any and all third-party claims, losses, liabilities, damages,

expenses, costs, and judgments, including reasonable attorney fees, but only to the extent they

directly arise out of or result from the negligent acts or omissions of the Consultant, its

employees, or subcontractors, in connection with the performance of this Agreement.

10. LIMITATION OF LIABILITY

No Consequential or Indirect Damages. IN NO EVENT SHALL CONSULTANT BE

LIABLE TO THE CITY OR ANY THIRD PARTY FOR CONSEQUENTIAL, INDIRECT,

INCIDENTAL, SPECIAL, EXEMPLARY, PUNITIVE OR ENHANCED DAMAGES,OR

LOST PROFITS OR REVENUES, OR ARISING OUT OF, RELATING TO, OR IN

CONNECTION WITH ANY BREACH OF THIS AGREEMENT, REGARDLESS OF (A)

WHETHER SUCH DAMAGES WERE FORESEEABLE, (B) WHETHER OR NOT IT
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WAS ADVISED OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES AND (C) THE LEGAL 

OR EQUITABLE THEORY (CONTRACT, TORT OR OTHERWISE) UPON WHICH THE 

CLAIM IS BASED.

Maximum Liability. IN NO EVENT SHALL CONSULTANT’S AGGREGATE LIABILITY 

ARISING OUT OF OR RELATED TO ANY SERVICES, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF 

OR RELATED TO BREACH OF CONTRACT, TORT (INCLUDING NEGLIGENCE) OR 

OTHERWISE, EXCEED $2,000,000. THE LIMITATIONS SET FORTH IN THIS 

SECTION SHALL NOT APPLY TO: CONSULTANTS’ GROSSLY NEGLIGENT ACTS 

OR OMISSIONS OR WILLFUL MISCONDUCT.

11. DISCLAIMER OF LIABILITY

No provision of this agreement will be given effect that attempts to require the City to defend,

hold harmless, or indemnify any Consultant or third party for the City’s acts or omissions.

The City’s liability is limited to the liability established in the Kansas Tort Claims Act, K.S.A.

75-6101 et seq.

12. INSURANCE

The City of Topeka shall not be obligated to purchase or maintain insurance for any personal

property related to this Agreement. Subject to the provisions of the Kansas Tort Claims Act

(K.S.A. 75-6101 et seq.) and the claims provisions of the Topeka Municipal Code (Section

3.35.010 et seq.), the Consultant shall bear all risk of loss or damage to any personal property

in which it retains title.

i) Commercial General Liability Insurance, with a limit of $1,000,000 for each

occurrence and $2,000,000 in the general aggregate.

ii) Automobile Liability Insurance, with a limit of $1,000,000 for each accident, combined

single limit for bodily injury and property damage.

iii) Worker's Compensation Insurance and Employer's Liability Insurance, in accordance

with statutory requirements, with a limit of $500,000 for each accident.

iv) Professional Liability Insurance, with a limit of $1,000,000 for each claim and

aggregate.
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13. ARBITRATION, DAMAGES, WARRANTIES

Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary, nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted

to subject the City of Topeka, or any of its departments or divisions, to binding arbitration.

Additionally, the City shall not be liable for attorney’s fees unless expressly authorized by

law. No provision of this Agreement shall be given effect if it seeks to exclude, modify,

disclaim, or otherwise limit any implied warranties, including but not limited to the warranties

of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose.

14. RESPONSIBILITY FOR TAXES

The City of Topeka shall not be responsible for, nor shall it indemnify the Consultant against,

any federal, state, or local taxes that may be imposed, assessed, or levied in connection with

the performance of this Agreement.

15. AGREEMENT WITH KANSAS LAW

All contractual agreements shall be subject to, governed by, and construed according to the

laws of the State of Kansas.

16. NOTICES

All notices, demands, requests, approvals, reports, instructions, consents or other

communications (collectively "notices") which may be required or desired to be given by

either party to the other shall be in writing and shall be made by personal delivery or sent

by United States certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested, or by overnight

delivery, prepaid, addressed as follows or to any other persons or addresses as may be

designated by notice from one party to the other:

CITY OF TOPEKA RSC INSURANCE BROKERAGE 

INC. & THOMAS MCGEE LC 

City Clerk John Charpie 

215 SE 7th St 120 W 12th St, Suite 1000

Topeka, KS 66603 Kansas City, MO 64105

(785) 368-3749 (816) 842-4800
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cclerk@topeka.org jcharpie@thomasmcgee.com

With a Copy to:

legal@risk-strategies.com 

17. ASSIGNMENT

Neither the City nor the Consultant shall assign any rights or duties under this agreement

without the prior written consent of the other party. Nothing contained herein shall prevent

the Consultant from employing independent consultants, associates, or subcontractors

however, in such case, the Consultant shall be responsible for the performance of the services.

18. RELATIONSHIP OF PARTIES

It is understood by the parties that the Consultant is an independent Consultant with respect

to the City, and not an employee of the City.

19. DISCLOSURE; LITIGATION.

As of the date this agreement was entered into, Consultant represents that it is not aware of

any pending legal proceedings or litigation that would reasonably be expected to materially

impair Consultant's ability to perform its obligations under this Agreement, including any

claims against Thomas McGee LLC for negligence, professional malpractice, errors or

omissions, breach of confidentiality, or unauthorized access, use, or disclosure of confidential

or protected information arising out of or relating to the professional services provided by

Thomas McGee LC.

20. ANTI-DISCRIMINATION CLAUSE

The Consultant agrees to comply with all federal, state, and local laws and ordinances

prohibiting unlawful discrimination, including, but not limited to K.S.A. 44-1030, and to not

unlawfully discriminate against any person in the performance of work under the contract  or

in the hiring of employees, subcontractors or vendors because of age, color, disability which

is unrelated to the ability to perform a particular job or occupation, familial status, genetic

information, national origin, ancestry, race, religion, sex which includes gender identity and

sexual orientation per the United States Supreme Court in Bostock v. Clayton County Georgia

590 U.S. 644 (2020), veteran status, or any other factor protected by law, except by reason of
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demonstrably valid occupational disqualification. Consultant shall comply with any notice-

posting requirements applicable to Consultant under federal, state, or local law, including 

K.S.A. 44-1030. . The Consultant shall be bound by both the terms of this section and City 

rules and regulations. In all solicitations or advertisements for employees, the Consultant shall 

include the phrase “equal opportunity employer” or a similar phrase. If a Consultant shall fail, 

refuse or neglect to comply with the terms of the contract conditions, such failure shall be 

deemed a total breach of the contract, and such contract may be terminated, canceled, or 

suspended, in whole or in part, and such Consultant may be declared ineligible for any further 

City contracts for a period of up to one year; provided, that if a contract is terminated, canceled 

or suspended for failure to comply with this section, the Consultant shall have no claims for 

damages against the City on account of such termination, cancelation or suspension or 

declaration of ineligibility. Consultant shall include the nondiscrimination provisions required 

by K.S.A. 44-1030 in any subcontract or purchase order entered into for the performance of 

services under this Agreement. 

21. WAIVER OF CONTRACTUAL RIGHT

The failure of either party to enforce any provision of this agreement shall not be construed

as a waiver or limitation of that party’s right to subsequently enforce and compel strict

compliance with every provision of this agreement.

22. SEVERABILITY

If any provision of this agreement shall be held to be invalid or unenforceable for any reason,

the remaining provisions shall continue to be valid and enforceable. If a court of competent

jurisdiction finds that any provision of this agreement is invalid or unenforceable, but that by

limiting such provision it would become valid and enforceable, then such provision shall be

deemed to be written, construed, and enforced as so limited.

23. ENTIRE AGREEMENT

The terms and conditions set forth herein constitute the final written expression of all the

terms of this transaction and is a complete and exclusive statement of those terms. This

agreement supersedes any prior or contemporaneous oral or written agreement, proposed
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agreements, negotiations, and discussions with respect to the subject matter hereof. Any 

representations, promises, warranties or statements by any employee or agent of the 

Consultant that differ in any way from the terms of this written agreement shall be given no 

force or effect.

24. TERMS HEREIN CONTROLLING PROVISIONS

It is expressly agreed that the terms of each and every provision in this agreement shall prevail

and control over the terms of any conflicting provision in any Attachment or Exhibit

incorporated into this agreement.

25. EXECUTION IN COUNTERPARTS

This contract may be signed by fax or electronic signature, which will be deemed to be an

original signature. This contract may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be

deemed to be an original, and all of which shall be deemed to constitute one and the same

instrument.

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS RSC INSURANCE BROKERAGE INC. 
AND ITS SUBSIDIARY  THOMAS 

MCGEE LC 

John Charpie, Managing DirectorMichael Webb, Interim City Manager

Attest: 

________________________________ 
Brenda Younger, City Clerk 

Attest Date: ___________________ 

[SEAL]

Director of 
C&P: 

___________ 

Approved as to Form & Legality:

By ______________________ 

Date ___________________ 
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Contracts & Procurement Division
City Hall, 215 SE 7th St., Room 60
Topeka, KS 66603

procurement@topeka.org
Tel: 785-368-3749

THIRD PARTY ADMINISTRATION CLAIMS SERVICES
Request for Proposals (RFP)

Introduction

The City of Topeka (“City”) is soliciting proposals from qualified and licensed Third-Party 

Administrators (TPAs) to provide comprehensive claims administration, third party 

administration and related services. The City’s HR Risk Management Division maintains a self-

insured, self-administered fund that processes workers’ compensation, auto liability, and 

property claims. The primary focus of the RFP is to employ a TPA to manage these claims 

efficiently and cost effectively. The chosen TPA must be able to demonstrate improved 

outcomes and cost savings across several matrices.  

Background

The City of Topeka is a full-service city with an annual operating budget of $342,000,000 under 

a Mayor/Council form of government. The City Manager is the administrative head of the 

government and is directly responsible to the City Council. The City of Topeka has 1,020 full-

time employees, which supports an estimated population of 128,000 citizens within the Topeka 

metropolitan area, and is made up of the following City departments:

A. Administrative & Financial Services

B. Fire 

C. Housing & Neighborhood Development

D. Human Resources

E. Information Technology (IT)

F. Legal

G. Municipal Court 

H. Planning 

I. Police 

J. Public Works / Utilities 
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IV. SCOPE OF SERVICES

The selected TPA shall provide end-to-end Workers’ Compensation administration, including 

but not limited to: 

Claims Administration

Intake and assignment within 24 hours

 Investigation, reserving, and adjudication 

 Indemnity and medical management 

Subrogation identification and recovery

Settlement evaluation and negotiation support

Litigation coordination (City retains control of counsel)

 Monitoring of settled claims and identification of claims eligible for administrative 

closure in accordance with Kansas Workers' Compensation requirements

Medical & Cost Management 

 Nurse case management (telephonic and field) 

 Utilization review 

 Pharmacy benefit management (PBM) 

 Bill review and medical cost containment 

Return-to-work coordination

Compliance & Reporting 

 Kansas Workers’ Compensation compliance 

CMS Section 111 reporting (if applicable)

 Timely filing of all required state and federal reports 

 Excess carrier reporting

 Technology & RMISSecure, web-based RMIS with real-time access 

 Claim notes, reserves, payments, and dashboards

 Custom reporting and data export capabilities

 EDI capability for First Report of Injury (FROI) 

Account Management

 Dedicated account team 

 Quarterly claim review meetings 

 Annual stewardship report
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 Performance tracking and continuous improvement 

 Auto Liability & Property Claims Administration (As Requested)
 Investigation and administration of auto liability claims. 

 Investigation and administration of property damage claims. 

Liability determination and documentation.

 Subrogation identification and recovery. 

Litigation coordination (City retains control of counsel).

 Claim reporting and reserve recommendations. 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS 

Proposers must:

 Be licensed to provide TPA services in Kansas

Demonstrate experience with public sector or self-insured entities 

Provide a secure, fully functional RMIS platform

 Maintain adequate staffing and manageable caseloads 

 Demonstrate financial stability 

Maintain appropriate cybersecurity protections

SERVICE EXPECTATIONS & PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

The selected TPA shall meet or exceed the following:

 Claims Handling

 Initial contact within 24 hours

 Reserve establishment within 30 days

Ongoing file activity at least every 30 days

 Supervisor review on complex claims

Communication 

 Timely response (within 1–3 business days)

 Immediate notification of significant developments 

 Clear, documented claim strategies

Outcomes

 Focus on early intervention and return-to-work

 Reduction in claim duration and cost
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 Aggressive but appropriate subrogation recovery 

 Proactive monitoring of settled and inactive claims,  

including identification of claims eligible for administrative closure and 

notification to the City of recommended closure actions

Quality Assurance & File Audits

 Conduct quarterly claim file audit

 Conduct quarterly claim closure audits 

Provide audit findings and corrective action recommendations during quarterly 

claim review meetings.

DATA, REPORTING & ANALYTICS

The TPA shall provide:

 Monthly and quarterly loss runs 

Financial and actuarial trend analysis 

Benchmarking against municipalities or industry standards

 Claim aging and closure metrics

 Custom dashboards and ad hoc reporting 

Data export in Excel or compatible formats 

Quarterly settlement report 

 Quarterly file audit summary report 

 Quarterly claim closure audit report 

Open settled claim inventory report identifying claims eligible for closure 

TRANSITION PLAN 

The TPA shall provide an implementation timeline and data migration approach: 

 Estimated implementation schedule 

Historical data conversion process

Open claim transfer process 

 Run-off claim handling 

Data validation and quality assurance procedures

Dedicated implementation team and project manager 

 Required City resources during implementation 
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 Historical claim data access following transition or contract termination. 

RFP QUESTION SIBMISSIONS

All questions must be submitted using the Bid Question Submittal Excel Form included in the Bid 

Attachments. Proposers shall download the form, enter their questions directly into the Q# fields 

(handwritten submissions will not be accepted), and email the completed Excel file to 

procurement@topeka.org no later than ten (10) days prior to the bid closing date and time, unless 

otherwise stated in the bid documents. 

 The email subject line shall read: Bid Number 100 – Questions. 

If more than forty (40) questions are required, bidders may insert additional rows as 

needed. The form must be submitted as an MS Excel (.xls or .xlsx) file. 

Responses to questions will be issued by addendum and posted in the Bid Attachments as 

a PDF titled: Bid Number 100 – Answers to Bid Question Submittal Form.

PROPOSAL FORMAT

Proposers must prepare their technical proposal in such a way as to provide a straightforward and 

concise discussion of the proposer’s ability to provide the services that can best satisfy the 

requirements herein and the needs of the City. To be considered responsive, proposers must fully 

address all items identified in this section. Proposals are to be limited to a total of 20 (twenty) 

pages (not counting front and back cover, cover letter, table of contents, section dividers, Claims 

Inventory & Reporting Samples, and Pricing Proposal) using margins not smaller than 0.75” and 

font size not smaller than 10. Failure to provide a complete proposal will be considered 

unresponsive.  The proposal must include the following:

 Cover Letter 

 Firm overview

 Primary contact information 

 A statement confirming the proposer can meet all mandatory requirements and 

performance standards. 

Company Qualifications: Provide information demonstrating the firm's experience, 

qualifications, and capacity to perform the services described herein.

 Overview of the firm's workers' compensation TPA services and experience
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 Experience providing workers' compensation administration services and, if 

applicable, auto liability and property claims administration services to self-

insured public entities 

Describe three workers' compensation TPA transitions completed within the last 

five (5) years, including:

Client type and size

Number of claims transferred

Implementation timeline achieved

Scope of data migration

Challenges encountered and resolution approach

 Financial stability and organizational capacity 

Proposed Approach: Describe the firm's approach to providing efficient, compliant, and 

cost-effective workers' compensation claims administration services. 

 Claims management philosophy 

 Cost containment strategies

 Return-to-work program approach 

 Settlement management approach

Claim closure management process

 Escalation procedures for complex or litigated claims 

 Staffing Plan: Describe the proposed staffing structure and personnel that will be 

assigned to the City.

 Key personnel and roles

 Adjuster average caseloads 

 Account management structure

 Technology & RMIS

 System overview and capabilities, including:

Automated diary functions

Task management

Settlement tracking

Claim closure monitoring 

System alerts
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Reporting capabilities 

 Security measures

Performance & Outcomes: Provide measurable performance results achieved for 

comparable public-sector clients.

KPIs and performance metrics

 Predictive modeling capabilities (if applicable) 

 Provide measurable performance results achieved including:  

Claim duration reductions

Claim closure rates

Return-to-work outcomes

Cost containment results 

 Transition Plan: Describe the firm's approach to implementing services and transitioning 

claims administration from the incumbent provider. 

 Implementation timeline

 Data migration approach

 Open claim transfer process

 Historical data conversion process

Staff onboarding

 Required City resources

 Risk mitigation strategy 

Prior transition experience

 References: Identify any references for which the proposer provides auto liability or 

property claims administration services. Provide the following information for each 

reference. 

 Minimum of three (3) current municipal or public-sector clients 

Organization name 

Contact person and title 

Email

Phone

Number of employees covered

Years under contract 
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 Exceptions (if any) 

 Clearly identify any deviations

Claims Inventory & Reporting Samples: Submit the following sample reports as 

appendices. Combine all reports into a single file before uploading. These materials will 

not count toward the technical proposal page limit.

 Sample loss run 

 Sample executive dashboard

Sample settlement report

Sample claim closure report

Sample stewardship report

PRICING PROPOSAL (SEPARATE SUBMITTAL)

Proposers shall complete and submit the City's Fee Proposal Form in its entirety. Failure to 

provide all requested pricing information may result in the proposal being deemed non-

responsive.

Pricing shall include all labor, supervision, administration, technology, reporting, overhead, 

profit, travel, and other costs necessary to provide the services described in this RFP unless 

specifically identified as a pass-through expense. Pricing shall remain firm for a period of ninety 

(90) calendar days following the proposal due date. 

 Fixed Annual Fees

Proposers shall provide annual pricing for all fixed-fee services, including but not limited 
to:

Account management

 Dedicated account executive services

 RMIS platform access and licensing

 Standard reporting services

 Administrative services

 Any other recurring fixed fees

Claim Administration Fees  

Proposers shall provide per-claim pricing for each applicable claim category, including:

 Medical Only Claims 

 Lost Time Claims 
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 Indemnity Claims 

 Litigated Claims 

 Catastrophic Claims

Reopened Claims

Auto Liability Claims (if applicable)

 Property Claims (if applicable)  

Medical Management and Cost Containment Services  

Proposers shall identify whether the following services are included within claim 
administration fees or billed separately: 

 Telephonic Nurse Case Management

 Field Nurse Case Management

Bill Review Services

 Pharmacy Benefit Management 

 Utilization Review 

 Independent Medical Examinations

 Vocational Rehabilitation Services Transition & Run-Out (Tail) Costs 

 Pass-Through Expenses

Proposers shall identify all pass-through expenses and any associated administrative fees 
or markups. At a minimum, proposers shall identify pricing for:

 Surveillance Services

 Medical Record Retrieval 

 Expert Witness Services 

 Investigation Services 

Litigation Support Services

 Any additional third-party services anticipated during contract performance  

Transition and Implementation Costs

Proposers shall provide separate pricing for:
 Implementation Services

 Data Migration and Conversion 

 Historical Data Transfer

 Staff Training 

 Open Claim Transfer Activities 

Other One-Time Startup Costs 
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Run-Off and Contract Termination Services

Proposers shall provide pricing for services that may be required upon contract expiration 

or termination, including:

Open Claim Run-Off Administration

Historical Data Extraction

Data Archive Services

 Read-Only RMIS Access

 Transition Assistance to a Successor Administrator  

 Any performance guarantees or savings models

Optional Services

Proposers shall separately identify any optional or value-added services offered, 

including associated pricing. Examples include: 

 Predictive Analytics

Benchmarking Studies

 On-Site Claim Reviews

 Safety Program Consulting 

 Supervisor Training 

 Stewardship Reporting Enhancements 

 Annual Cost Scenario 

To facilitate proposal evaluation, proposers shall complete the Annual Cost Scenario 

contained within the Fee Proposal Form using the City's estimated annual claim volume.

The Annual Cost Scenario is intended solely for evaluation purposes and does not 

constitute a guarantee of actual claim volume.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

The City will review all submittals and select the organization deemed most qualified to begin 

the contract scope and fee negotiation process. If the City and the selected proposer cannot agree 

on scope and/or fee, the City may terminate negotiations and select another proposer. 

Furthermore, the City may elect to interview one or more proposers prior to making the 

selection. Proposals will be evaluated based on best value using the following criteria: 
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 Experience & Qualifications 25% 

Claims Management Approach & Outcomes 20% 

Staffing & Account Management 15%

Technology & Reporting (RMIS) 15%

 Transition Plan & Implementation 20% 

Cost Proposal 5% 

Contract Term

The contract term with the selected vendor will be for an initial one (1) year period from the date 

of contract execution by signature of both parties with the option to renew for four (4) additional 

one (1) year periods by written agreement of the parties under the same terms and conditions.



Response to RFP 100 

For: City of Topeka, KS 
Presented By: John Charpie, Thomas McGee Group 
Date: August 2026
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Letter of Transmittal 
Thomas McGee Group 

120 W. 12th St., Ste. 1000 
Kansas City, MO 64105 

August 21, 2026 

City of Topeka 
Contracts & Procurement Division 
215 SE 7th Street, Room 60 
Topeka, KS 66603 

RE: THIRD PARTY ADMINISTRATION SERVICES 
Event # 100 

We are pleased to provide our proposal to you for Third Party Administration services for the City of Topeka.   
 
I will serve as the primary contact person for Thomas McGee Group and can be contacted at the letterhead 
address above.  Additionally, my phone number is: 816-830-0073 and email address is: 
jcharpie@thomasmcgee.com.   

Thomas McGee Group is a regional TPA specializing in servicing accounts in the Central States. Our firm 
provides primary services as outlined in the Request for Proposal. Since we began our TPA Division over 35 
years ago, we have maintained a retention rate of 98% of our clients.  Other than clients being absorbed into 
larger programs, we have not lost a client in over 10 years.   
 
Working with Thomas McGee eliminates layers of bureaucracy and provides consistency in service usually not 
available through branch office environments.  We will apply all of our knowledge and expertise on 
communicating frequently with claimants, physicians, local personnel and the City staff.  Experience has taught 
us fewer claims become lost time or are litigated, when we apply this intensity to communication and medical 
management, thus lowering the cost of claims significantly.  
 
Our average claim costs are 30% below Industry averages and our client’s litigation percentage is below 5% for 
workers compensation.  Simply, we retain clients because their cost of claims is less, with no surprises in the 
handling and settlement process.  Our clients have recognized that TPA fees represent only the tip of 
significant dollars spent on claims.  Appropriate levels of well-trained and motivated personnel can make 
serious inroads in reducing total costs justifying higher front-end TPA expenditures.  Additionally, we continually 
modify our claims processes to address changes in the claims environment.   
 
Additionally, Thomas McGee is an independent Third Party Administrator that uses ancillary service providers 
based on our adjusters obtaining the best results.  Services such as Bill Review, Preferred Provider Networks, 
Nurse Case Management, and Surveillance organizations are chosen in conjunction with the client.  This 
objective approach assures the Thomas McGee’s adjusters work toward gaining the best claim outcome, and 
assures our clients there are no additional sources of revenue. 
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In addition to claim administration, Thomas McGee’s scope of service is broadened beyond the typical Third 
Party Administrators.  These services include analytical abilities, multiple risk management reporting tools, 
access to OSHA reporting modules and assistance in working with the individual state regulators.  The 
broadened services serve to reduce the incremental cost per claim while providing the highest-level claim 
services at the lowest possible cost. 
 
As you will see in reviewing the specifics of our proposal, we have the desire, experience, internal programs 
and philosophy to manage your claims efficiently, effectively and in a timely manner.   
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas McGee Group

 
 
John Charpie, Managing Director 
Office: (816) 843-4635 | Cell: (816) 830-0073 
jcharpie@thomasmcgee.com  
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B. Company Qualifications 
1. Overview of the firm's workers' compensation TPA services and experience  

Thomas McGee began operations in 1910 and now employs over 100 associates from its offices in 
Kansas City and Saint Louis, Missouri. We operate from two locations in Missouri, yet service clients 
throughout the United States. As a regionally focused agency, we are among the oldest in the Midwest. 
 
Thomas McGee is one of the few full-service insurance agencies in Missouri that operates as a broker and 
TPA. As our history indicates, Thomas McGee made a commitment to our clients over 100 years ago and 
that commitment is as strong today as ever. 
 
Thomas McGee began the Risk Management Services Department in 1987. The Department has steadily 
grown and handles claims for many self-insured organizations in the Midwest. Our adjusting staff handles 
Workers’ Compensation, Auto Liability, Auto Physical Damage, Property, General Liability, and professional 
coverage. 
 
If we are fortunate enough to partner with the City of Topeka the office that would handle the claims would 
be located in  Kansas City, MO.  

 
2. Experience providing workers' compensation administration services and, if applicable, auto liability 

and property claims administration services to self-insured public entities  

See below for a partial listing of local municipalities we provide TPA claims services to: 
 

MUNICIPAL ENTITY STATE CONTACT PHONE 
NUMBER

LINES OF COVERAGE YEARS OF 
SERVICE 

Johnson County KS Gina Fisher 913-715-0616 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 32 Years 

Olathe KS Tom Sanders 913-971-8519 Self-Insured WC 17 Years 

Lenexa KS Kristen Crow 913-477-7574 Self-Insured WC 17 Years 

Leawood KS Nic Sanders 913-339-6700 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Lee's Summit MO Alysia Townsend 816-969-1048 Self-Insured WC 22 Years

Independence MO Sara Veit 816-857-7875 Self-Insured WC 10 Years 

KCATA MO Jill Spurling 816-346-0854 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 25 Years 

Joplin MO Michelle Ducre 417-624-0820 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 3 Years 

Springfield USD MO Kaylyn Staats 417-523-0312 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 8 Years 

Shawnee Mission USD KS Russ Knaplp 913-993-6478 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 27 Years 

Blue Valley USD KS Sid Cumberland 913-239-4244 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 20 Years 

Olathe USD KS Merle Hastert 913-780-8051 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 21 Years 

Shawnee KS Lona Lanter 913-631-2500 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Lansing KS Sarah Bodensteiner 913-727-3036 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Leavenworth KS Lona Lanter 913-680-2608 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Leavenworth County KS Fran Keppler 913-684-0415 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 
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Manhattan KS Kathy Lousch 785-587-2446 Self-Insured WC 27 Years

Merriam KS Stephanie Thompson 913-322-5508 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Mission KS Brian Scott 913-676-8350 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Ottawa KS Michelle Wapp 785-229-3635 Self-Insured WC 31 Years

Shawnee County KS Jim Crowl 785-233-8200 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

St. Joseph, MO MO Laurie Thompson 816-271-4672 Self-Insured WC 27 Years 

Hutchinson KS Tom Sanders 620-694-2620 Self-Insured WC 8 Years

Winfield KS Jamie Chism 660-221-5509 Self-Insured WC 11 Year 

Chanute KS Traci Endicott 620-431-5293 Self-Insured WC 12 Years 

Emporia KS Jo Lynn Herron 620-343-4292 Self-Insured WC 20 Years

Fairway KS Kim Young 913-262-0350 Self-Insured WC 18 Years 

Gardner KS Alan Abramovitz 913-856-0943 Self-Insured WC 18 Years 

Lawrence KS Shelby Patch 785-832-3010 Self-Insured WC 9 Years 

Lawrence USD KS Susan Fowler 785-832-5000 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

 
3. Describe three workers' compensation TPA transitions completed within the last five (5) years, 

including:  
i. Client type and size 
ii. Number of claims transferred  
iii. Implementation timeline achieved 
iv. Scope of data migration  
v. Challenges encountered and resolution approach 

Feel free to connect with the below references regarding transition of programs with similar scope: 
 
Kansas City Missouri Police Department, Precious Marshall, 816-234-5390 
City of Joplin, Michelle Ducre, 417-624-0820 
Board of Public Utilities, Kevin Dody, 417-831-8450 

 
 

4. Financial stability and organizational capacity 

Thomas McGee Group operates as a division of Brown and Brown, which is a publicly traded company and 
the 5th largest insurance broker in the world. 
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C. Proposed Approach 
Describe the firm's approach to providing efficient, compliant, and cost-effective workers' compensation 
claims administration services.  

 
1. Claims management philosophy  

Our claims management philosophy thought to be most effective is to determine as quickly as possible 
compensability. Once determined, manage the claim in a timely and cost effective manner to return the 
employee to active duty as quickly as possible while keeping the cost of the claim as low as possible.  

 
Throughout the process, all parties are kept in the loop and aware of the claim status (three-point contact). 
Employee/employer relationships are considered highly important. Our objective is to enhance that 
relationship throughout the process. Below we explain how we put this philosophy into practice. 

 
When a claim is reported to McGee, we establish a claim file within 24 hours of receipt. At the time of set-
up, we establish initial case reserves based on the preliminary information. Our first objective will be to 
determine compensability. This can be a relatively easy task to one that requires investigation and 
recorded statements.  

 
Assuming the claim is compensable; we will send a letter to the claimant and copy the client that a claim 
has been received, the name of the adjuster and the claim number. If the case is serious, or may require 
lost time, we will make direct contact with the claimant as well. We develop a diary on all claims every 30 
days to review the claim.  

 
Medical only claims are expected to be completed in 90 days. Medical only claims open more than 90 
days are automatically reviewed by the Claim Supervisor. Throughout the process, we keep in contact with 
the medical provider, claimant, and the client. Claim reserves are monitored every 30 days until the 90-day 
mark is reached. Claims going beyond 90 days are pended for review automatically every 60 days 
thereafter.  

 
We meet with the client every quarter to review open claims. Depending on the number of claims, the 
review can last from 1 to 3 hours and cover only large claims (defined by the client), or all open claims.  

 
When a claim is ready for settlement, we contact the client to discuss and request approval. Even claims 
falling within our settlement authority are usually discussed prior to an offer being made. After a 
settlement is reached and all bills have been received, the claim is closed. 

 
 

2. Cost containment strategies  

Thomas McGee works with the CompBR as a cost containment partner. CompBr and Thomas McGee have 
EDI in place to ensure timely bill payments. All fees associated with the re-pricing are recorded as 
Allocated Loss Expenses against the applicable claim file. 

 
CompBr typically charges 25% savings for re-pricing beyond the Kansas Fee Schedule and they have some 
of the deepest discounts with medical providers in the Kansas City area. If the City is not currently 
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receiving, a detailed savings report can be requested from CompBr to be received on a regular basis (i.e. 
monthly, quarterly, etc.). 
3. Return-to-work program approach  

We highly encourage return to work.  The benefits to keeping an individual engaged with peers and the 
work environment far outweigh someone being at home disengaged.  We work with our contacts and the 
medical providers to ensure quality communication about restrictions.  Quality return to work programs 
assist in shorter recovery times while providing benefits of a working individual to the City. 

 
4. Settlement management approach

Communication is again key.  We want to be fair in the process for employees that continue to engage and 
elect to work through the process with us versus counsel.  We will communicate the norms for settlement 
of the different types of injuries.  We utilize the best outcome physicians that understand the rating 
process.  Conservative ratings are essential with the guides now only being a starting point in litigated 
claims.  We do not have a required set authority for us.  We work with many clients that require 
communication on every settlement. 
 
5. Claim closure management process 

Management oversees any claims over a year to ensure that we are working toward closure.  Med only 
claims are reviewed at 90 days by a Supervisor.  Most Adjuster level claims are concluded before or shortly 
after the anniversary date.  We encourage claim reviews on a quarterly or semi-annual bases for plan of 
action strategies to bring files to closure 

 
6. Escalation procedures for complex or litigated claims 

All claims reaching $75,000 in incurred value are monitored by Supervisor's.  A member of management 
always attends claim reviews, and all claims are assigned by a supervisor.  Any complex claims will be 
added to a supervisor's assignment. 
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D. Staffing Plan 
Describe the proposed staffing structure and personnel that will be assigned to the City.  

1. Key personnel and roles 

John Charpie, Managing Director, would be the primary point of contact for account management. We 
prefer to match personalities of adjusters and primary contact, but we believe Michele Feise would be the 
Senior adjuster. Kevin Robertson is the Claims Manager. They are all supported by Andy Guile, TPA 
Operations Manager, who handles State Annual Forms, Claim Systems, and reporting requests.  
 
The average tenure at Thomas McGee is over 7 years. The claim manager has been with Thomas McGee 
for over 35 years, and the Managing Director has been with Thomas McGee for 17 years. We have 
successfully retained 100% of our supervisory and technical staff. We have experienced less than a 5% 
turnover in our support staff, including retirements.

 
 

2. Adjuster average caseloads  

The maximum number of Lost Time claims our adjustors are allowed to control is 150. We do assign a 
dedicated adjustor to all accounts and that adjustor is the single point of contact for the City for any claim 
issues that arise. 

 
Since there is a dedicated adjuster to your account the number of new claim assignments does fluctuate. 
To ensure that the highest level of service is provided to each of our clients at all times we have set up 
Account Services teams. Changes to this team are only made at the request of a client, or upon the 
change of employment of a team member. The Team consists of the Department Managers, Account 
Manager, Claim Supervisor, Adjuster, and Claim Technician. Day to day servicing will be accomplished by 
the Account Executive for non-claim issues, such as loss reports, State filings, NCCI issues, Excess 
reporting etc. The Adjuster will be the primary contact regarding any claim issues 

 
3. Account management structure 

 
John Charpie Managing  

Director 

Daniel Greco 
Property/Liability 

Manager 

Ben Fuchs  
 Liability Supervisor 

TBD 
Account Dedicated GL 

Adjuster 

Andy Guile, 
Operations 
Manager 

Kevin Robertson, 
WC Claims 
Manager 

Deborah Kleve, 
WC Supervisor 

TBD 
Account Dedicated 

WC Adjuster 

Tiffany Pease, 
Operations 
Supervisor
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E. Technology & RMIS 
1. System overview and capabilities, including:  

i. Automated diary functions  
ii. Task management  
iii. Settlement tracking 
iv. Claim closure monitoring  
v. System alerts  
vi. Reporting capabilities

2. Security measures

Origami Risk has been voted the best RMIS in a global survey by Advisen and was the leader in 
nearly all categories surveyed.  
 
Risk Dashboards 
Origami Risk’s dashboards provide a great deal of flexibility in delivering powerful analytics to 
each user. With the ability to create user specific dashboards, defined by the detailed filtering 
capabilities utilized throughout Origami, users have the ability to automate their own workflow by 
driving the most critical information directly to their home screen.  
 

 
 
While Origami comes standard with 75+ dashboard widget templates, Origami also provides a tool 
to build custom widgets on the fly… 
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Reporting Tools 
One of the most popular features of the Origami Risk system is its easy to use and intuitive 
reporting interface. Any data tracked in Origami Risk can be included in reports designed by 
clients, with great flexibility. This would include jurisdictionally mandated reports as well. 
 
All of the reporting tools in Origami are available via the standard user interface, without the need 
for a complicated design and query tools. Creating a new report is as simple as choosing a report 
template and selecting a few filtering, grouping, and other display options. The system lets users 
preview their reports before saving their work, and once a report is saved it can easily be viewed 
and/or modified via the 
Reports screens, or 
scheduled for 
automated delivery.   
 
When the “Reports” 
link in the main 
navigation bar is 
clicked, a list of all 
saved reports is 
displayed. Specific 
details about the design of any report in this list may be viewed by clicking directly on the name of 
the report. 
 
Reports may be executed, edited, or exported by clicking the appropriate icons directly from the 
Reports list, or more details and options related to any saved report can be displayed by clicking 
on the name of the report itself. Also, a quick preview image of the report can be displayed by 
hovering over the “i” icon following its description.  
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Origami Risk offers an intuitively powerful reporting platform, with over 70 standard report 
templates that serve as a starting point to create almost any report from scratch. From the most 
commonly useful summary lists to highly detailed and specialized charts and cross-tabs, the 
standard reporting templates in Origami represent a comprehensive toolset to help you get at the 
data you need. 
 

Report Packages and Distribution Lists 
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Reports may also be scheduled and automatically delivered to recipients within your organization. 
“Report Packages” are groups of reports and/or dashboards combined into a single PDF output 
that can be run on-demand or scheduled for automated delivery to individual recipients or email 
lists. 

Favorite fields 
Origami Risk makes filtering and grouping reports even easier by keeping track of the fields you 
use most often, and automatically making them available at the top of your drop-down lists. This 
ensures that you can find and choose the fields most important to your organization without 
scrolling through a long list of every available field. The fields you use most often are always at 
your fingertips.  
 
Interactive Options 
Origami gives report designers the ability to make the filtering, grouping, and sorting options 
available to end users, so that the end users can apply their own options as they see fit when they 
run a report.  

 
This allows end users to further drill-down capabilities without the need to modify the original 
report design. 

 
Lastly, Origami also allows you to perform advanced filters using related records. For example, if 
you want to search for any claims where a note, task, email or file attachment contains the work 
“Fall” or a particular doctor’s name, Origami allows you to do this without having to recreate the 
report every time!  
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Notes and Document Functionality - Origami provides robust note and document management 
functionality. Our notes provide the ability for users to enter data with full formatting and spell 
check capabilities. In addition, users can attach files/documents right on the note record. This 
reduces the need for having to search through a long list of files on the claim level. 

 

Origami also provides full email integration. Notes and files can be directly emailed into the 
system. However, we don’t stop there. In order to consolidate all data related to an incident or 
claim, emails can be sent directly out of the system. This allows for quick communication, 
including file attachments. Clients can configure email templates to increase standardization 
across their communication. Also, any responses to the email will be automatically added to 
Origami.  
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Lastly, in an effort to secure electronic communications, Origami provides clients a solution to 
securing e-mail communication via its Secure E-mail Service. Origami configures an e-mail 
account for its clients on the Origami Servers. Recipients of e-mails generated from the client’s 
system do not receive the actual e-mail originally sent, but generic notification e-mails with a link 
to the secure server from which the user logs in and reads the original e-mail. 

As for document management, users are able to easily upload files directly from their computer or 
any shared drives. Multiple files can be loaded at the same time as well.  
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F. Performance and Outcomes 
Provide measurable performance results achieved for comparable public-sector clients.  
 
 

1. KPIs and performance metrics  

Please see Stewardship Report  
 

2. Predictive modeling capabilities (if applicable)

Please see Stewardship Report 

3. Provide measurable performance results achieved including:
i. Claim duration reductions  
ii. Claim closure rates  
iii. Return-to-work outcomes 
iv. Cost containment results

Please see Stewardship Report  
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G. Transition Plan 
Describe the firm's approach to implementing services and transitioning claims administration from the 
incumbent provider.  

1. Implementation timeline  
See below chart 

2. Data migration approach  
See below chart

3. Open claim transfer process
See below chart

4. Historical data conversion process
See below chart 

5. Staff onboarding
See below chart 

6. Required City resources  
See below chart 

7. Risk mitigation strategy  
See below chart 

8. Prior transition experience
We have significant experience transitioning business partners (especially municipalities) from 
competitors to our claim system and claim team.  We have dedicated resources to work on the data 
conversion and also employee a seasoned adjuster who works exclusively as a transition adjuster.  
This is an exceptional benefit that ensures a smooth transition to the City’s dedicated adjuster. 

DATE ITEM 
October  Topeka approves Thomas McGee (TM) as TPA

TM works with Topeka on service plan documents and workflows 
November/
December  

Notice of change provided to Excess Insurers and Regulators 
 TM installs Topeka’s data with locations and departments 
 Topeka provided training on claim system 
 Prepare service plan document  
 Plan for takeover of open claims 
 Begin taking newly reported claims after December 15 
 On December 31, prior TPA closes all files, completes final financial reports 

for Topeka 
January  All claims administered by TM 

 TM works with Topeka to finalize format and distribution of reports 
 Reports distributed on open claims to Topeka 

 
February Claim status meetings held  

 
March Claim status meetings held 

 
April – June Quarterly claims status meetings held 
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H. References 
Identify any references for which the proposer provides auto liability or property claims administration services. 
Provide the following information for each reference.  

1. Minimum of three (3) current municipal or public-sector clients  
i. Organization name  
ii. Contact person and title  
iii. Email
iv. Phone
v. Number of employees covered
vi. Years under contract

We’re proud of the list of organizations who have chosen to partner with our team.  Below is a partial listing, 
but we encourage (and will provide contact information) the City to contact any of our business partners to 
solicit a reference on our organization and team. 
 

MUNICIPAL ENTITY STATE CONTACT PHONE 
NUMBER

LINES OF COVERAGE YEARS OF 
SERVICE

Johnson County KS Gina Fisher 913-715-0616 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 32 Years 

Lawrence KS Shelby Patch 785-832-3010 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 10 Years

Olathe KS Tom Sanders 913-971-8519 Self-Insured WC 17 Years 

Lenexa KS Kristen Crow 913-477-7574 Self-Insured WC 17 Years 

Leawood KS Nic Sanders 913-339-6700 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Lee's Summit MO Alysia Townsend 816-969-1048 Self-Insured WC 22 Years 

Independence MO Sara Veit 816-857-7875 Self-Insured WC 10 Years 

KCATA MO Jill Spurling 816-346-0854 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 25 Years 

Joplin MO Michelle Ducre 417-624-0820 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 3 Years 

Springfield USD MO Kaylyn Staats 417-523-0312 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 8 years

Shawnee Mission USD KS Russ Knaplp 913-993-6478 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 27 Years 

Blue Valley USD KS Sid Cumberland 913-239-4244 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 20 Years 

Olathe USD KS Merle Hastert 913-780-8051 GL; Auto Liability; Self Ins. WC 21 Years 

Shawnee KS Lona Lanter 913-631-2500 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Lansing KS Sarah Bodensteiner 913-727-3036 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Leavenworth KS Lona Lanter 913-680-2608 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Leavenworth County KS Fran Keppler 913-684-0415 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Manhattan KS Kathy Lousch  785-587-2446 Self-Insured WC 27 Years 

Merriam KS Stephanie Thompson 913-322-5508 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Mission KS Brian Scott 913-676-8350 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

Ottawa KS Michelle Wapp 785-229-3635 Self-Insured WC 31 Years 

Shawnee County KS Jim Crowl 785-233-8200 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 

St. Joseph, MO MO Laurie Thompson 816-271-4672 Self-Insured WC 27 Years 
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Hutchinson KS Tom Sanders 620-694-2620 Self-Insured WC 8 Years

Winfield KS Jamie Chism 660-221-5509 Self-Insured WC 11 Year 

Chanute KS Traci Endicott 620-431-5293 Self-Insured WC 12 Years 

Emporia KS Jo Lynn Herron 620-343-4292 Self-Insured WC 20 Years

Fairway KS Kim Young 913-262-0350 Self-Insured WC 18 Years 

Gardner KS Alan Abramovitz 913-856-0943 Self-Insured WC 18 Years 

Lawrence KS Shelby Patch 785-832-3010 Self-Insured WC 9 Years

Lawrence USD KS Susan Fowler 785-832-5000 Self-Insured WC 19 Years 
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I. Exceptions 
1. Clearly Identify any deviations 

None 
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J. Claims Inventory & Reporting Samples 
Submit the following sample reports as appendices. Combine all reports into a single file before uploading. 
These materials will not count toward the technical proposal page limit.  

1. Sample loss run 

2. Sample executive dashboard  
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3. Sample settlement report  

 
2. Sample claim closure report  

3. Sample stewardship report 

Our Stewardship reports are approximately 30 pages and included a multitude of charts and graphs.  
Below is a small sample. 
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Appendix 

RMIS Report Samples 

Executive Summary

 

Executive Summary II 

Executive Summary by Policy Year 

 



© Thomas McGee Group. All rights reserved. 25 

Loss by Department 
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Loss Run 

 
Loss Run by Claim Type

 

Check Register
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Lag Report 

 

Cause of Loss Report 
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Stewardship Report 

The purpose of a Stewardship Report is to chronicle your Workers Compensation statistics into a readable 
format, provide historical documentation for future goal setting, and to review the performance of the most 
recent year.  

We share these reports shortly after the completion of the year, in the hope clients will be able to use the 
statistics to report to Management on the results of your program and to put your results into perspective with 
your historical experience and with others in your industry. 
 
The analytical aspects of the report should assist City of Overland Park to establish new objectives for the 
coming year. It will also serve as discussion points for determining the economic and human impact of the past 
year. By collectively establishing objectives, we can maximize our efforts in focusing our services to create the 
greatest value for you and your employees. 

 

Examples of these statistics/metrics include: frequency and severity rates, loss development patterns, 
comparison of events to claims to lost time claims to litigated claims, causes of loss, parts of body injured, and 
employees with multiple workers’ compensation claims. 
 

Sample chart of Closed Claims Triangle 

 

Sample Benchmarking Report 
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Resumes

John Charpie, Managing Director 

In John’s current ownership role, he is responsible for business development, relationship 
management, and client program development.  He is actively involved in agency 
management decisions, which impact all areas of the organization.  
 
John holds a B.B.A. in Marketing from the University of Central Missouri.  Additionally, he 
maintains the following designations: Chartered Property Casualty Underwriter (American 
Institute for CPCU) and Associate in Risk Management (Insurance Institute of America). 

 

Kevin Robertson, Manager, TPA Services 

Kevin has over 32 years’ experience as a Claim Adjuster, all-lines Claims Supervisor, and 
Manager.  He has extensive experience in litigation management, medical management, 
and disability management.  Kevin has supervised Thomas McGee Group’s claims services 
for over 25 years, managing significant client and personnel growth over those years.   
 
Kevin currently serves on the Board for the Kansas Self Insurers Association.  He holds a 
B..A. in Economics and Business Administration from Tarkio College. 
 
 

Brytton Morton, Claim Technician 

Brytton joined Thomas McGee’s Third Party Administration team in 2018 following her 
graduation from Pittsburg State University. At Pittsburg State, Brytton majored in 
Management and Marketing. Before coming to work full time, Brytton worked part-time 
attaching documents to claims for Thomas McGee while working on her Masters in Human 
Resource Development, with an emphasis in Management and Consulting.  
 
In her role as Claim Technician, Brytton administers medical-only claims, processes new 
claims, and manages mail, images, and payments. 
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Andy Guile, TPA Operations Manager 

Andy has been in the insurance and risk management industry for over 15 years, joining 
Thomas McGee in January of 2011.  He has a focus in client administration covering new 
client conversions, trend analysis, system interface, excess marketing and placement, 
amongst other things. Andy places an emphasis on client experience, education and 
results.  
 
Andy holds a B.A. in Psychology from The University of Kansas. In addition, he achieved his 
Associate in Risk Management, Associate in Claims and Associate in Insurance Services 
from the Insurance Institute of America. 

 

Joe Thurston, Sr. Claim Adjuster

Joe joined Thomas McGee in 2002 and currently handles Property & Casualty claims and 
litigation. Joe has over 25 years’ experience in insurance claims, handling auto liability, 
general liability, law enforcement liability, property, crime, public entities and school 
districts. 
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Contact Us with Questions 

Thomas McGee Group 
(816) 842-4800 
thomasmcgee.com 

120 W. 12th St., Suite 1000
Kansas City, MO 64105-1938 
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Contracts & Procurement Division
City Hall, 215 SE 7th St., Room 60
Topeka, KS 66603

procurement@topeka.org
Tel: 785-368-3749

FEE PROPOSAL FORM 

Proposer Name: 

Authorized Representative:

Title:  

Telephone: 

Email:  

SECTION 1 – FIXED ANNUAL FEES 

Service Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Account Management  $  $ $ $ $

RMIS Access $ $ $ $ $

Administrative Fees  $  $ $ $ $

Other Fixed Fees (Describe) $  $ $ $ $

SECTION 2 – CLAIM ADMINISTRATION FEES 

Claim Type    Fee Per Claim 

Report Only    $     

Medical Only $

Lost Time $

Indemnity $

Litigated Claim $

Catastrophic Claim $

Reopened Claim $

Auto Liability Claim (Optional) $

Property Claim (Optional)  $
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SECTION 3 – MEDICAL MANAGEMENT SERVICES 

Service Included in Claim   Fee (Y/N)   Separate Fee 

Telephonic Nurse Case Management    $    

Field Nurse Case Management $

Bill Review $

Pharmacy Benefit Management $    

Utilization Review    $    

Independent Medical Examination  $    

Vocational Rehabilitation $

SECTION 4 – PASS-THROUGH COSTS

Service Vendor Cost Markup %

Surveillance $ %

Medical Records Retrieval $ %   

Expert Witness $ %  

Other (Describe) $ %    

SECTION 5 – IMPLEMENTATION & TRANSITION 

Service   Cost 

Implementation  $    

Historical Data Conversion $ 

Open Claim Transfer $ 

Staff Training $

Other  $ 

SECTION 6 – RUN-OFF / TERMINATION SERVICES 

Service   Cost 

Open Claim Administration $  

Data Extraction $ 

Data Archive $ 

Read-Only RMIS Access $ 

Other  $ 
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SECTION 7 – VALUE-ADDED SERVICES 

Service   Cost 

Predictive Analytics  $    

Benchmarking Studies $    

Stewardship Reporting $    

On-Site Claim Reviews $    

Supervisor Training  $    

Safety Consulting  $    

Other    $    

SECTION 8 – ANNUAL COST SCENARIO

Using the following estimated annual claim volume, calculate the total annual cost: 

178 Report Only Claims 

150 Medical Only Claims 

50 Lost Time Claims

25 Indemnity Claims 

10 Auto Liability Claims

5 Property Claims 

Total Estimated Annual Cost: $_____________________ 

SECTION 9 – PRICING CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned certifies that all pricing contained herein is complete and inclusive of all costs 

necessary to perform the services described in this RFP except those specifically identified as 

pass-through expenses. 

Authorized Signature:       

Printed Name:        

Date:          





DATE: November 10, 2026
CONTACT PERSON: Jason Tryon, Director of

Public Works
DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: 21st Street / Wanamaker
Patching

PROJECT #: 841211.06

CIP PROJECT: Yes
ACTION OF COUNCIL:  JOURNAL #:
  PAGE #:

City of Topeka
Governing Body Action Form

City Council Chambers
214 SE 8th Street
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www.topeka.org
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of Project No.
841211.06 for street improvements to 21st Street and Wanamaker. (Public Infrastructure Committee
recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval for street improvements to 21st Street and Wanamaker with a project budget of $1,400,000.)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Governing Body move to approve the resolution as part of the consent agenda. 

BACKGROUND:

The Governing Body adopted Resolution No. 9809 approving the 2027-2036 Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) and the 2027-2029 Capital Improvement Budget (CIB); and WHEREAS, the Resolution requires
Governing Body approval for projects that are ready for construction and whose total project budget exceeds
$250,000; and WHEREAS, on October 20, 2026, the Public Infrastructure Committee recommended approval
of Project No. 841211.06 for street improvements to 21st Street and Wanamaker Road as further described in
Exhibit A is hereby approved.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

$1,400,000

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Citywide Half-Cent Sales Tax

https://www.topeka.org


ATTACHMENTS:

Proposed Resolution & Exhibit A
Aerial Map - Project No. 841211.06
Public Infrastructure Committee Report (October 20, 2026)
Public Infrastructure Committee Meeting Minutes Excerpt (October 20, 2026)

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4450316/CIP_Projects_Exceeding__250000__841211.06_-_21st_and_Wanamaker_.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4450318/841211.06_Aerial_Map.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4456669/PI_Report_-_21st_Wanamaker_11-10-26.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4456670/EXCERPT_-_Minutes_PI_Committee_21st_Wanamaker_11-10.pdf


RES/CIP Projects Exceeding $250,000 
841211.06 
21st Street/Wanamaker  

RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 1 
 2 
A RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 3 

approval of Project No. 841211.06 for street improvements to 21st 4 
Street and Wanamaker. 5 

 6 
WHEREAS, the Governing Body adopted Resolution No. 9809 approving the 7 

2027-2036 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the 2027-2029 Capital Improvement 8 

Budget (CIB); and  9 

WHEREAS, the Resolution requires Governing Body approval for projects that are 10 

ready for construction and whose total project budget exceeds $250,000; and 11 

WHEREAS, on October 20, 2026, the Public Infrastructure Committee 12 

recommended approval of the project(s). 13 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE 14 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS, that Project No. 841211.06 for street improvements to 21st 15 

Street and Wanamaker Road as further described in Exhibit A is hereby approved.   16 

ADOPTED and APPROVED by the Governing Body on ____________________. 17 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 

        22 
Spencer L. Duncan, Mayor 23 

ATTEST: 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 
________________________________ 28 
Brenda Younger, City Clerk29 



 

EXHIBIT A 
 
 

 

Project Name:

Main Project Number(s): 841211.06
Project Manager: Chris Bruntz

Event Target Date
Estimated Expense Year 2027

Funding Source Final Estimate
Citywide Half-Cent Sales Tax 1,400,000$                  

Totals 1,400,000$            

Capital Improvement Project Final Approval

21st Street / Wanamaker patching
Project includes reconstruction of the 21st Street 
approach slabs at I-470, patching/spot repair on 21st 
Street from I-470 to Wanamaker, patching on 
Wanamaker from 21st Street to I-470/Winding. 
These pavement repairs are in preparation of 
resurfacing/UBAS for 2028. 



:
21st Approach Slab & Patching,

Wanamaker Patching
Project #841211.06



 

 

COMMITTEE REFERRAL SHEET 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
 

Name of 
Committee: 

 Public Infrastructure  

   
 

Title: 
  

Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding 
$250,000 - 21st Street and Wanamaker Project No. 
841211.06 

   
Date referred 
from Council 

meeting: 

  
 

   
 

Date referred 
from 

Committee: 

  
October 20, 2026 

 
 

  

Committee 
Action: 

 

 
 
 

MOTION: Committee member Michelle Hoferer made a 
motion to approve and move forward the 21st Street and 
Wanamaker project to the Governing Body for action. 
Committee member Sylvia Ortiz seconded. Motion 
approved 3-0-0. 

 

   
     Comments:   

 
Members of 
Committee: 

  
Councilmembers Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair), Michelle 
Hoferer 

 

Agenda Date 
Requested: 

  
November 10, 2026 
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CITY OF TOPEKA    
 
CITY COUNCIL                  Tonya Bailey, Sr Executive Assistant  
City Hall, 215 SE 7th St., Room 255    Tara Jefferies, Sr Executive Assistant        
Topeka, KS   66603-3914      E-mail: councilassist@topeka.org 
(785) 368-3710       www.topeka.org 
 

 
EXCERPT 
 

 CITY OF TOPEKA, Topeka, Kansas, Tuesday, October 20, 2026.  The Public 
Infrastructure Committee members met at 11:00 A.M. with the following Committee 
members present: Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair) and Michelle Hoferer.  
 

The following is an excerpt of the draft minutes from the meeting: 

 
APPROVAL of Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - 21st 
Street and Wanamaker Project No. 841211.06 
 
RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 
approval of Project No. 841211.06 for street improvements to 21st Street and 
Wanamaker. 
 
Public Works Director Jason Tryon outlined the proposed $1.4 million pavement 
preservation project planned for 2027, including reconstruction of the 21st Street 
approach slabs at I-470, patching on 21st Street from I-470 to Wanamaker, Wanamaker 
from 21st to I-470 and Winding Road. The repairs are needed before applying the 
planned ultra-thin bonded asphalt surface to the corridor. The deteriorated concrete 
approach slabs will require phased closures and temporary detours; particularly 
restricting left turns onto I-470 for approximately six weeks per phase. Work is 
expected to begin in May 2027 to avoid conflicts with the Topeka West school year. 

Committee member Michelle Hoferer expressed her appreciation that the project work 
will avoid both the back-to-school period and the holiday shopping season, noting that 
scheduling around heavy traffic times is important and would be greatly appreciated by 
the community. Tryon provided confirmation that it is estimated a six-week closure 
with through-traffic on 21st Street will remain open in both directions throughout the 
project, with only turning movements being restricted. 

MOTION: Committee member Michelle Hoferer made a motion to approve and move 
forward the 21st Street and Wanamaker project to the Governing Body for action. 
Committee member Sylvia Ortiz seconded. Motion approved 3-0-0. 
 
 

                     
                                    ***************************       
       

http://www.topeka.org/


DATE: November 10, 2026
CONTACT PERSON: Jason Tryon, Director of

Public Works
DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: 2027 Pavement
Preservation
Microsurface

PROJECT #: 841117.01

CIP PROJECT: Yes
ACTION OF COUNCIL:  JOURNAL #:
  PAGE #:

City of Topeka
Governing Body Action Form

City Council Chambers
214 SE 8th Street

Topeka, Kansas 66603
www.topeka.org

November 10, 2026

 

 

 
 
 
 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of Project No.
841117.01 for the 2027 Pavement Preservation Microsurfacing Program. (Public Infrastructure Committee
recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval for the 2027 Preventative Maintenance Microsurfacing project with a total budget of $2,000,000.)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Governing Body move to approve the resolution as part of the consent agenda. 

BACKGROUND:

The Governing Body adopted Resolution No. 9520 approving the 2025-2034 Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) and the 2025-2027 Capital Improvement Budget (CIB); and WHEREAS, the Resolution requires
Governing Body approval for projects that are ready for construction and whose total project budget exceeds
$250,000; and WHEREAS, on October 20, 2026, the Public Infrastructure Committee recommended approval
of Project No. 841117.01 for the 2027 Pavement Preservation Microsurfacing Program as further described in
Exhibit A is hereby approved.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

$2,000,000

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

https://www.topeka.org


Citywide Half-Cent Sales Tax

ATTACHMENTS:

Proposed Resolution & Exhibit A
Aerial Map - Project No. 841117.01
Public Infrastructure Committee Report (October 20, 2026)
Public Infrastructure Committee Meeting Minutes Excerpt (October 20, 2026)

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4452450/CIP_Projects_Exceeding__250000__841117.01_-_2027_Pavement_Preservation_Micro_.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4452451/2027Microsurfacing_841117.01.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4456706/PI_Report_-_2027_Pavement_11-10-26.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4456707/EXCERPT_-_Minutes_PI_Committee_2027_Pavement__11-10.pdf


RES/CIP Projects Exceeding $250,000 
841117.01 
2027 Preventative Maintenance Micro  

RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 1 
 2 
A RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 3 

approval of Project No. 841117.01 for the 2027 Preventative 4 
Maintenance Microsurfacing Program. 5 

 6 
WHEREAS, the Governing Body adopted Resolution No. 9520 approving the 7 

2025-2034 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the 2025-2027 Capital Improvement 8 

Budget (CIB); and  9 

WHEREAS, the Resolution requires Governing Body approval for projects that are 10 

ready for construction and whose total project budget exceeds $250,000; and 11 

WHEREAS, on October 20, 2026, the Public Infrastructure Committee 12 

recommended approval of the project(s). 13 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE 14 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS, that Project No. 841117.01 for the 2027 Preventative 15 

Maintenance Microsurfacing Program as further described in Exhibit A is hereby 16 

approved.   17 

ADOPTED and APPROVED by the Governing Body on ____________________. 18 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 

        23 
Spencer L. Duncan, Mayor 24 

ATTEST: 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
________________________________ 29 
Brenda Younger, City Clerk30 



 

EXHIBIT A 
 
 

 

Project Name:

Main Project Number(s): 841117.01
Project Manager: Chris Bruntz

Event Target Date
Estimated Expense Year 2027

Funding Source Final Estimate
Citywide Half-Cent Sales Tax 2,000,000$                  

Totals 2,000,000$            

Capital Improvement Project Final Approval

2027 Preventative Maintenance - Micro
2027 Mircosurfacing will also include scrub seal and fog 
seal - two treatments the City is going to begin using in 
efforts to be able to treat more streets. This year is going 
to be primarily in the Northeast and North sections of 
the City, with an occasional route outside of this area 
which we wanted to treat before condition deterioates 
further. These routes include Gage from 33rd Terrace to 
37th Street, 45th Street from Gage to City limits. Other 
notable streets include Kansas from US24 to Menninger, 
Sardou from River road to Strait. 



:
2027 Preventative Maintenance -

Micro
Project #841117.01



 

 

COMMITTEE REFERRAL SHEET 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
 

Name of 
Committee: 

 Public Infrastructure  

   
 

Title: 
  

Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding 
$250,000 - 2027 Pavement Preservation Microsurface 
Project No. 841117.01 

   
Date referred 
from Council 

meeting: 

  
 

   
 

Date referred 
from 

Committee: 

  
October 20, 2026 

 
 

  

Committee 
Action: 

 

 
 
 

MOTION: Committee member Sylvia Ortiz made a motion 
to approve and move forward the 2027 Pavement 
Preservation Microsurface project to the Governing Body 
for action. Committee member Michelle Hoferer seconded. 
Motion approved 3-0-0. 

 

   
     Comments:   

 
Members of 
Committee: 

  
Councilmembers Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair), Michelle 
Hoferer 

 

Agenda Date 
Requested: 

  
November 10, 2026 
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CITY OF TOPEKA    
 
CITY COUNCIL                  Tonya Bailey, Sr Executive Assistant  
City Hall, 215 SE 7th St., Room 255    Tara Jefferies, Sr Executive Assistant        
Topeka, KS   66603-3914      E-mail: councilassist@topeka.org 
(785) 368-3710       www.topeka.org 
 

 
EXCERPT 
 

 CITY OF TOPEKA, Topeka, Kansas, Tuesday, October 20, 2026.  The Public 
Infrastructure Committee members met at 11:00 A.M. with the following Committee 
members present: Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair) and Michelle Hoferer.  
 

The following is an excerpt of the draft minutes from the meeting: 

 
APPROVAL of Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - 2027 
Pavement Preservation Microsurface Project No. 841117.01 
 
RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 
approval of Project No. 841117.01 for the 2027 Pavement Preservation 
Microsurfacing Program 
 
Public Works Director Jason Tryon spoke to the microsurfacing program, part of the 
pavement preservation effort, which applies to a thin layer to protect roads from 
oxidation and moisture while improving surface quality, though it does not add 
structural strength. In 2027, the city will also use scrub seal and fog seal treatments in 
select areas to enhance crack sealing and durability. Work will focus primarily on the 
northeast quadrant of the city. Routes including Gage from 33rd Terrace to 37th Street, 
45th Street from Gage to city limits. Other notable streets along Kansas from US-24 to 
Menninger, Sardou from River Road to Strait.   

 
Committee member Michelle Hoferer questioned locations. Tryon noted for this 
program, the city typically goes out to bid and completes as many streets as possible 
based on available funding. Exact locations are not finalized until bid pricing is received 
from contractors. 

 
MOTION: Committee member Sylvia Ortiz made a motion to approve and move forward 
the 2027 Pavement Preservation Microsurface project to the Governing Body for action. 
Committee member Michelle Hoferer seconded. Motion approved 3-0-0. 
 

                     
                                      ***************************      
        

http://www.topeka.org/


DATE: November 10, 2026
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Public Works
DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: 2027 Pavement
Preservation UBAS

PROJECT #: 841117.02,
841106.02 and
841211.01

CIP PROJECT: Yes
ACTION OF COUNCIL:  JOURNAL #:
  PAGE #:

City of Topeka
Governing Body Action Form

City Council Chambers
214 SE 8th Street
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of Project Nos.
841117.02, 841106.02 and 841211.01 for the 2027 Pavement Preservation UBAS Program. (Public
Infrastructure Committee recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval for the project including the 2027 Preventative Maintenance UBAS Program totaling $3,700,000.)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Governing Body move to approve the resolution as part of the consent agenda.

BACKGROUND:

The Governing Body adopted Resolution No. 9809 approving the 2027-2036 Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) and the 2027-2029 Capital Improvement Budget (CIB), Resolution No. 9723 approving the 2026-2035
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the 2026-2028 Capital Improvement Budget (CIB), and Resolution
No. 9520 approving the 2025-2034 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the 2025-2027 Capital
Improvement Budget (CIB); and WHEREAS, the Resolutions require Governing Body approval for projects that
are ready for construction and whose total project budget exceeds $250,000; and WHEREAS, on October 20,
2026, the Public Infrastructure Committee recommended approval of Project Nos. 841117.02, 841106.02 and
841211.01 for the 2027 Pavement Preservation UBAS Program as further described in Exhibit A are hereby
approved.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

https://www.topeka.org


$3,700,000

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Citywide Half-Cent Sales Tax

ATTACHMENTS:

Proposed Resolution & Exhibit A
Aerial Map - Project Nos. 841117.02, 841106.02 & 841211.01
Public Infrastructure Committee Report (October 20, 2026)
Public Infrastructure Committee Meeting Minutes Excerpt (October 20, 2026)

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4452456/CIP_Projects_Exceeding__250000__841117.02_et_al_-_2027_Preventative_Maintenance_UBAS_.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4452457/2027UBAS_841117.02vs2.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4456744/PI_Report_-_UBAS_11-10-26.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4456738/EXCERPT_-_Minutes_PI_Committee_UBAS__11-10.pdf


RES/CIP Projects Exceeding $250,000 
841117.02, 841106.02, 841211.01 
2027 Preventative Maintenance - UBAS   

RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 1 
 2 
A RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 3 

approval of Project Nos. 841117.02, 841106.02 and 841211.01 for 4 
the 2027 Preventative Maintenance UBAS Program. 5 

 6 
WHEREAS, the Governing Body adopted Resolution No. 9809 approving the 7 

2027-2036 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the 2027-2029 Capital Improvement 8 

Budget (CIB), Resolution No. 9723 approving the 2026-2035 Capital Improvement 9 

Program (CIP) and the 2026-2028 Capital Improvement Budget (CIB), and Resolution 10 

No. 9520 approving the 2025-2034 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the 2025-11 

2027 Capital Improvement Budget (CIB); and  12 

WHEREAS, the Resolutions require Governing Body approval for projects that are 13 

ready for construction and whose total project budget exceeds $250,000; and 14 

WHEREAS, on October 20, 2026, the Public Infrastructure Committee 15 

recommended approval of the project(s). 16 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE 17 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS, that Project Nos. 841117.02, 841106.02 and 841211.01 18 

for the 2027 Preventative Maintenance UBAS Program as further described in Exhibit A 19 

are hereby approved.   20 

ADOPTED and APPROVED by the Governing Body on ____________________. 21 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS 22 
 23 
 24 

        25 
Spencer L. Duncan, Mayor 26 

ATTEST: 27 
 28 
 29 
________________________________ 30 
Brenda Younger, City Clerk31 



 

EXHIBIT A 
 
 

 



:
2027 Preventative Maintenance - UBAS

Project #841117.02, #841106.02 &
841211.01



 

 

COMMITTEE REFERRAL SHEET 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
 

Name of 
Committee: 

 Public Infrastructure  

   
 

Title: 
  

Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding 
$250,000 - 2027 Pavement Preservation UBAS Project No. 
841117.02 

   
Date referred 
from Council 

meeting: 

  
 

   
 

Date referred 
from 

Committee: 

  
October 20, 2026 

 
 

  

Committee 
Action: 

 

 
 
 

MOTION: Committee member Sylvia Ortiz made a motion 
to approve and move forward the 2027 Pavement 
Preservation UBAS project to the Governing Body for 
action. Committee member Michelle Hoferer seconded. 
Motion approved 3-0-0. 

 

   
     Comments:   

 
Members of 
Committee: 

  
Councilmembers Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair), Michelle 
Hoferer 

 

Agenda Date 
Requested: 

  
November 10, 2026 
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CITY OF TOPEKA    
 
CITY COUNCIL                  Tonya Bailey, Sr Executive Assistant  
City Hall, 215 SE 7th St., Room 255    Tara Jefferies, Sr Executive Assistant        
Topeka, KS   66603-3914      E-mail: councilassist@topeka.org 
(785) 368-3710       www.topeka.org 
 

 
EXCERPT 
 

 CITY OF TOPEKA, Topeka, Kansas, Tuesday, October 20, 2026.  The Public 
Infrastructure Committee members met at 11:00 A.M. with the following Committee 
members present: Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair) and Michelle Hoferer.  
 

The following is an excerpt of the draft minutes from the meeting: 

 
APPROVAL of Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - 2027 
Pavement Preservation UBAS Project No. 841117.02 
 
RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 
approval of Project Nos. 841117.02, 841106.02 and 841211.01 for the 2027 
Pavement Preservation UBAS Program. 
 
Public Works Director Jason Tryon to the ultra-thin bonded asphaltic surface (UBAS) 
treatment is a 5/8-inch overlay that provides more structure and longer life than 
microsurfacing, allowing for quick application with minimal closures. The proposed 
2027 locations include 10th Street from MacVicar to I-70, Gage from 6th to 12th Street, 
and 6th from Banner to Golden, with additional streets added if funding allows. Because 
previous years’ funds remain available and the treatment has proven successful, the 
city plans to expand its use, applying UBAS after necessary patching and prep work. 

 
Committee member Michelle Hoferer questioned the area at Fairlawn and 6th Street 
receiving UBAS. Tryon confirmed the area will have concrete replacement and patching 
completed under a separate construction project. He confirmed UBAS will be MacVicar 
to I-70. 
 
MOTION: Committee member Sylvia Ortiz made a motion to approve and move forward 
the 2027 Pavement Preservation UBS project to the Governing Body for action. 
Committee member Michelle Hoferer seconded. Motion approved 3-0-0. 
 

                     
                                      ***************************      
        

http://www.topeka.org/


DATE: November 10, 2026
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

RESOLUTION introduced by the Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of Project
No. 291133.01 for sanitary sewer replacement and rehabilitation on 10th Avenue from Lafayette to
Indiana. (Public Infrastructure Committee recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval of a total project budget in the amount of $1,223,514 for sanitary sewer replacement and
rehabilitation on 10th Avenue from Lafayette to Indiana.)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

Whether to adopt the Public Infrastructure Committee’s recommendation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Governing Body move to approve the resolution as part of the consent agenda.

BACKGROUND:

The Governing Body adopted Resolution No. 9520 approving the 2025-2034 Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) and the 2025-2027 Capital Improvement Budget (CIB); 

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

$1,223,514

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Utilities Revenue Bonds

ATTACHMENTS:

https://www.topeka.org


Proposed Resolution & Exhibit A
Site Map (Project No. 291133.01)
Public Infrastructure Committee Report (October 20, 2026)
Public Infrastructure Committee Meeting Minutes Excerpt (October 20, 2026)

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460361/10th_Ave_-_Lafayette_to_Indiana.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460362/10th_-_Lafayette.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460720/PI_Report_-_Lafayette_11-10-26.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460712/EXCERPT_-_Minutes_PI_Committee_Lafayette_11-10.pdf


RES/CIP Projects Exceeding $250,000 
291133.01  
10th Avenue -Lafayette to Indiana 

RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 1 
 2 
A RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 3 

approval of Project No. 291133.01 for sanitary sewer replacement 4 
and rehabilitation on 10th Avenue from Lafayette to Indiana. 5 

 6 
WHEREAS, the Governing Body adopted Resolution No. 9520 approving the 7 

2025-2034 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the 2025-2027 Capital Improvement 8 

Budget (CIB); and  9 

WHEREAS, the Resolution requires Governing Body approval for projects that are 10 

ready for construction and whose total project budget exceeds $250,000; and 11 

WHEREAS, on October 20, 2026, the Public Infrastructure Committee 12 

recommended approval of the project(s). 13 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE 14 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS, that Project No. 291133.01 for sanitary sewer replacement 15 

and rehabilitation on 10th Avenue from Lafayette to Indiana as further described in Exhibit 16 

A is hereby approved.   17 

ADOPTED and APPROVED by the Governing Body on ____________________. 18 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 

        23 
Spencer L. Duncan, Mayor 24 

ATTEST: 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
________________________________ 29 
Brenda Younger, City Clerk30 



 

EXHIBIT A 
 

 

Project Name:

Main Project Number: 291133.01
Project Manager: Zach Stueve

Event Target Date
Design Complete
Construction 2027

Funding Source Final Estimate
Revenue Bond 1,223,514$              

Totals 1,223,514$            

Capital Improvement Project Final Approval

The project will replace 320 LF of 18” sanitary sewer 
(Facility ID 13042) and will install pipe lining (CIPP) 
for 776 LF of 18” VCP (Facility IDs 13041, 13043, & 
13044)
The concrete alley will be removed and replaced over 
the 320 LF of sewer replacement.
The project will require by-pass pumping during the 
pipe replacement and rehabilitation process.

10th, Lafayette-Indiana



SANITARY SEWER REHABILITATION AND REPLACMENT PROJECT
ALLEY SOUTH OF SE 10TH AVE. BETWEEN INDIANA AND LAFAYETTE

CITY OF TOPEKA PROJECT 291108.00



CONSTRUCTION SCOPE

THE TOPEKA STORMWATER MASTER PLAN WAS INITIATED IN 2020 TO:

1) ASSESS CURRENT STORMWATER ASSETS

2) PROVIDE PLANNING LEVEL RECOMMENDATIONS TO MITIGATE FLOODING RISKS 
AROUND THE CITY
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COMMITTEE REFERRAL SHEET 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
 

Name of 
Committee: 

 Public Infrastructure  

   
 

Title: 
  

Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding 
$250,000 - 10th, Lafayette-Indiana Project No. 291133.01 

 

   
Date referred 
from Council 

meeting: 

  
 

   
 

Date referred 
from 

Committee: 

  
October 20, 2026 

 
 

  

Committee 
Action: 

 

 
 
 

MOTION: Committee member Sylvia Ortiz made a motion 
to approve and move the 10th, Lafayette-Indiana project 
forward to the Governing Body for action. Committee 
member Michelle Hoferer seconded. Motion approved 3-0-
0. 

 

   
     Comments:   

 
Members of 
Committee: 

  
Councilmembers Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair), Michelle 
Hoferer 

 

Agenda Date 
Requested: 

  
November 10, 2026 
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CITY OF TOPEKA    
 
CITY COUNCIL                  Tonya Bailey, Sr Executive Assistant  
City Hall, 215 SE 7th St., Room 255    Tara Jefferies, Sr Executive Assistant        
Topeka, KS   66603-3914      E-mail: councilassist@topeka.org 
(785) 368-3710       www.topeka.org 
 

 
EXCERPT 
 

 CITY OF TOPEKA, Topeka, Kansas, Tuesday, October 20, 2026.  The Public 
Infrastructure Committee members met at 11:00 A.M. with the following Committee 
members present: Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair) and Michelle Hoferer.  
 

The following is an excerpt of the draft minutes from the meeting: 

 
APPROVAL of Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - 10th, 
Lafayette-Indiana Project No. 291133.01 
 
RESOLUTION introduced by the Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 
approval of Project No. 291133.01 for sanitary sewer replacement and 
rehabilitation on 10th Avenue from Lafayette to Indiana. 
 
Utilities Director Sylvia Davis spoke to the proposed sanitary sewer replacement project 
along the alley between 10th Ave. and Lafayette to Indiana, with a budget of $1.23 
million. Easement acquisition is underway and once completed, expected by the end of 
November 2026, construction is planned to begin spring 2027. The project is 
anticipated to take about 120 days, finishing in late May or early June 2027.  

Committee member Sylvia Ortiz expressed her concern for the residents affected by the 
project and where they will obtain temporary parking.  Davis responded the city is 
securing temporary easements to ensure residents keep parking and access during 
construction, though some have been hesitant to engage. The easements are short-term 
and intended solely to maintain access while the project is underway. She confirmed 
there will be a public meeting for area residents to make sure they are aware of the 
transition of the project. 

MOTION: Committee member Sylvia Ortiz made a motion to approve and move the 10th, 
Lafayette-Indiana project forward to the Governing Body for action. Committee member 
Michelle Hoferer seconded. Motion approved 3-0-0. 
 

                     
                                      ***************************      
        

http://www.topeka.org/


DATE: November 10, 2026
CONTACT PERSON: Sylvia Davis, Utilities

Director
DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: Shunga - Oak Creek PROJECT #: 501103.02 &
501104.01

CIP PROJECT: Yes
ACTION OF COUNCIL:  JOURNAL #:
  PAGE #:

City of Topeka
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

RESOLUTION introduced by the Public Infrastructure Committee recommending approval of Project
Nos. 501103.02 and 501104.01 for the reconstruction of creek bank along the Shunga - Oak Creek.
(Public Infrastructure Committee recommended approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval of a total project budget in the amount of $300,000 for the reconstruction of creek bank along the
Shunga - Oak Creek.)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

Whether to adopt the Public Infrastructure Committee’s recommendation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Governing Body move to approve the resolution as part of the consent agenda.

BACKGROUND:

The Governing Body adopted a Resolution approving the 2027-2036 Capital Improvement Program and the
2027-2029 Capital Improvement Budget (Resolution No. 9809). The Resolution requires Governing Body
approval for projects that are ready for construction and whose total project budget exceeds $250,000. 

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

$300,000

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Utilities Cash

https://www.topeka.org


ATTACHMENTS:

Proposed Resolution & Exhibit A
Aerial Map - Shunga
Public Infrastructure Committee Report (October 26, 2026)
Public Infrastructure Committee Minutes Excerpt (October 26, 2026)

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460389/Shunga_-_Oak_Creek.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460391/AERIAL_MAP_-_Shunga.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460666/PI_Report_-_Shunga_11-10-26.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460669/EXCERPT_-_Minutes_PI_Committee_Shunga_11-10.pdf


RES/CIP Projects Exceeding $250,000 
501103.02 & 501104.01 
Shunga – Oak Creek Senior Living 

RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 1 
 2 
A RESOLUTION introduced by Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 3 

approval of Project Nos. 501103.02 and 501104.01 for repair of 4 
Shunga Creek bank near 29th and Oakley. 5 

 6 
WHEREAS, the Governing Body adopted Resolution No. 9723 approving the 7 

2026-2035 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the 2026-2028 Capital Improvement 8 

Budget (CIB) and Resolution No. 9520 approving the 2025-2034 Capital Improvement 9 

Program (CIP) and the 2025-2027 Capital Improvement Budget (CIB); and  10 

WHEREAS, the Resolutions require Governing Body approval for projects that are 11 

ready for construction and whose total project budget exceeds $250,000; and 12 

WHEREAS, on October 20, 2026, the Public Infrastructure Committee 13 

recommended approval of the project(s). 14 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE 15 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS, that Project Nos. 501103.02 and 501104.01 for repair of 16 

Shunga Creek bank near 29th and Oakley as further described in Exhibit A are hereby 17 

approved.   18 

ADOPTED and APPROVED by the Governing Body on ____________________. 19 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS 20 
 21 
 22 

        23 
Spencer L. Duncan, Mayor 24 

ATTEST: 25 
 26 
 27 
________________________________ 28 
Brenda Younger, City Clerk29 



 

EXHIBIT A 
 
 

 

Project Name:

Main Project Number: 501103.02, 501104.01
Project Manager: Zach Stueve

Event Target Date
Design Complete
Construction 2027

Funding Source Final Estimate
Cash 300,000$                 

Totals 300,000$               

Capital Improvement Project Final Approval

This project will repair approximately 250' of bank near 
29th and Oakley as erosion is threatening several 
properties along the southern banks. 

Shunga – Oak Creek Senior Living
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COMMITTEE REFERRAL SHEET 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
 

Name of 
Committee: 

 Public Infrastructure  

   
 

Title: 
  

Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding 
$250,000 - Shunga - Oak Creek -Project Nos. 501103.02 and 
501104.01 

 

   
Date referred 
from Council 

meeting: 

  
 

   
 

Date referred 
from 

Committee: 

  
October 20, 2026 

 
 

  

Committee 
Action: 

 

 
 
 

MOTION: Committee member Michelle Hoferer made a 
motion to approve and move forward the Shunga Oak 
Creek project to the Governing Body for action. Committee 
member Sylvia Ortiz seconded. Motion approved 3-0-0. 

 

   
     Comments:   

 
Members of 
Committee: 

  
Councilmembers Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair), Michelle 
Hoferer 

 

Agenda Date 
Requested: 

  
November 10, 2026 
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CITY OF TOPEKA    
 
CITY COUNCIL                  Tonya Bailey, Sr Executive Assistant  
City Hall, 215 SE 7th St., Room 255    Tara Jefferies, Sr Executive Assistant        
Topeka, KS   66603-3914      E-mail: councilassist@topeka.org 
(785) 368-3710       www.topeka.org 
 

 
EXCERPT 
 

 CITY OF TOPEKA, Topeka, Kansas, Tuesday, October 20, 2026.  The Public 
Infrastructure Committee members met at 11:00 A.M. with the following Committee 
members present: Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair) and Michelle Hoferer.  
 

The following is an excerpt of the draft minutes from the meeting: 

 
APPROVAL of Resolution - Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Exceeding $250,000 - 
Shunga - Oak Creek -Project Nos. 501103.02 and 501104.01 
 
RESOLUTION introduced by the Public Infrastructure Committee recommending 
approval of Project Nos. 501103.02 and 501104.01 for the reconstruction of creek 
bank along the Shunga 
 
Utilities Director Sylvia Davis spoke to the proposed project along the of Shunga Creek 
bank near 29th and Oakley with an estimated cost of $300,000. The work is limited to 
repairing erosion and bank degradation that is threatening nearby structures. It does 
not include channel improvements related to flooding. A consulting engineer has 
provided design input and cost estimates, and if approved, construction would have a 
tentative start in early 2027, depending on weather conditions. The proposed approach 
is considered cost-effective and aims to stabilize the bank and redirect flow toward the 
channel center to reduce future erosion. 

 
MOTION: Committee member Michelle Hoferer made a motion to approve and move 
forward the Shunga Oak Creek project to the Governing Body for action. Committee 
member Sylvia Ortiz seconded. Motion approved 3-0-0. 
 

                     
                                      ***************************      
        

http://www.topeka.org/


DATE: November 10, 2026
CONTACT PERSON: Jason Tryon, Public

Works Director
DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: Ordinance - Traffic
Disruption Permits, ROW
Excavation

PROJECT #:

CIP PROJECT:
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

ORDINANCE introduced by Interim City Manager Michael Webb, concerning traffic disruption permits
for right-of-way excavation, amending sections 12.30.020, 12.30.080, 12.30.290 and 12.45.080 of the
Topeka Municipal Code and repealing original section. (Public Infrastructure Committee recommended
approval on October 20, 2026 3-0-0.)
 
(Approval for the Right-of-Way (ROW) Construction Permit.)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Governing Body move to adopt the ordinance.

BACKGROUND:

We currently issue separate, itemized right-of-way (ROW) permits for work such as driveways, sidewalks, and
excavation. The proposed ROW Construction Permit would consolidate these permits for larger projects
involving multiple improvements and provide a permitting option for work or assets not covered by existing
permit types.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

ATTACHMENTS:

Proposed Ordinance

https://www.topeka.org
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4454204/Ordinance_Traffic_Disruption_Permits_-_ROW_excavation.pdf


Presentation - ROW Permits
Public Infrastructure Committee Report (October 20, 2026)
Public Infrastructure Committee Meeting Minutes (October 20, 2026)

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4454217/ROW_Permit_TMC_Update_-_Powerpoint__1_.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4456622/PI_Report_-_ROW_11-10-26.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4456623/EXCERPT_-_Minutes_PI_Committee_ROW_11-10.pdf


ORD/Traffic Disruption Permits  8/27/2026 

ROW excavation 1

(Published in the Topeka Metro News _______________________) 1 
2 
3 
4 

ORDINANCE NO. _____________ 

AN ORDINANCE introduced by Interim City Manager Michael Webb, concerning traffic 5 
6 
7 

disruption permits for right-of-way excavation, amending sections 
12.30.020, 12.30.080, 12.30.290 and 12.45.080 of the Topeka 
Municipal Code and repealing original section. 8 

9 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS: 10 

Section 1. That section 12.30.020, Definitions, of The Code of the City of 11 

Topeka, Kansas, is hereby amended to read as follows: 12 

Definitions. 13 

The following words and phrases shall have the meaning ascribed to them as set 14 

forth. References hereafter to “sections” are, unless otherwise specified, references to 15 

sections in this chapter. Defined terms remain defined terms whether or not capitalized. 16 

Words importing the masculine gender only may be extended to females. 17 

“Applicant” means any person requesting permission to excavate or obstruct a 18 

right-of-way. 19 

“Central business district” means that portion of the City lying within the area 20 

defined in TMC 3.40.010. 21 

“City” means the City of Topeka, Kansas, to include its elected officials, officers, 22 

employees. 23 

“City cost” means the actual cost incurred by the City for public rights-of-way 24 

management, including, but not limited to, costs associated with registering applicants; 25 

issuing, processing, and verifying right-of-way permit applications; inspecting job sites 26 

and restoration projects; maintaining, supporting, protecting, or moving user equipment 27 

during public right-of-way work; determining the adequacy of right-of-way restoration; 28 



ORD/Traffic Disruption Permits  8/27/2026 

ROW excavation 2 

restoring work inadequately performed; revoking right-of-way permits and performing all 29 

other tasks required by this chapter, including other costs the City may incur in managing 30 

the provisions of this chapter. 31 

“Degradation” means the accelerated deterioration of the right-of-way caused by 32 

excavation in or disturbance of the right-of-way, resulting in the need to reconstruct such 33 

right-of-way, earlier than would be required if the excavation did not occur. 34 

“Department” means the Department of Public Works of the City of Topeka. 35 

“Department Inspector” means any person authorized by the Director to carry out 36 

inspections related to the provisions of this chapter. 37 

“Director” means the Director of the Department of Public Works of the City, or her 38 

or his designee. 39 

“Driveway permit” means the City authorization for construction or reconstruction 40 

of driveway approaches including the cutting and/or removal of curbs and gutters. 41 

“Emergency” means a condition that: 42 

(1)  Poses a clear and immediate danger to life or health, or of a significant loss 43 

of property; or 44 

(2)  Requires immediate repair or replacement in order to restore service to a 45 

customer. 46 

“Equipment” means any type of utility service or system component, including but 47 

not limited to pipe, electric cable, cable, or fiber optic cable located within the right-of-48 

way, but shall not include plantings maintained in the right-of-way between the property 49 

line and the street curb. 50 

“Excavate” means to dig into or in any way remove, physically disturb, or penetrate 51 
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ROW excavation 3 

any part of a right-of-way, except horticultural practices of penetrating the boulevard area 52 

to a depth of less than 12 inches. 53 

“Excavation permit” means the City authorization for excavation within that part of 54 

the right-of-way described in such permit. 55 

“In,” when used in conjunction with “right-of-way,” means over, above, in, within, 56 

on, or under a right-of-way. 57 

“Local representative” means a local person(s) authorized by an applicant to 58 

accept service and to make decisions for that applicant regarding all matters within the 59 

scope of this chapter. 60 

“Obstruct” means to place any object in a right-of-way so as to hinder free and 61 

open passage over that or any part of the right-of-way. 62 

“Permittee” means any person to whom a permit to do work within a right-of-way 63 

has been granted by the City under this chapter. 64 

“Person” means any natural or corporate person, business association or other 65 

business entity including, but not limited to, a partnership, a sole proprietorship, a political 66 

subdivision, a public or private agency of any kind, a utility, a successor or assignor of 67 

any of the foregoing, or any other legal entity which has or seeks to have equipment in 68 

any right-of-way. 69 

“Probation” means the status of a person that has not complied with the conditions 70 

of this chapter. 71 

“Probationary period” means the time period in months or days from the date that 72 

a person has been notified in writing that he has been put on probation. 73 

“Registrant” means any person who has or seeks to have its equipment located 74 



ORD/Traffic Disruption Permits  8/27/2026 

ROW excavation 4 

within any right-of-way. Examples of registrant include public utilities providing utility 75 

service, telecommunication providers and carriers. 76 

“Repair” means the temporary construction work necessary to make the right-of-77 

way usable for travel. 78 

“Restoration bond” means a performance bond or cash deposit posted to ensure 79 

the availability of sufficient funds to complete, if necessary, right-of-way excavation and 80 

obstruction work in both a timely and quality manner. 81 

“Restoration cost” means an amount of money paid or owed to the City by a 82 

permittee to cover the cost of restoration. 83 

“Restore” or “restoration” means the process by which an excavated right-of-way 84 

and surrounding area, including pavement and foundation, is returned to the same 85 

condition that existed before the commencement of the work. 86 

“Right-of-way” means the surface and space above and below a public roadway, 87 

highway, street, alley, bicycle lane and public sidewalk in which the City has legal interest, 88 

including other dedicated rights-of-way for travel purposes and utility easements of the 89 

City. 90 

“Right-of-way permit” means the driveway permit, excavation permit, sidewalk 91 

permit, temporary use of right-of-way permit, or traffic disruption permit, or all of these, 92 

depending on the context, as required by this chapter. 93 

“Right-of-way construction permit” means the permit issued by the City for large 94 

projects requiring multiple different right-of-way asset improvements that will allow 95 

construction for all items defined in the permit. 96 

“Service” or “utility service” includes but is not limited to: 97 
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ROW excavation 5 

(1)  Those services provided by a public utility as defined by Kansas Statutes; 98 

(2)  Telecommunications, pipeline, community antenna television, fire and alarm 99 

communications, water, electricity, light, heat, cooling energy, or power services; 100 

(3)  The services provided by a district heating or cooling system; and 101 

(4)  Cable communications systems as defined in Kansas Statutes. 102 

“Sidewalk permit” means the City authorization for construction or reconstruction 103 

of public sidewalk. 104 

“Supplementary application” means an application made to excavate more of the 105 

right-of-way than allowed in a permit that had already been issued, or to extend the time 106 

of City authorization. 107 

“Temporary use of right-of-way permit” means the permit which, pursuant to this 108 

chapter, authorizes the temporary encroachment upon public streets, sidewalks, or other 109 

public property during construction for storage of materials construction or equipment, or 110 

for the erection of fencing, barricades, sidewalk, passageways, or construction office, 111 

such area being used in a manner as to deny the public the use of such street, alley, or 112 

public property. 113 

“Traffic disruption permit” means the City authorization for closing down lane(s) of 114 

traffic, utilizing proper traffic control devices and, if applicable, providing detour route(s). 115 

Section 2. That section 12.30.080, Permit requirement [Corporations/Utilities], 116 

of The Code of the City of Topeka, Kansas, is hereby amended to read as follows: 117 

Permit requirement. 118 

(a) Permit Required. Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, no person 119 

may obstruct or excavate any right-of-way without first having obtained the appropriate 120 
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ROW excavation 6 

right-of-way permit from the Director to do so. Permit areas are as follows: 121 

(1)  Excavation Permit. An excavation permit is required to excavate that 122 

part of the right-of-way described in such permit and to hinder free and open 123 

passage over the specified portion of the right-of-way by placing equipment 124 

described therein, to the extent and for the duration specified therein. 125 

(2)  Temporary Use of Right-of-Way Permit. A temporary use of right-of-126 

way permit is required to encroach upon public streets, sidewalks, or other public 127 

property to be used during construction as an area for storage of construction 128 

materials or equipment, or for the erection of fencing, barricades, sidewalk, 129 

passageways, or construction office, such area being used in such a manner as to 130 

deny the public the use of such street, alley, or public property. 131 

(3)  Traffic Disruption Permit. A traffic disruption permit is required before 132 

closing down lane(s) of traffic, utilizing proper traffic control devices and, if 133 

applicable, providing detour route(s).Right-of-Way Construction Permit. A right-of-134 

way construction permit is required prior to construction in the City’s right-of-way. 135 

(4)  Sidewalk Permit. A sidewalk permit is required for any construction or 136 

reconstruction of public sidewalk(s). 137 

(5)  Driveway Permit. A driveway permit is required prior to construction or 138 

reconstruction of driveway approaches including the cutting and/or removal of 139 

curbs and gutters. 140 

(b) Permit Extensions. No person may excavate or obstruct the right-of-way 141 

beyond the date(s) specified in the permit unless such person: (1) makes a 142 

supplementary application for another right-of-way permit before the expiration of the 143 
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ROW excavation 7 

initial permit; and (2) a new permit or permit extension is granted. 144 

(c) Permit Display. Permits issued here shall be available for review at all times 145 

at the work site. In addition, all utilities will prominently identify all work sites with the name 146 

of their utility and emergency telephone number to facilitate notification in the event of an 147 

emergency, etc. Sign posting in the nearest right-of-way is appropriate where it is 148 

impractical to sign due to traffic, etc. 149 

Section 3. That section 12.30.290, Permit requirement [Individual Property 150 

Owners], of The Code of the City of Topeka, Kansas, is hereby amended to read as 151 

follows: 152 

Permit requirement. 153 

(a)  Permit Required. Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, no person may 154 

obstruct or excavate any right-of-way without first having obtained the appropriate right-155 

of-way permit from the Director to do so. Permit areas are as follows: 156 

(1)  Excavation Permit. An excavation permit is required to excavate that 157 

part of the right-of-way described in such permit and to hinder free and open 158 

passage over the specified portion of the right-of-way by placing equipment 159 

described therein, to the extent and for the duration specified therein. 160 

(2)  Temporary Use of Right-of-Way Permit. A temporary use of right-of-161 

way permit is required to encroach upon public streets, sidewalks, or other public 162 

property to be used during construction as an area for storage of construction 163 

materials or equipment, or for the erection of fencing, barricades, sidewalk, 164 

passageways, or construction office, such area being used in such a manner as to 165 

deny the public the use of such street, alley, or public property. 166 
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(3)  Traffic Disruption Permit. A traffic disruption permit is required before 167 

closing down lane(s) of traffic, utilizing proper traffic control devices and if 168 

applicable, providing detour route(s). Right-of-Way Construction Permit. A right-of-169 

way construction permit is required prior to construction in the City’s right-of-way. 170 

(4)  Sidewalk Permit. A sidewalk permit is required for any construction or 171 

reconstruction of public sidewalk(s). 172 

(5)  Driveway Permit. A driveway permit is required prior to construction or 173 

reconstruction of driveway approaches including the cutting and/or removal of 174 

curbs and gutters. 175 

(b)  Permit Extensions. No person may excavate or obstruct the right-of-way 176 

beyond the date(s) specified in the permit unless such person: (1) makes a 177 

supplementary application for another right-of-way permit before the expiration of the 178 

initial permit, and (2) a new permit or permit extension is granted. 179 

(c)  Permit Display. Permits issued here shall be available for review at all times 180 

at the work site. In addition, all utilities will prominently identify all work sites with the name 181 

of their utility and emergency telephone number to facilitate notification in the event of an 182 

emergency, etc. Sign posting in the nearest right-of-way is appropriate where it is 183 

impractical to sign due to traffic, etc. 184 

Section 4. That section 12.45.080, Interfering with movement of traffic, of The 185 

Code of the City of Topeka, Kansas, is hereby amended to read as follows: 186 

Interfering with movement of traffic. 187 

(a) Traffic Disruption Notice. A traffic disruption notice is required for any and 188 

all lane, road, or alley closures.  This shall be done by communicating with the 189 
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Engineering division staff. The notice shall be given at least 48 hours prior to the closures. 190 

This is an additional requirement to any permit that disrupts traffic in the right-of-way. 191 

(ab)  When any cut or excavation is performed on any public street, it shall be 192 

properly backfilled to top of pavement or bridged or plated, as approved by the 193 

Department of Public Works, Engineering Division, to allow the operation of traffic 194 

thereon; except between the hours of 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., or as provided for under 195 

subsection (b) of this section. 196 

(bc)  When any cut or excavation is performed on any street, it shall be unlawful, 197 

without a traffic disruption permitright-of-way construction permit issued by the 198 

Development Services Director and approved by the Traffic Engineering 199 

Departmentdivision, to do any of the following acts: 200 

(1)  Leave any pavement material, stone and earth or any other material 201 

removed from street cuts, openings or excavations on the street before 8:30 a.m. 202 

or after 4:00 p.m. 203 

(2)  Perform any work which will require the closing of any lane of moving 204 

traffic between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:30 a.m. or from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 205 

(3)  Do or perform any work or operation or place any material, equipment, 206 

barricades or other obstructions in such a manner as to require the closing at any 207 

time of more than one lane of moving traffic on any street. 208 

Section 5. That original § 12.30.020, § 12.30.080, § 12.30.290 and § 12.45.080 209 

of The Code of the City of Topeka, Kansas, are hereby specifically repealed. 210 

 Section 6. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after its 211 

passage, approval and publication in the official City newspaper. 212 
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Section 7. This ordinance shall supersede all ordinances, resolutions or rules, 213 

or portions thereof, which are in conflict with the provisions of this ordinance. 214 

Section 8. Should any section, clause or phrase of this ordinance be declared 215 

invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the same shall not affect the validity of this 216 

ordinance as a whole, or any part thereof, other than the part so declared to be invalid. 217 

 PASSED AND APPROVED by the Governing Body on ____________________. 218 
 219 
CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS 220 
 221 
 222 
 223 
__________________________________ 224 
Spencer L. Duncan, Mayor 225 

ATTEST: 226 
 227 
 228 
 229 
________________________________ 230 
Brenda Younger, City Clerk 231 



ROW PERMITS
Modifications to TMC 12.30.020, 12.30.080, 

12.30.290, & 12.45.080



SUMMARY 2

• Adding a “Right-of-Way Construction Permit”

• Removing “Traffic Disruption Permit”

• Adding a “Traffic Disruption Notice”



12.30.020

-Changed definition of “Right-of-way permit” to remove 
language about “traffic disruption permit”.

-Added definition for “Right-of-way Construction Permit”. 

3



12.30.080 4

-(3) Right-of-Way Construction Permit. For 
large projects requiring multiple different 
Right-of-Way asset improvements, a single 
“Right-of-Way Construction Permit” shall be 
issued. This will permit construction of all 
items defined in the permit. 

-Removing “Traffic Disruption Permit”

-Creating a “Right-of-Way Construction Permit”



12.30.290

Removed (a) (3), replacing it with requirement for a ROW 
permit

5



12.45.080

• Added Traffic Disruption 
Notice Requirement

• Added ROW permit 
requirement

• Removed traffic disruption 
permit language

6
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EXCERPT 
 

 CITY OF TOPEKA, Topeka, Kansas, Tuesday, October 20, 2026.  The 
Public Infrastructure Committee members met at 11:00 A.M. with the 
following Committee members present: Sylvia Ortiz, David Banks (Chair) 
and Michelle Hoferer.  
 

The following is an excerpt of the draft minutes from the meeting: 

 
APPROVAL of an Ordinance Traffic Disruption Permits, ROW Excavation. 
 
ORDINANCE introduced by City Manager Dr. Robert M. Perez, concerning 
traffic disruption permits for right-of-way excavation, amending § § 
12.30.020, § 12.30.080, § 12.30.290 and § 12.45.080 of the Topeka 
Municipal Code and repealing original section. 
 
Public Works Director Jason Tryon spoke at a high level about the proposed 
ordinance concerning traffic disruption permits for right-of-way excavation 
and amending sections. The updates would streamline permitting by 
replacing the traffic disruption permit with a single right-of-way 
construction permit and adding a required 48-hour traffic disruption notice 
for any work affecting traffic. 

 
Committee chair David Banks expressed his support for the proposed 
ordinance. 

 
MOTION: Committee member Sylvia Ortiz made a motion to approve and 
move forward Traffic Disruption Permits, ROW Excavation to the Governing 
Body for action. Committee chair David Banks seconded. Motion approved 
3-0-0. 
 
 

                     
                                    ***************************     
         

http://www.topeka.org/


DATE: November 10, 2026
CONTACT PERSON: Leigha Boling, Economic

Development Director
DOCUMENT #:

SECOND PARTY/SUBJECT: Ardmore Development
Group, LLC - Ardmore
Walk Addition No. 1
Reinvestment Housing
Incentive District (RHID)

PROJECT #:

CIP PROJECT: No
ACTION OF COUNCIL:  JOURNAL #:
  PAGE #:

City of Topeka
Governing Body Action Form

City Council Chambers
214 SE 8th Street

Topeka, Kansas 66603
www.topeka.org

November 10, 2026

 

 

 
 
 
 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

RESOLUTION introduced by Interim City Manager Michael Webb making certain findings pursuant to
the Kansas Reinvestment Housing Incentive District (RHID) Act with regard to an application submitted
by Ardmore Development Group, LLC to establish a Reinvestment Housing Incentive District and
requesting that the Secretary of Commerce review the resolution and advise the Governing Body. 
 
Voting Requirement: Action requires at least six (votes) of the Governing Body.
 
(Approval would authorize staff to submit the Ardmore Walk Addition No. 1 RHID application to the Secretary of
Commerce for review.)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

Whether to consider the establishment of a Reinvestment Housing Incentive District (RHID) for Ardmore
Development Group, LLC.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Governing Body move to approve the resolution.

BACKGROUND:

City staff received a Reinvestment Housing Incentive District (RHID) Step I application from Ardmore
Development Group, LLC on September 3, 2026. The developer owns 42 lots within the Ardmore Walk
Addition No. 1 Subdivision, located in southwest Topeka. The proposed project is intended to help address the

https://www.topeka.org


community's shortage of upscale and luxury residential housing by constructing 42 single-family homes
featuring two to three bedrooms, two bathrooms, and two-car garage, with floor plans ranging from 1,250 to
1,750 square feet. The homes will be offered for-sale, and are anticipated to range from $350,000 to $500,000.
 
City staff have completed the preliminary due diligence review process and verified that the developer and its
affiliated entities are active and in good standing with the Kansas Secretary of State and have no delinquent
taxes, special assessments, or outstanding utility, zoning, or code enforcement issues. A more in-depth due
diligence review will be conducted during the Housing Development Plan review stage.

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

The City has received the $5,000 non-refundable application fee from the developer, which is intended to
reimburse the City for staff time associated with the first step of the RHID application process.

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Payment from the developer

ATTACHMENTS:

Proposed Resolution & Exhibit A - Ardmore Development Group, LLC, Ardmore Walk Addition No. 1 RHID
Step I
Presentation - Ardmore Walk Addition No. 1 RHID, Ardmore Development Group, LLC Step 1 (November 10,
2026)
Step I RHID Application - Ardmore Walk Subdivision No. 1 RHID, Ardmore Development Group, LLC
(September 3, 2026)
2026 Topeka Housing Update and Housing Needs Analysis (July 9, 2026)

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4448437/Resolution_Ardmore_Development_Group__LLC__Ardmore_Walk_Addition_No._1_RHID_Step_I__11.04.2026_.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4460696/Ardmore_Walk_Addition_No._1_RHID__Ardmore_Development_Group__LLC_Step_1_Presentation__11.10.2026_.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4445556/Step_I_Application_Ardmore_Walk_Subdivision_No._1_RHID__Ardmore_Development_Group__LLC__09.08.2026_.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4445557/Topeka_Housingn_Update_and_Housing_Needs_Analysis_2026.pdf
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(Published in the Topeka Metro News _________________________) 

RESOLUTION NO. _______ 

A RESOLUTION introduced by Interim City Manager Michael Webb making certain 
findings pursuant to the Kansas Reinvestment Housing Incentive 
District Act with regard to an application submitted by ARDMORE 
DEVELOPMENT GROUP LLC to establish a Reinvestment Housing 
Incentive District and requesting that the Secretary of Commerce 
review the resolution and advise the Governing Body. 

 
WHEREAS, K.S.A. 12-5241 et seq. (“the Act”) authorizes the City of Topeka 

(“City”) to establish a Reinvestment Housing Incentive District (“RHID”), the first step of 

which is to conduct a housing needs analysis to determine what housing needs exist 

within the community; and 

WHEREAS, after conducting such analysis, the Governing Body may adopt a 

resolution making certain findings regarding the establishment of an RHID and providing the 

legal description of the proposed RHID and a map depicting the existing parcels in the 

proposed RHID; and 

WHEREAS, after publishing such resolution, the Governing Body shall send a copy 

to the Secretary of Commerce (“Secretary”) requesting that the Secretary review the 

resolution and advise the Governing Body whether the Secretary concurs with the findings; 

and 

WHEREAS, the City has performed a housing needs analysis (the “Analysis”); and 

WHEREAS, based upon the Analysis, the Governing Body proposes to commence 

proceedings necessary to create an “Ardmore Walk Addition No. 1 RHID,” in accordance 

with the Act. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS, that: 
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Section 1. The Governing Body adopts and incorporates by reference the 

Analysis, a copy of which is on file in the office of the City Clerk and accessible at 

https://s3.us‑east‑1.amazonaws.com/files.topeka.gov/community/Housing%20

%26%20Homeless/Topeka%20Housing%20Study%20Update%20

2026_Memo%20%26%20Annotated%20Decks.pdf, and based on a review of the 

Analysis makes the following findings and determinations. 

Section 2. The Governing Body finds that there is a shortage of quality housing of 

various price ranges in the City despite the best efforts of public and private housing 

developers. 

Section 3. The Governing Body finds that this shortage of quality housing can be 

expected to persist and that additional financial incentives are necessary in order to 

encourage the private sector to construct or renovate housing in the City. 

Section 4. The Governing Body finds that the shortage of quality housing is a 

substantial deterrent to the future economic growth and development of the City. 

Section 5. The Governing Body finds that the future economic well-being of the 

City depends on the Governing Body providing additional incentives for the construction or 

renovation of quality housing in the City. 

Section 6. Based upon the findings and determinations contained herein, the 

Governing Body proposes to establish an RHID pursuant to the Act, within the boundaries of 

the real estate legally described and as shown on the map depicting the existing parcels of 

land attached hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit A. 

Section 7. The City Clerk is directed to publish this resolution one time in the 

Topeka Metro News and to send a certified copy of this resolution to the Secretary for the 

latter's review and concurrence with the findings herein. 

https://s3.us-east-1.amazonaws.com/files.topeka.gov/community/Housing%20%26%20Homeless/Topeka%20Housing%20Study%20Update%202026_Memo%20%26%20Annotated%20Decks.pdf
https://s3.us-east-1.amazonaws.com/files.topeka.gov/community/Housing%20%26%20Homeless/Topeka%20Housing%20Study%20Update%202026_Memo%20%26%20Annotated%20Decks.pdf
https://s3.us-east-1.amazonaws.com/files.topeka.gov/community/Housing%20%26%20Homeless/Topeka%20Housing%20Study%20Update%202026_Memo%20%26%20Annotated%20Decks.pdf
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Section 8. This resolution shall take effect after its adoption and publication once 

in the Topeka Metro News. 

 
ADOPTED and APPROVED by the Governing Body on ____________________. 

 
 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS 
 
 
 
 

Spencer L. Duncan, Mayor 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 

Brenda Younger, City Clerk 



 

EXHIBIT A 
(Legal Descriptions and Maps) 

 
Lots 1-5, Block A; Lots 1-24, Block B; Lots 1-14, Block C; and Stormwater Tracts 
A, B and C, in Ardmore Walk Addition No. 1, in the City of Topeka, Shawnee 
County, Kansas; and all public streets and other rights-of-way, and easements in 
or adjacent to Ardmore Walk Addition No. 1, in the City of Topeka, Shawnee 
County, Kansas. 

 

 
 
 



Ardmore Walk Addition No. 1
Ardmore Development Group, LLC

-

Step I RHID Designation
Leigha Boling, Economic Development Director
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Ardmore Development Group, LLC is 
the applicant proposing a RHID 
located within the Ardmore Walk 
Subdivision, along the north side of SW 
45th St, located west of SW Burlingame 
Rd, east of SW Lakeside Dr.
Due Diligence: Applicant & Affiliates
• Secretary of State Active and in Good 

Standing 
• No delinquent taxes, special assessments, or 

outstanding utility, zoning, or code issues

Proposed RHID District
• 25.28-acre tract of land
• 42 lots

SW 45th Street
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The proposed project will construct:

• 42 single-family homes in 3 phases
• A variety of home layouts and floor 
plans to accommodate diverse 
buyer preferences

• For-sale homes anticipated to start 
at approximately $350,000 and 
above

• Housing designed to address the 
community's shortage of upscale 
and luxury housing inventory

SW 45th Street
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Step I; RHID Designation 4

• Propose RHID District: Adopt a Resolution recommending RHID 
designation.

• Submit to State: Following Governing Body approval, staff will submit the 
Resolution to the Kansas Department of Commerce for consideration 
and approval.



Step II; Housing Plan & District Creation 5

• Housing Development Plan: After KDOC approval, Developer submits a 
Housing Development Plan (Project Plan) for financial analysis and but-
for test.

• Financial Review & Negotiation: City RHID Review Team evaluates the 
analysis, drafts the Development Agreement, and negotiates terms with 
the Developer.

• Set a Public Hearing: Resolution sets hearing to consider approving the 
Development Agreement, Project Plan, and establish the District.

• Final Approval: Public Hearing is conducted followed by adopting an 
Ordinance establishing the RHID District and approving the Project Plan 
and Development Agreement.



Questions?

6
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MEMORANDUM 
Topeka Housing Study Update 2026  

 

To:  Dan Warner, City of Topeka 

From: Development Strategies 

Date: July 9,  2026 

Re: Topeka Housing Study Update—Analysis and Key Findings 

______________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of this memo is to provide a concise summary of the work completed as part of the Topeka 

Housing Study Update. It is intended to supplement the following accompanying annotated slide decks: 

1. Housing Market Analysis and Demand Assessment 

2. Vacant Parcel Analysis 

The memo connects the major findings across the analyses and highlights their implications for Topeka’s 

housing needs, development opportunities, and future strategy.  

PURPOSE OF THE UPDATE 

The Housing Study Update revisits key market conditions since the 2020 study and evaluates how 

demographic, economic, affordability, supply, and land availability trends are shaping Topeka’s current 

and future housing needs. The analysis is not simply a refresh of earlier data points. It also reflects how 

the local housing market has changed since the pandemic, including shifts in household size, housing 

costs, household wages, multifamily development, and the amount and type of land available within the 

city for future residential development. 

MARKET ANALYSIS AND HOUSING DEMAND 

The market analysis shows that Topeka continues to face meaningful housing demand, even in a slow-

growth environment.  

• While the city’s population has declined modestly, average household size has decreased 

resulting in an increase in the number of households. This distinction is important as housing 

demand is being driven by households, not population alone. Smaller households, aging 

households, and changing household composition continue to create demand for a wider range 

of housing types, particularly smaller units and rental options. 

• Since the 2020 study, housing costs have increased faster than many local wages. Median 

home values have grown significantly, while rent growth has been more moderate but still 

meaningful. At the same time, income and wage growth have not been strong enough to keep 

pace with rising housing costs. As a result, affordability stress remains widespread, particularly 

for lower-income households. 
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• Topeka’s relative affordability compared to peer cities remains a competitive advantage, but 

that advantage could narrow over time if housing costs continue to outpace local wages. 

• The analysis also shows that affordability pressures are not evenly distributed.  African-

American and Hispanic households continue to face higher affordability barriers, reflecting 

broader income, tenure, and housing access disparities. These disparities remain an important 

consideration as the City evaluates future housing policy, investment, and program priorities. 

• Housing production has increased since 2020, driven largely by multifamily development.  This 

is an important shift from the prior study period, when overall production levels were lower and 

more heavily oriented toward single-family housing.  

Recent multifamily deliveries have helped absorb some of the demand identified in the prior study, 

which is one reason the updated 20-year demand projection is lower than the 2020 outlook. However, 

this does not mean Topeka no longer needs new housing. Rather, it suggests that future production 

should be more targeted to the city’s current needs, especially affordability, workforce housing, smaller 

units, and housing choice across price points. 

The updated demand outlook estimates approximately 4,220 units over the next 20 years, compared to 

approximately 10,800 units in the previous study. This reduction reflects slower population growth, 

recent multifamily deliveries, and updated assumptions about household formation. Still, the analysis 

points to continued need for strategic housing production, especially in the 60% to 120% AMI range 

(often referred to as “workforce” housing) where availability appears increasingly constrained. Overall, 

the projected demand reflects a need for approximately 210 units per year over the next twenty years, 

essentially what the city has received on average over the past five years, though a different mix of 

single-family and multifamily units and across a range of price points will be needed.  

VACANT PARCEL ANALYSIS 

The vacant parcel analysis was completed to better understand where and how Topeka may be able to 

accommodate future residential development. Using data from the City, the analysis systematically 

filtered the vacant parcels to arrive at a potential pool of suitable lots. The analysis began with vacant 

parcels that had land uses generally suitable for residential development (for example, lots designated 

as recreation, industrial, and utility were excluded). Then parcels located in the floodplain and parcels 

that appear to have existing structures were removed (this analysis focused on vacant parcels, not 

vacant buildings). After these filters, the analysis identified 2,765 vacant parcels suitable for residential 

development. The analysis then evaluated those parcels based on lot size, location, and neighborhood 

character to understand the range of opportunity for infill development across Topeka. Findings include:  

• Most of Topeka’s remaining vacant residential land is infill-scale. Nearly 70 percent of suitable 

vacant parcels fall between 3,000 and 15,000 square feet. These parcels are generally more 

appropriate for single-family infill, duplexes, quadplexes, or cottage-style development, 

depending on zoning, infrastructure, ownership, and market conditions. 

• Large-scale development opportunities are more limited. Only about seven percent of suitable 

vacant parcels exceed one acre, meaning larger multifamily, mixed-use, or master-planned 
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residential projects will likely be concentrated in a relatively small number of locations. This 

reinforces the importance of treating infill development as a central part of Topeka’s housing 

strategy, rather than relying only on large greenfield or large-site redevelopment opportunities. 

• Vacant parcel size and redevelopment potential vary across the city. When mapped and 

referenced to the city’s Neighborhood Health Index, different opportunities for infill housing and 

neighborhood stabilization emerge. Healthier market areas may be better positioned to support 

market-driven infill development, while vacant lots in the “At Risk” or “Intensive Care” areas 

may require more active public support, such as land assembly, incentives, land banking, 

infrastructure coordination, or targeted rehabilitation and reinvestment strategies. Such lots 

represent infill opportunities that could become vital pieces of broader neighborhood 

stabilization efforts.  

 

OVERALL IMPLICATIONS 

Together, the market and vacant parcel analyses suggest that Topeka’s housing challenge is less about 

whether demand exists and more about how to align production, affordability, housing diversity, land 

availability, and location. The city has ongoing demand, but it is more modest and more targeted than 

the prior study suggested. The greatest opportunity is to support a steady pipeline of housing that fits 

Topeka’s household profile, wage structure, and available land inventory. 

Future housing efforts should focus on matching housing types to parcel sizes, aligning zoning with 

realistic infill opportunities, supporting workforce and affordable housing, and using public tools where 

market conditions alone are unlikely to deliver needed housing. This includes preserving Topeka’s 

affordability advantage while expanding the range of housing options available to residents at different 

incomes, household sizes, and life stages. 
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HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS — RHID STATUTORY FINDINGS (K.S.A. 12-5244) 

To support the City's continued administration of the Reinvestment Housing Incentive District (RHID) 

program, this section addresses the housing needs analysis findings required under K.S.A. 12-5244(a)(1-

4). The analysis supports the following findings: 

1. There is a shortage of quality housing of various price ranges in the city despite the best efforts of 

public and private housing developers. Despite increased housing production since 2020—driven 

largely by multifamily development—the updated analysis identifies continued demand of 

approximately 4,220 units over the next 20 years, or 211 units per year including current/pent-up 

demand, across a range of price points. Affordability stress remains widespread, particularly for 

lower-income households, and availability in the 60% to 120% AMI ("workforce") range is 

increasingly constrained. These conditions indicate a shortage of quality housing at various price 

ranges despite the efforts of public and private housing developers. 

2. The shortage of quality housing can be expected to persist and additional financial incentives are 

necessary in order to encourage the private sector to construct or renovate housing in the city. 

Since the 2020 study, housing costs increased faster than local wages, and income growth has not 

kept pace with rising housing costs. While recent production has roughly matched the city's five-

year average, the updated analysis indicates that a different mix of unit types and price points is 

needed—especially affordable housing, workforce housing, and smaller units—and that the private 

market is unlikely to deliver this housing without support. Additional financial tools are necessary to 

encourage the private sector to construct or renovate housing that meets these needs. 

3. The shortage of quality housing is a substantial deterrent to the future economic growth and 

development of the city. Topeka's relative affordability compared to peer cities remains a 

competitive advantage, but that advantage will narrow over time if housing costs continue to 

outpace local wages. Constrained availability of workforce housing limits the city's ability to house 

workers across the wage spectrum, which impacts the ability to attract new industry, potentially 

limiting the city's future economic growth and development. 

4. The future economic well-being of the city depends on the governing body providing additional 

incentives for the construction or renovation of quality housing in the city. The market and vacant 

parcel analyses together conclude that Topeka's housing challenge is about aligning production, 

affordability, housing diversity, land availability, and location—and that public tools will be needed 

where market conditions alone are unlikely to deliver needed housing, including infill development 

in "At Risk" and "Intensive Care" neighborhood areas. Incentives supporting the construction and 

renovation of quality housing will continue to be an important component of the city's future 

economic well-being. 

Consistent with the RHID criteria, the following table summarizes projected housing demand by 

affordability classification over the next five and twenty years, based on the updated demand analysis.
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Affordability 

Classification 

Current / Pent-

Up Demand 

(units) 

New Five-Year 

Demand (Units) 

Year 5 to 20 

New Demand 

(Units) 

Total Twenty-Year 

Demand (Units)* 

Subsidized (≤30% 

AMI) 

142 157 476 775 

Affordable (30%–60% 

AMI) 

209 232 744 1,185 

Workforce (60%–

120% AMI) 

239 232 764 1,235 

Upscale (120%–200% 

AMI) 

135 132 398 665 

Luxury (>200% AMI) 68 74 218 360 

Total 793 827 2,600 4,220 

*Total 20-year demand includes pent-up demand and the net new five-year numbers. It represents the 

sum of current and future demand over that period. 
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KEY TAKEAWAYS

Housing costs increased 
faster than 

many local wages

Affordability stress 
remains widespread

Longstanding racial and 
ethnic disparities continue 
to shape housing outcomes

Population decline 
masks ongoing housing 

demand

Overall housing production 
increased since 2020, 

driven largely by 
multifamily development.

The challenge is ensuring the new 
supply meets the affordability needs 

of Topeka’s households.
 

While the population 
declined, households increased, 
and average household size fell.
Demand for smaller, rental units 

remains strong.

Households of color are more likely 
to rent, earn less, and face higher 

affordability barriers.

Modest income gains have not 
translated into meaningful 

affordability relief for a large share 
of households.

Many of the city’s fastest-growing 
occupations now fall below 

what’s needed to afford typical 
market rents.
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RISING PRICES

Is the national median home sales price, 
up 1.6% over the span of a year

GROWING HOUSEHOLD COSTS

of all homeowner households are 
housing cost- burdened.

SLOWDOWN IN HOUSEHOLD 
GROWTH

net new households projected to be 
added to the market through 2035 
(compared to 10.1M in 2010-2020)

NATIONAL HOUSING CHALLENGES
IMPACT OF NATIONAL TRENDS

$440k 6.9M-8.6M 24% 

Source: Redfin, Aug. 2025 Source: State of the Nation’s Housing (2025) Source: State of the Nation’s Housing (2025)

National price pressures and shifting demographics create 
a more competitive environment for mid-sized cities like 

Topeka.



+0.5%

Topeka MSA

POPULATION OVERVIEW
POPULATION CHANGE 2010-2019

+1.5%

MSA outside of 
Topeka

From 2010 to 2019, the Topeka 
Metropolitan Statistical Area had been 
growing…

-0.4%

Topeka

… but all growth was 
outside the city

Source: Esri 2019



POPULATION OVERVIEW
POPULATION CHANGE 2019-2025

Post 2019, both the city and the region 
experienced a modest decline…

Topeka MSA MSA outside of 
Topeka

Topeka

-1% -0.9%-0.9%

Source: Esri 2025

Ø Despite population decline, household growth 
and smaller HH size sustain demand.

Housing demand is increasingly driven by 
household formation patterns, not 

population growth alone.



MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME

SOCIOECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS
2019 VS. 2025

% OF HOUSEHOLDS 
EARNING <$25,000

MEAN ANNUAL WAGE 
(SHAWNEE COUNTY)

TOTAL NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS 

$50,000
$56,500

18%

53,300

54,400

25%

POPULATION

127,000

125,650

1% DECREASE IN 
POPULATION

13% INCREASE IN MEDIAN 
HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN THE CITY

20252019
Source: Esri 2025, OnTheMap 

JOB GROWTH

2019

2023

2014

-0.1%
+0.7%

2025

2019

Ø Population declined, but number of 
households increased. 

Ø Income and wage growth have been 
meaningful, but not enough to offset 
rising housing costs.

Ø The share of very low-income households 
declined, shifting the income distribution 
upward.

Topeka’s housing pressure is driven by 
structural shifts in households and 

income trends, not population growth 
alone.

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE 
DECREASED FROM 2.3 TO 2.23

20% INCREASE IN MEAN 
ANNUAL WAGE IN THE COUNTY

$49,800

$60,100



HOUSING MARKET TRENDS
HOUSING SNAPSHOT 2019 VS. 2025

MEDIAN RENT

DEVELOPMENT OVERVIEW

20252019

20% INCREASE IN 
MEDIAN RENTS FROM 

2019 TO 2025

MEDIAN HOUSING VALUE

$115,000 $188,000

63% INCREASE IN HOME 
VALUES FROM 2019 TO 2025

COST BURDEN

17%

15%

2019
14%

13%

2025

>50% of income 
towards housing

30-50% of income 
towards housing

COST BURDEN DECREASED 
FROM  32% TO 27%

2019 2025

MULTIFAMILY 
INVENTORY 15,417 15,606

MULTIFAMILY 
BUILDING 

DELIVERIES

0
(2016-2019)

2
(2019-2025)

AVERAGE 
MULTIFAMILY 

VACANCY
9.6% 7.7%

SINGLE-FAMILY 
PERMITS

359
(2016-2019)

462
(Since 2020)

Source: ACS 2024 5-year estimates, Zillow 2025, CoStar

Ø Home values increased significantly.
Ø Rent growth has been more moderate. 
Ø Multifamily construction increased post 2020, reflecting 

stronger rental demand.
Ø Vacancy declined as new units were absorbed quickly.
Ø Cost burden declined slightly, but rent and home value 

growth continue to outpace income growth.

The market is active and adjusting, but 
affordability pressures persist as prices continue 

to outpace wages.

RENTER/OWNER RATIO

2025

2019
56%

44%

59%

41%

Owner Renter

$980

$815



ECONOMY
MEDIAN ANNUAL WAGES OF OCCUPATIONS WITH HIGH PROJECTED NEAR-TERM GROWTH KANSAS NORTHEAST REGION IN 2025

General and 
Operations Managers Registered Nurses Heavy and Tractor-

Trailer Truck Drivers
Laborers and Material 

Movers

Food Preparation and 
Serving Workers Nursing Assistants

Stockers and Order 
Fillers

Customer Service 
Representatives

$78k
$1,950/mo

$74k
$1,800/mo

$49k
$1,200/mo

$38k
$950/mo

$36k
$900/mo

$35k
$875/mo

$35k
$874/mo

$34k
$840/mo

Source: Kansas Department of Labor

Ø Many high-growth occupations earn $34K–
$49K annually.

Ø These wages fall below what is required to 
afford current market rents.

This mismatch is driving affordability 
pressure.
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TRENDS
PEER CITY ANALYSIS



PEER CITIES TRENDS
HOME VALUES & RENTS

WH

Home values

Rents

$355,000$188,000$156,000

Springfield

$212,000

Tulsa

$207,000

Cedar Rapids USATopeka Lawrence

$315,000

$980$970 $1,050 $1,410$975

TopekaCedar Rapids Tulsa USASpringfield Lawrence

$1,090

2025

To S Tu CR L USA

+63%

USAS To Tu LCR

2019

+20%

ToS TuCR L USA

USALCR S TuTo

+38%+64%+29% +54% +50%

+27%+26% +21% +18% +33%

Source: ZHVI 2019 & 2025; Gross Rents ACS - 2024 & 2019 5-year estimates

Ø Topeka remains relatively affordable compared to peer cities.
Ø Home value growth since 2019 has been among the strongest 

in the peer group.
Ø Rent growth has been more moderate than national trends.

Rapid appreciation can narrow the city’s affordability 
cushion over time.



52%

64%  
65% 

69%

59% 

44%

% OWNER-
OCCUPIED UNITS

Tu

USA

S

CR

L

To

TRENDS
HOMEOWNERSHIP AND RENTS

2019 20252010

USA67%

CRCR69%

Tu

USA

S

To

L

Tu

S

To

L

64%

60%

54%

47%

RENT CHANGE 
2019-2024

27%

21%  

33% 

26%

20% 

18%

Tu

USA

S

CR

L

To

Ø Ownership levels in Topeka have remained 
stable, maintaining a majority-owner profile.

Ø Rent growth has been moderate relative to 
peers and the U.S.

Affordability pressures appear driven 
more by price growth and wage dynamics 

than by tenure shifts

Source: ACS – 2010, 2019, 2024 5-year estimates



PERMIT ACTIVITY
TOPEKA, KS

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Single Family Multifamily Source: SOCDS Building Permits, Topeka, KS

Ø Overall housing production increased 
significantly after 2020

Ø Single-family production declined, 
while multifamily production 
increased dramatically.

Topeka is building more housing, 
but aligning new supply with 

affordability needs will determine 
long-term affordability outcomes.

2010-2020 2021-2025

90Avg. units produced 25
SF MF

75 135
SF MF
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
SOME SIMPLE DEFINITIONS

$785
PER MONTH

to rent a 2-bedroom unit
of safe and decent quality

$16/HR 
HOUSING WAGE

bare minimum to afford a 2-bedroom 
unit of safe and decent quality

$985
PER MONTH

to rent a 2-bedroom unit
of safe and decent quality

$19/HR 
HOUSING WAGE

bare minimum to afford a 2-bedroom 
unit of safe and decent quality

MANY HOUSEHOLDS COULD 
NOT AFFORD THE FAIR 
MARKET RENT OF $785

SLIGHTLY MORE HOUSEHOLDS 
CANNOT AFFORD THE FAIR 

MARKET RENT OF $985

25%34%33% 24%

$785 per month calculated based on FY19 HUD Fair Market Rent for Topeka, KS MSA.
*Gross rent, including $200/month for utilities. 

Utilities assumption based on max. utility allowance limits by HUD

$16/hr Housing Wage calculated based on a $785 rent, assuming 30% of income toward rent, full-time employment

In 2019, households in Topeka required

CITY OF TOPEKA TOPEKA MSA

In 2025, households in Topeka require

CITY OF TOPEKA TOPEKA MSA

$985 per month calculated based on FY25 HUD Fair Market Rent for Topeka, KS MSA.
*Gross rent, including $200/month for utilities. 

Utilities assumption based on max. utility allowance limits by HUD

$19/hr Housing Wage calculated based on a $985 rent, assuming 30% of income toward rent, full-time employment

Housing affordability thresholds have moved 
upward faster than many wages.



HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
WHAT’S THE PICTURE OF AFFORDABILITY IN TOPEKA?

34%33%

In 2019, many households could not afford 
the FMR rent of $785

CITY OF TOPEKA

In 2025, many households cannot afford 
the FMR rent of $985

CITY OF TOPEKA

52%

36%

31% 31%

40%

45%

White

Hispanic

African-American

Source: American Community Survey

Ø African-American households 
remain most likely to face 
affordability barriers.

Ø Hispanic households also 
experience elevated burden.

Affordability pressures are 
not evenly distributed.



RACE + EQUITY
AN OVERVIEW

Median Household 
Income

Share with 
High School Diploma

Share of 
Renter-Occupied Housing

Share of 
People in Poverty

Unemployment 
Rate

City White African-American Hispanic/Latino

$55,900

$59,850

$48,650

$45,250

92%
94.5%

87%

79.5%

41%
37%

45%

15.5%
13%

24%
22.5%

71%

89%
90%
91%

44%

50%

15%
17%

$30,500

$41,830

$46,100
$48,950

24%

2019 2025

4.9%

3.6%

11.8%

4.1%

Source: Policy Maps 2025; 2023 5-Year Estimates, American Community Survey 

Ø Income gaps persist across racial groups.
Ø Unemployment and poverty rates remain disproportionately high for 

African-American households.
Structural disparities continue to shape housing outcomes.

38%

57%

70%



GROWTH IN HOME VALUES
ZILLOW HOUSING VALUE INDEX

 $50,000

 $70,000

 $90,000

 $110,000

 $130,000

 $150,000

 $170,000

 $190,000

 $210,000

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

$105,480

$124,770

$188,500

Home values have 
increased by 51% 

since 2020

Source: Zillow Housing Value Index (ZHVI) 2025



GROWTH IN HOME VALUES
ZILLOW HOUSING VALUE INDEX

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Since 2020, home values 
in Topeka have grown 
nearly twice as fast as 
wages, widening the 

affordability gap

HOME VALUE INDEX

WAGE INDEX

Source: Zillow Housing Value Index (ZHVI) 2025; Quarterly Employment & Wage Data, BLS 2025



14%

13%

202517%

15%

2019

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
WHAT’S THE PICTURE OF AFFORDABILITY IN TOPEKA?

In 2019, many households were cost-burdened, 
paying more than they could afford.

In 2025, many households are still cost-burdened, 
paying more than they can afford. 

>50% of income 
towards housing

30-50% of 
income towards 
housing

COST BURDEN IN TOPEKA

ACCORDING TO HUD, A HOUSEHOLD IS CONSIDERED COST-
BURDENED IF IT SPENDS MORE THAN 30% OF ITS GROSS 

INCOME ON HOUSING COSTS, INCLUDING RENT OR 
MORTGAGE PAYMENTS AND UTILITIES.

Source: Esri 2019-2025

While overall cost burden has declined modestly, 
nearly 1 in 4 households remains burdened.



HOMELESSNESS PER 10,000 PEOPLE

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
THE EXPERIENCE

2043
HOMELESS

21 9 23

14
SANGAMON COUNTY, IL

23
SHAWNEE COUNTY, KS

17
TULSA COUNTY, OK

8
KANSAS

17
USA

20
18

+87% +23.5% +43% +12.5% +35% 

Source: Point-in-time counts of homelessness

20
24

Ø Homelessness per capita increased locally.
Ø Trends mirror national increases.

Affordability pressures can contribute to 
housing instability.
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HOUSING SUPPLY
MARKET-RATE RENTAL SUMMARY

C
ity

 o
f 

T
o

p
ek

a

C
en

tr
al

 T
o

p
ek

a

Despite an apparent shift to more Class C units, 
the citywide rental housing market out performs 
that in Central Topeka, with higher rents, and 
lower vacancy. 

1,721
15,606

14,327
1,721

7.7%
7.3%

11%
6%

$974
$715

$693
$474

$865$1,058
$493$767

$576$913
$312$676

CLASS B CLASS C

25% 75%

13% 87%
CLASS B CLASS C

27% 73%

62%38%

TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS (INCLUDING CLASS B & CLASS C)

VACANCY RATE

AVERAGE RENT PER MONTH

AVERAGE RENT PER MONTH-CLASS B UNITS

AVERAGE RENT PER MONTH-CLASS C UNITS

2025

2019

2025 2019

City of Topeka Central Topeka Source: CoStar



MULTIFAMILY SUPPLY
LOWER MIDSCALE

WH

La Casa Grande Apartments
Built 1969 (191 units)
95.8% occupied
0br:$651 1br:$837 2br:$938 3br:$1,353
$0.92 avg PSF

White Lakes Plaza Apartments Homes
Built 1973 (144 units)
80.6% occupied
1br:$674 2br:$799
$0.87 avg PSF

Park South Apartments
Built 1970 / Renovated 2018 (234 units)
87% occupied
0br:$427 1br:$519 2br:$603
$0.71 avg PSF

Whitehall Apartments
Built 1979 (74 units)
? occupied
1br:$891 2br:$1,100 3br:$1,221
 $1.07 PSF

Source: CoStar 2025



MULTIFAMILY SUPPLY
MIDSCALE

WH

Sherwood Apartments
Built 1988 (300 units)
98.3% occupied
1br:$1,190 2br:$1,307 3br:$1,496
$1.47 avg PSF

Chalet
Built 1983 (233 units)
94% occupied
0br:$603, 1br:$851 2br:$998 3br:$1,439
$1.10 avg PSF

Trianon Apartments
Built 1966 (88 units)
92.1% occupied
1br:$795 2br:$1,024 3br:$1,150
$0.82 avg PSF

Crown Colony Apartments
Built 1982 (220 units)
99.1% occupied
1br:$1,128 2br:$1,295 3br:$1,572
$1.57 avg PSF

Source: CoStar 2025



MULTIFAMILY SUPPLY
STUDENT

WHWH

University Heights Apartments
Built 1970 (102 units)
92.2% occupied
0br:$565 1br:$675 2br:$595
$0.82 avg PSF

Washburn South Apartment
Built 1949 (125 units)
72% occupied
1br:$834 2br:$918
$1.04 avg PSF

Harrison Street Apartments
Built 1979 (53 units)
? occupied
1br:$585 2br:$715
$1.18 avg PSF

Bentley Place
Built 1972 (36 units)
50 occupied
1br:$525 
$0.93 PSF

Library Park Apartments
Built 1968 (76 units)
97.4% occupied
0br:$458 1br:$558 2br:$507
$1.2 avg PSF

Source: CoStar 2025



MULTIFAMILY SUPPLY
NEW CONSTRUCTION/REHAB

WH

Connect55+ Topeka
Under Construction (134 units)
1br:$1,797 2br:$1,899 3br:$3,692

Wheatfield Village Apartments 
Built 2022 (173 units)
90.8% occupied
0br:$1,392; 1br:$1,668; 2br:$2,212; 3br:$1,718
$2.05 avg PSF

Woodland Park at Soldier Creek
Built 2008 (236 units)
96.6% occupied
1br: $1,096 2br:$1,222 3br:$1,521
$1.45 PSF Union Tower

Proposed March 2027 
250 units
Affordable for 30%-60% 
AMI
1br, 2br & 3br units

Fremont Hill
Proposed 
176 apartments & 51 homes
Mixed-Income

Southern Hills Senior Homes
+55, Below 60%AMI
24 units
$400 - $650

Source: CoStar 2025
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COST OF HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY METRICS AND INCOME DISTRIBUTION (2019)



COST OF HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY METRICS AND INCOME DISTRIBUTION (2025)

30% 60% 100% 120% 150% 200% % AMI (Area Median
Income)

Workforce Upscale LuxurySubsidized Affordable

Source: HUD, Development Strategies, ESRI, ACS 5 Year Estimates

$169k

$510K

$4,240

For-Sale 
Affordability

Rental 
Affordability

$24K

$70K

$620

$127K$51K

$143K

$1,270

$84K $101K

$306K

$2,540

No of Households
City of Topeka

9,750 14,320 16,400 9,260 4,670

64% 69% 72% 83% 78%16%

17%

11%

14%

8%

12% 7%
6%

6%
11%



COST OF HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY METRICS AND INCOME DISTRIBUTION

2019 2025

0%-30% AMI 30%-60% AMI 60%-120% AMI 120%-200% AMI >200% AMI

Households By AMI Group

Source: Development Strategies, Esri 2019, Esri 2025

Ø Growth in households below 30% AMI.
Ø Moderate growth in households between 

60%-120% AMI.
Ø Contraction in >120% AMI.

11% 14%

26%

28%

21%

18%

26%

30%

17%

9%
$16k

$33k

$66k

$110k

$24k

$51k

$101k

$169k

Household 
Income 
Thresholds
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Source: Esri 2019, Esri 2025

HOUSEHOLD AFFORDABILITY
OWNER HOUSEHOLDS

Ø More owner households now fall within lower affordability tiers (<60% AMI).
Ø The 80–100% AMI band increased while the 100–200% band contracted.
Ø This reflects rising home values and updated affordability thresholds.

Ownership affordability is tightening for moderate-income households.

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

14000

<30% 30-60% 60%-80% 80%-100% 100%-200% 200%+
2019 Affordability 2025 Affordability

1,700

4,240

3,160
2,830

12,690

6,780

2,625

5,325

2,890

4,520

11,510

6,260
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HOUSEHOLD AFFORDABILITY
RENTER HOUSEHOLDS

Ø More renter households are now fall under 60% AMI band due to rising income 
benchmarks. 

Ø The 60–100% AMI renter band shows signs of compression.
Ø Higher-income renter growth remains limited.

Rental demand is increasingly concentrated in lower-income tiers

Source: Esri 2019, Esri 2025
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AFFORDABILITY AND SUPPLY GAPS
FOR SALE-2019

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

14,000

<30% 30-60% 60%-80% 80%-100% 100%-200% 200%+

2019 Affordability 2019 Supply

Ø In 2019, affordability gaps were concentrated 
at each end of the AMI range.

Ø Moderate-income alignment was relatively 
stronger.

Ø Entry-level ownership was constrained but 
more attainable.

Source: Esri 2019, Development Strategies
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2025 Affordability 2025 Supply

AFFORDABILITY AND SUPPLY GAPS
FOR SALE-2025

Source: Esri 2025, Development Strategies

Ø Housing prices have increased citywide 
based on factors like marketability, location 
and condition, moving the supply upward into 
higher AMI bands.

Ø Affordability distribution has remained 
relatively stable.

Ø The 80–100% AMI band shows the closest 
alignment between supply and affordability. 

The for-sale market is most tightly aligned 
in the middle segment, with imbalances 

on either side.
Quality of the housing at the lower end of 

the AMI band may be more challenged 
now than before.

2,625

5,325

2,890

4,520

11,510

6,260
5,890

7,755

4,770
4,075

7,035

1,375
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2019 Affordability 2019 Supply

AFFORDABILITY AND SUPPLY GAPS
RENTAL-2019 Ø Rental gaps in 2019 were concentrated below 

60% AMI.
Ø Workforce alignment was comparatively 

stronger.

In 2019, rental gap challenges were 
primarily concentrated among lower-

income households.

Source: Esri 2019, Development Strategies
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2025 Affordability 2025 Supply

AFFORDABILITY AND SUPPLY GAPS
RENTAL-2025 Ø A larger share of rental units now fall below 

30% AMI.
Ø AMI thresholds increased faster than rents 

between 2019 and 2025, reclassifying some 
existing units into lower affordability bands.

Ø Affordable or income-restricted units 
delivered during this period may also 
contribute to this shift.

Ø At the same time, alignment within the 60–
100% AMI workforce band has tightened.

Even with benchmark shifts and some 
supply growth, workforce rental 
availability remains constrained.

Source: Esri 2025, Development Strategies
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PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH
NEXT TWENTY YEARS

In 2025, future projection 
estimates

1,260 new residents, nearly 

3,070
new households

in the next 20 years

Source: Decennial Census, ACS, Esri, Development Strategies

120,000

121,000

122,000

123,000

124,000

125,000

126,000

127,000

128,000

129,000

130,000

124,210

127,820

126,430

125,670

126,300

126,930

2000 2010 2020 2025 2035 2045

0.05% assumed annual growth rate



PROJECTED DEMAND
UNITS NEEDED IN THE NEXT TWENTY YEARS

4,220 
UNITS*

(2,510 for-sale & 
1,710 rental)

20-Year Projected Demand 
Assuming 0.05% annual growth

Rental

For-Sale

*Gross demand, including 
pent-up demand. 

Source: Decennial Census, ACS, Esri, Development Strategies

In 2019, the 20-Year 
projection estimated

0.3% annual growth rate. . . 
. . . resulting in demand for 

10,800 units through 2040
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PROJECTED DEMAND
2019 VS 2025

10,800 
UNITS

4,220 
UNITS

20 YEAR DEMAND OUTLOOK

In 2019 Today

approximately 
540 units 
annually

approximately 
210 units 
annually

WHAT CHANGED?

Ø Demographics changed dramatically post-
pandemic: population growth, household 
size, and household composition. 

Ø Significant delivery of multifamily units 
between 2019 and 2025 helped close some 
of the overall unit demand.

Ø In 2019, we were cautiously optimistic but 
overall, less growth actually happened. A 
decrease in the projected growth rate from 
0.3% to 0.05% is contributing to a reduced 
housing demand outlook. 

Ø At the same time, a decrease in the average 
household size is leading to a modest 
increase in the number of households, 
creating a need for new units.

Ø Projected employment growth remains 
modest (approximately 0.6–0.8% annually), 
reinforcing a steady—but not accelerated—
housing demand outlook.

The reduced 20-year demand projection 
reflects slower growth and recent 

multifamily deliveries, but it does not 
eliminate the need for strategic housing 

production aligned with affordability and 
workforce needs.



STRATEGIC CONSIDERATIONS

Continued housing demand 
is likely, even in a slow-

growth or modest population 
decline environment.

Shifts toward smaller 
households and a rising 
renter share suggest a 

sustained need for diverse 
housing options.

Affordability outcomes will 
remain closely tied to

housing costs and 
local wage growth.

There is a tightening 
availability of workforce 
housing (60–120% AMI).

A diverse range of housing 
options across price points 

will remain important to 
support household mobility 

and market churn.

Topeka’s relative 
affordability compared to 

peer cities remains a 
competitive advantage that 

may be leveraged.



PREPARED FOR THE 
CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS

VACANT PARCEL ANALYSIS

TOPEKA HOUSING UPDATE



VACANT PARCELS
WITH SUITABLE LAND USE

4,670
VACANT PARCELS 

WITH SUITABLE LAND 
USE

(excludes industrial, 
recreational, and some 

other uses)



VACANT PARCELS
IN THE FLOODPLAIN

820
VACANT PARCELS 

IN THE FLOODPLAIN



VACANT PARCELS
WITH STRUCTURES 

1,085
VACANT PARCELS 
THAT MAY HAVE A  

STRUCTURE ON THEM



VACANT PARCELS
PARCELS OUTSIDE FLOODPLAIN AND WITHOUT ANY STRUCTURES

2,765
VACANT PARCELS 

SUITABLE FOR 
RESIDENTIAL 

DEVELOPMENT AND 
USED IN THE ANALYSIS



VACANT PARCEL ANALYSIS
FILTERING PARCELS SUITABLE FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

- - =

4,670
VACANT PARCELS WITH 

SUITABLE LAND USE

(excludes industrial, 
recreational, and some 

other uses)

820
VACANT 
PARCELS 

IN THE 
FLOODPLAIN

1,085
VACANT 

PARCELS THAT 
MAY HAVE A  

STRUCTURE ON 
THEM

2,765
VACANT 
PARCELS 

SUITABLE FOR 
RESIDENTIAL 

DEVELOPMENT



HOW PARCEL SIZE INFLUENCES HOUSING OPPORTUNITY

Less than 3,000 SF
Side Lot / Assemblage 

Opportunity

Can contribute to larger redevelopment 
efforts when combined with adjacent 

parcels.

3,000-7,000 SF
Single-Family 

Infill

Suitable for detached homes, cottage 
housing, or small infill projects.

7,000-15,000 SF
Single-Family/
Missing-Middle

Larger single-family homes or lots, 
opportunities for duplexes, triplexes, 
fourplexes, cottage courts, and other 

missing-middle housing types where zoning 
and market conditions support.

15,000 SF-1 Ac
Single-Family/Small Multifamily 

Opportunity

Large enough to support larger-lot single-family 
development, clustered housing, townhomes, 

courtyard apartments, or small multifamily 
projects depending on site context.

1-5 Ac
Neighborhood-Scale 

Development

Can support a range of housing types, from 
coordinated single-family subdivisions and 

cottage neighborhoods to townhomes, 
multifamily projects, and mixed-income 

residential development. 

More than 5 Ac
Catalyst Development 

Sites

Can support significant residential 
development, including single-family 

neighborhoods, mixed-density 
housing, multifamily projects, or 

mixed-use redevelopment efforts.



VACANT PARCELS
BY SIZE

< 3,000 SF

3,000-7,000 SF

7,000-15,000 SF

15,000 SF-1 Ac

1-5 Ac

>5 Ac

Vacant Parcels by Size

Topeka's inventory of vacant 
parcels suitable for residential 
development is composed of 

small- and medium-sized sites.

Nearly 70% of parcels fall 
between 3,000 and 15,000 
square feet, with the largest 
share between 7,000 and 

15,000 square feet. 

Much of the city's remaining 
residential development 

capacity is to come from infill 
housing that can fit within 

existing neighborhoods rather 
than large-scale greenfield 

projects.

5%

27%

42%

19%

6% 1%



VACANT PARCELS
BY NEIGHBORHOOD HEALTH INDEX

“Healthy” neighborhoods contain a larger share of 
medium-sized development sites, 

while “At Risk” and “Intensive Care” areas are dominated 
by smaller parcels that may require more incremental 

redevelopment strategies.



KEY CONSIDERATIONS

Vacant parcels are a meaningful 
housing opportunity

The analysis identified 2,765 vacant 
parcels that are suitable for residential 
development after removing non-residential 
uses, floodplain-constrained sites, and 
parcels with existing structures.

Most opportunities are infill-
scale

Seven out of ten parcels fall between 3,000 
and 15,000 square feet, indicating that 
future housing growth is likely to occur 
through infill development, neighborhood-
scale projects, and incremental additions to 
existing neighborhoods.

Neighborhood context should 
shape redevelopment strategy

Parcel sizes and development 
opportunities vary across Neighborhood 
Health Index categories. Stronger market 
areas can support market-driven infill, while 
weaker market areas will benefit from 
assemblage efforts, incentives, land 
banking, etc.

Large-scale development 
opportunities are limited

Only 7% of developable vacant parcels 
exceed one acre, suggesting that large 
multifamily or master-planned 
developments will be concentrated in a 
relatively small number of locations.

HOW THE CITY CAN USE THIS 
ANALYSIS

• Match housing types to available 
vacant parcel sizes

• Identify where zoning aligns—or 
does not align—with the parcel 
sizes that make up the remaining 
land inventory.

• Target land assembly efforts

• Prioritize areas for housing 
investment

• Focus incentives in areas where 
market conditions limit private 
investment

• Understand overall housing 
development capacity and future 
growth opportunities.
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DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:

DISCUSSION with POSSIBLE ACTION of an ORDINANCE introduced by Interim City Manager Michael
Webb, concerning duplexes, triplexes and quadplexes, amending sections 18.60.010 and 18.215.030 of
the Topeka Municipal Code and repealing original sections. (ACZR25/02)
 
Voting Requirement: Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.
 
(Approval will change the zoning code so that duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes may be allowed by
conditional use permit in "R" Single Family Dwelling zoning districts subject to new conditional use permit
guidelines.)

VOTING REQUIREMENTS:

Discussion with possible action. Action requires at least six (6) votes of the Governing Body.

POLICY ISSUE:

Whether to amend the Zoning Code so that duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes my be approved by
conditional use permit in R-1 and R-2 residential zoning districts, subject to new conditional use permit
guidelines specific to duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes, as recommended by the Planning Commission.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Discussion with possible Action. Staff recommends the Governing Body move to adopt the ordinance.

BACKGROUND:

The proposed ordinance will amend Topeka’s zoning code so that duplexes, triplexes and quadplexes be
allowed by Conditional Use Permit (CUP) within single family residential districts (R-1 and R-2 districts) subject

https://www.topeka.org


to new CUP guidelines. More specifically, the proposed amendment is to the Land Use Tables in section
18.60.010 to designate these uses as a “C” in R-1 and R-2 districts, and to add these new guidelines to section
18.215.030 (Guidelines for Evaluation):  

Two-family dwellings (duplexes) and three/four family dwellings in R-1, R-2, and R-3 zoning districts
should not be highly concentrated within residential subdivisions or within the same block in a
subdivision or neighborhood.
Development shall comply with design guidelines of the neighborhood plan where applicable.
The paving of front yards to accommodate required parking or access to required parking should be
minimized or mitigated.

Under current zoning regulations, duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes are prohibited in R-1 and R-2 districts
and, therefore, an owner of property zoned R-1 or R-2 must obtain rezoning of the property before being
permitted to build either a duplex, triplex, or quadplex. 

After a robust stakeholder engagement process, including meetings with neighborhoods, a survey, and several
Planning Commission meetings, on November 17, 2025 the Planning Commission voted 6-1 to recommend
that the zoning code be amended to allow duplexes, triplexes and quadplexes by conditional use permit in R-1
and R-2 zoning districts, with the adoption of the above CUP guidelines. 

Conditional Use Permit Process Compared to Rezoning Process

The process for a conditional use permit is similar to the rezoning process.  Like a rezoning, a conditional use
permit requires notice to neighboring property owners, a neighborhood information meeting, a public hearing
by the Planning Commission, and a final decision by the Governing Body.  Unlike rezoning, a conditional use
permit does not change the zoning map, and a conditional use permit requires approval to be based on an
approved development plan. With some minor exceptions, rezoning is not tied to a specific development plan
and allows any use allowed under the new zoning.   

Reasons for the Amendments

Duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes are a form of housing referred to in Topeka’s Citywide Housing Study and
Strategy (referred to hereafter as the Citywide Housing Study) as “missing middle” housing.  Missing middle
housing is a medium density typology that can be difficult to develop because of regulatory barriers and
economics. (Citywide Housing Market Study and Strategy).  Allowing duplexes and other missing middle
housing by conditional use permit in single family residential districts:

Helps to address a housing need.
Is an incremental approach with relatively low impact.
Provides a way to develop housing on infill lots where City infrastructure already exists.
Providing an owner/occupant an additional revenue source to maintain an existing residence.
At the time of its adoption, the Citywide Housing Study projected a need for 4,000 additional units of
affordable housing and 3,650 units of workforce housing over the next 20 years. Housing construction of
all types have not kept pace with this level of need. Two of the six strategies of the Housing Study are to
1) promote development of a diverse mix of housing types, and 2) expand production of affordable
housing.
Over 87% of the residentially zoned land in Topeka is R-1 and R-2, which currently prohibits duplexes,
triplexes, and quadplexes, leaving less than 13% of the residentially zoned land that can be developed
for missing middle housing. 

Process and Stakeholder Engagement

The Planning Commission’s Special Committee on Housing began discussing proposed amendments in late
2024.  Beginning in January 2025, the Special Committee and staff presented the general proposal to the
Citizens Advisory Council and four individual neighborhoods (Hi-Crest, Historic North Topeka East, College Hill,
Elmhurst).  The Special Committee also met with housing developers for their input.  Responses received at
the meetings with the Citizens Advisory Council and two of the three neighborhoods were generally positive. 

 



Staff conducted a survey of neighborhood residents and other stakeholders in February 2025 and presented
the findings of the survey to the Planning Commission at the March 2025 meeting. 405 responses were
received from 15 zip codes, with most of the responses from zip codes 66604 and 66606 in Central Topeka. 61
percent of respondents said duplexes should be either allowed by right or by conditional use permit in single
family residential districts.  53 percent of respondents said triplexes and quadplexes should be allowed by right
or by conditional use permit in single family residential districts. 

Additional meetings initiated by neighborhoods were held throughout the summer of 2025 to discuss the
proposed text amendments.  The proposed text amendment were on the Planning Commission agenda for
discussion at the June and August 2025 meetings, and at this time the Special Committee, in response to
public feedback, revised their recommendation from allowing duplexes by right to allowing by conditional use
permit.  Public comment was allowed at both meetings and most of it was in opposition.  Most of those
individuals that spoke or provided written comments reside in either the College Hill, Potwin, Westboro, or
Elmhurst neighborhoods.  The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on September 15, 2025,
discussed the matter again at the October 2025 meeting, and voted to recommend the amendments at its
November 17, 2025, meeting.

The Governing Body’s Policy and Finance Committee has discussed the proposed amendments at several
meetings.  The public spoke at some of these meetings. 

Issues and Concerns

The predominant issues raised and claims by opponents of the proposed text amendments include:

The text amendment will not result in a substantial, meaningful increase in housing.  
Historic and conservation districts should be excluded from the changes.
Conversions of existing single family homes to duplexes, triplexes, or quadplexes should be excluded
from the amendments.
The change in the regulations in single family residential districts should not apply citywide but be limited
to only some neighborhoods.
Any changes to the zoning code should include measures to prevent the concentration of duplexes. 

The above issues are addressed in detail in the attached memorandum to the Planning Commission for the
October 20, 2025.  Those entire three pages will not be repeated here. However, it is important to summarize
staff’s response to the request that historic and conservation districts be excluded, that the amended
regulations apply to some but not all neighborhoods.

Excluding historic districts and conservation districts would result in inconsistent application of the use
standards for single-family residential districts within Topeka.  The City of Topeka doesn’t directly regulate
State and National Historic Districts.  Historic districts are approved by the Kansas Historic Sites Board of
Review and the National Park Service. These historic districts are established to regulate physical changes to
properties, not to regulate land use.  Conversion of a home to a duplex in one of the historic districts is likely to
include some physical changes to the exterior of the home, and these physical changes will be subject to
Certified Local Government Review. 

The historic districts in Topeka are Potwin, Historic Holliday Park, Country Club Addition and College Hill. Some
of the people concerned about duplexes in the Potwin and College Hill neighborhoods are likely to not actually
live in these historic districts but live in the neighborhoods surrounding the historic districts (i.e. Auburndale,
Kenwood, or College Hill). In College Hill, the historic district is limited to 4 to 5 blocks along College Avenue,
comprising less than one sixth of the College Hill Neighborhood, thus restricting duplexes in historic districts by
itself is not going to exclude duplexes from those neighborhoods.

Neighborhood Conservation Districts (NCDs) are part of the City’s zoning code and those regulations were
created to “promote compatible new construction, alterations, and demolitions within the district’s built
environment in order to strengthen and build upon those desirable physical features already existing”.  Similar
to historic districts, NCDs regulate changes to physical character.  There are two NCDs:  Westboro and
Elmhurst. 

It is important to note that there are more than 20 land use types allowed by Conditional Use Permit within



single-family zoning districts and none of those are excluded from certain neighborhoods. (These uses are
listed on page 6 of the October 20, 2025 memorandum to the Planning Commission) Having different land use
regulations for individual neighborhoods within the same zoning district is not equitable and risks being
arbitrary and without a rational basis.  Deciding which neighborhoods should be selected for the proposed
code change is overly complicated, as it may require the creation of new overlay districts, and would very likely
result in inequitable treatment of neighborhoods. 

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

No budgetary impact to the City.

SOURCE OF FUNDING:

Not Applicable.

ATTACHMENTS:

Proposed Ordinance - CUP for Duplex Triplex Quadplex (ACZR25-02)
ACZR25-02 Duplex, Triplexes and Quadplexes in R districts -November 2025 PC Minutes
#1_Duplexes Tris Quads in R Districts PC MEMO_Nov 17 2025
#2_Strategic Framework Mauk Doc #1 Nov 4 2025
#3_Clarification Mauk Doc#2 Nov 4 2025
#4_ACZR25-02 Planning Commission Minutes of Oct 20 2025
#5_ Duplexes Tris Quads in R Districts PC Memo_Oct 20 2025
1 Housing Committee memo 10-8-25
2_RESOURCE MAT_Gen Z is renting, not buyin - Here's what it means for the country's future
3_RESOURCE MAT_Multifamily Housing Impact Literature Review
4_RESOURCE MAT_Gentle Density Increases Nearby Property Values, Evidence Shows, Contrary to Popular
Belief
5_RESOURCE MAT_Kansas Speaks Fall 2024 Statewide Public Opinion Survey
6_RESOURCE MAT_ Local policies that support missing middle housing and accessory dwelling units
7_RESOURCE MAT_Accessory Dwelling Units and Beyond
8_RESOURCE MAT_Housing Policy Debate.pdf
9_Use Tables - Duplex, tris, quads Oct 2025
10_Two-Three-four unit in R districts CUP guidelines August 2025
11_Duplexes Tris 4s in R districts DRAFT SPECIAL STANDARDS Sept 15 2025
12_Duplex MF in R Dist. survey results ppt slides
15_comments by Hudson Luce
16_comments by Jerry Palmer
18_ACZR25-02 Duplexes, etc Sept 15 2025 PC Minutes
ACZR25-02 Topeka Municipal Code Change discussion August 18 2025 CASE MINUTES (duplex,tri, and
quad)

https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4462254/Ordinance_Draft_-_CUP_for_DuplexTriplexQuadplex_ACZR25-02.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4453395/ACZR25-02_Duplex__Triplexes_and_Quadplexes_in_R_districts_-November.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442714/_1_Duplexes_Tris_Quads_in_R_Districts_PC_MEMO_Nov_17_2025.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442720/_2_Strategic_Framework_Mauk_Doc__1_Nov_4_2025.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442721/_3_Clarification_Mauk_Doc_2_Nov_4_2025.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442722/_4_ACZR25-02_Planning_Commission_Minutes_of_Oct_20_2025.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442723/_5__Duplexes_Tris_Quads_in_R_Districts_PC_Memo_Oct_20_2025.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442725/1_Housing_Committee_memo_10-8-25.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442726/2_RESOURCE_MAT_Gen_Z_is_renting__not_buyin_-_Here_s_what_it_means_for_the_country_s_future.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442748/3_RESOURCE_MAT_Multifamily_Housing_Impact_Literature_Review.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442749/4_RESOURCE_MAT_Gentle_Density_Increases_Nearby_Property_Values__Evidence_Shows__Contrary_to_Popular_Belief.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442750/5_RESOURCE_MAT_Kansas_Speaks_Fall_2024_Statewide_Public_Opinion_Survey.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442751/6_RESOURCE_MAT__Local_policies_that_support_missing_middle_housing_and_accessory_dwelling_units.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442752/7_RESOURCE_MAT_Accessory_Dwelling_Units_and_Beyond.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442753/8_RESOURCE_MAT_Housing_Policy_Debate.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442754/9_Use_Tables_-_Duplex__tris__quads_Oct_2025.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442755/10_Two-Three-four_unit_in_R_districts_CUP_guidelines_August_2025.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442756/11_Duplexes_Tris_4s_in_R_districts_DRAFT_SPECIAL_STANDARDS_Sept_15_2025.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442757/12_Duplex_MF_in_R_Dist._survey_results_ppt_slides.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442758/15_comments_by_Hudson_Luce.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442759/16_comments_by_Jerry_Palmer.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4442760/18_ACZR25-02_Duplexes__etc_Sept_15_2025_PC_Minutes.pdf
https://topeka.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4453406/ACZR25-02_Topeka_Municpal_Code_Change_discussion_August_17_2025_CASE_MINUTES__duplex_tri__and_quad_.pdf
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(Published in the Topeka Metro News _______________________) 1 
 2 

ORDINANCE NO. _____________ 3 
 4 

AN ORDINANCE introduced by Interim City Manager Michael Webb, concerning 5 
duplexes, triplexes and quadplexes, amending § 18.60.010 and § 6 
18.215.030 of the Topeka Municipal Code and repealing original 7 
sections. 8 

 9 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS: 10 

Section 1. That section 18.60.010, Use Tables [Residential], of The Code of 11 

the City of Topeka, Kansas, is hereby amended to read as follows: 12 

Use Tables. 13 

The use matrix tables establish the land uses for the zoning districts identified in 14 

the tables below. 15 

 Approval Levels 

● = Allowed Use 

S = Allowed per Special Use Requirements under Chapter 18.225 TMC 

S/C = If unable to meet Special Use Requirements, may apply for CUP 

C = Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approved by Governing Body 

# = See Definition in Chapter 18.55 TMC See Design Standards for X and D Districts 

Use Description 
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Residential  Districts 

Assisted Living 
Facility # 

has individual living 
units where at least 6 
persons receive 
personal/nursing care. 
Refer to Chapter 18.225 
TMC. Dwelling units on 
main floor 

C C C C ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - ● C C C S C - C - 

Boarding House # dwelling where lodging, 
with or without food, 
for 6 to 20 persons is 
provided 

- - - - C ● - - - - - - - - - - ● C C C ● C - - - 

Caretaker’s 
Residence 

 - - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - 

 16 



ORD/Zoning CUP for Duplex,Triplex,Quadplex  8/28/26  2 

Community Living 
Facility, Type I # 

dwelling operation for 
short-term residential 
care for improving 
living skills 

- - - - - C - ● ● - ● ● ● - - - ● - - - ● - - - - 

Community Living 
Facility, Type II # 

dwelling operation for 
residential care 
providing an 
intermediate and 
primary treatment 
setting 

- - - - - - - C ● - ● ● ● - - - C - - - ● - - - - 

Correctional 
Placement Residence 
or Facility, General # 

residential/rehabilitati
on facility occupied 
by more than 15 
individuals 

- - - - - C - C C - - C C C C - C - - - - - - - - 

Correctional 
Placement Residence 
or Facility, Limited # 

residential/rehabilitati
on facility occupied 
by 3 to 15 individuals 

- - - - C C C C C - - - - - - - C - C - - - - - - 

Crisis Center, Type I 
# 

may include meals 
and merchandise to 
residents 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ● - C - C C - - - 

Crisis Center, Type II 
# 

facility used for 
immediate human 
social service 
functions including 
meals, merchandise 
or shelter 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - C C - - - 

Dwelling, Detached 
Single-Family # 

 ● - ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - ● - ● ● 

Dwelling, Attached 
Single-Family # 

 - - ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - ● - - - 

Dwelling, Two- 
Family # (Duplex) 

 C - ● ● ● ● - - - - - C C - - - ● ● ● ● - ● - - - 

Dwelling, Three- 

/Four-Family 

includes 3 to 4 unit 
row or town houses # 

C - - ● ● ● - - - - - ● ● - - - ● ● ● ● - ● - - - 

Dwelling, Multiple- 
Family # 

structure with at least 
5 units 

- - - - ● ● - - - - - ● ● - - - ● C C ● S ● ● - - 

Dwelling, Accessory 
# 

secondary to primary 
dwelling, not 
exceeding 600 sq. ft. 

- - ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - - - - 

Dwelling Units 
Above Ground Floor 
or Basement 

other than medical 
care and community 
living facility 

- - - - - - ● ● ● ● ● ● ● - - - ● ● ● ● ● ● ● - - 

Dwelling Units on 
Main Floor 

subordinate to 
principal 
nonresidential uses. 

Refer to Chapter 
18.225 TMC 

- - - - - - S S S S S ● ● - - - S ● S S S ● ● - - 

Group Home # licensed dwelling for 
up to 8 with disability 
and 1 or 2 staff 

● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● C C ● ● ● ● - 

Group Residence, 
General # 

dwelling occupied by 
9 to 15 persons and at 
least 8 with a 
disability 

- - - - C C - C - - - - - - - - ● - - - - - - C - 

Group Residence, 
Limited # 

dwelling occupied by 
up to 10 persons, up 
to 8 with a disability, 
and up to 2 staff 
residents 

C C C C ● ● C C - - - - - - - - ● C - - - - - C - 

Home Care, Type I # nonsecure dwelling 
with 
residential/nursing 
care for up to 8 care 
receivers 

● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● C C ● C - ● - 

Home Care, Type II 
# 

nonsecure dwelling 
with 
residential/nursing 
care for up to 12 care 
receivers 

C C C C ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● C C C ● C - C - 

Management/Leasing 
Facilities 

for managing an on-
site multifamily 
community. Refer to 
Chapter 18.225 TMC 

- - S/

C 

S/C S/

C 

S/C - - - - - - - - - - S/C ● ● ● S/C S/C S/C - - 
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Medical Care 
Facility, Type I # 

dwelling for the 
personal nursing care 
and treatment for up 
to 2 persons 

● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● - - - - - - ● - 

Medical Care 
Facility, Type II # 

dwelling for the 
personal nursing care 
and treatment for 
more than 3 persons 

- - - - C C C ● ● - ● ● ● ● ● - ● - - - ● - - - - 

Mobile Home #, 
Manufactured Home 
# 

residential structure 
manufactured off site 
excluding 
Residential- Design 
Manufactured Home 

- S - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Residential-Design 
Manufactured Home 
# 

at least 22 feet wide 
on a permanent 
foundation, pitched 
roof, and siding/ 
roofing materials 
similar to site built 
homes except in R-4 

● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - - - ● - 

Residential Care 
Facility, Type I # 

nonsecure dwelling in 
which residential care 
is provided for 
children and/or adults 
on a 

● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● C C ● C - ● - 

Section 2. That section 18.215.030, Guidelines for evaluation, of The Code of 17 

the City of Topeka, Kansas, is hereby amended to read as follows: 18 

Guidelines for evaluation. 19 

The following guidelines shall apply when evaluating a conditional use permit 20 

application: 21 

Guidelines 

(a) Land use compatibility  

 (1) Development density Site area per unit, or intensity of use, should be 
similar to surrounding uses if not separated by 
major physical improvements or natural features. 

 (2) Height and floor area Development should minimize difference in height 
and building size from surrounding structures. 
Substantial differences shall be justified by urban 
design considerations. 

 (3) Setbacks Development should respect preexisting setback 
lines in surrounding area. Variations shall be 
justified by significant site features or operating 
characteristics. 

 (4) Building coverage Building coverage should be similar to that 
displayed in surrounding areas. Higher coverage 
should be mitigated by landscaping, buffering or 
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other site amenities. 

 (5) Duplexes, Two-Family 
Dwellings, Three/Four 
Family Dwellings 

Two-family dwellings (duplexes) and three/four 
family dwellings in R-1, R-2, and R-3 zoning 
districts should not be highly concentrated within 
residential subdivisions or within the same block in 
a subdivision or neighborhood.   
 
Development shall comply with design guidelines 
of the neighborhood plan where applicable.  
 
The paving of front yards to accommodate required 
parking or access to required parking should be 
minimized or mitigated.   

(b) Site development  

 (1) Parking and internal 
circulation 

Parking and circulation should serve all structures 
with minimal vehicular and pedestrian conflicts. 

 (2) Stormwater 
management 

Development design shall comply with all required 
stormwater runoff best management practices, as 
approved by the Public Works Director or 
designee. 

 (3) Building design (i) Architectural design and building materials 
should be compatible with surrounding properties if 
located adjacent to residential districts or in highly 
visible locations. 

   (ii) The adaptive reuse and restoration of 
historically significant structures shall be 
considered. “Historically significant structures” 
means structures listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places, the State Register of Historic 
Places, or structures having obtained local 
landmark status. 

(c) Operating characteristics  

 (1) Traffic capacity Projects should not materially reduce the existing 
level of service on adjacent streets. Projects will be 
required to make street improvements and/or 
dedicate right-of-way to mitigate negative effects. 

 (2) External traffic Project design should minimize nonresidential 
traffic through residential neighborhoods. 
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(3) External effects Projects with operating hours, noises or visual 
distractions that impact surrounding properties may 
be required to mitigate these impacts. 

(4) Outside storage If permitted, outside storage areas should be 
screened from adjacent streets and less intensive 
zoning districts and uses. 

(d) Comprehensive plan Projects should be consistent with the Topeka 
Comprehensive Plan and all its elements. 

(e) Additional regulations Conditional uses shall be required to conform to 
any other applicable regulations specifically listed 
for a use as set forth in Chapter 18.225 TMC or 
elsewhere in the code. 

Section 3. That original § 18.60.010 and § 18.215.030 of The Code of the City 22 

of Topeka, Kansas, are hereby specifically repealed. 23 

Section 4. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force from and after its 24 

passage, approval and publication in the official City newspaper. 25 

Section 5. This ordinance shall supersede all ordinances, resolutions or rules, 26 

or portions thereof, which are in conflict with the provisions of this ordinance. 27 

Section 6. Should any section, clause or phrase of this ordinance be declared 28 

invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the same shall not affect the validity of this 29 

ordinance as a whole, or any part thereof, other than the part so declared to be invalid. 30 

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Governing Body on ____________________. 31 
32 

CITY OF TOPEKA, KANSAS 33 
34 
35 
36 

__________________________________ 37 
Spencer L. Duncan, Mayor 38 

ATTEST: 39 
40 
41 
42 

________________________________ 

43 
Brenda Younger, City Clerk 

https://topeka.municipal.codes/TMC/18.225


 

 

 

Monday, November 17, 2025  

CASE MINUTES  

 

     

TOPEKA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

Members present: Willie Brooks, Jennifer Hannon, Del-Metrius Herron, Jeff Lolley, Joseph Mauk William 

Naeger, Katy Nelson and Donna Rae Pearson (8) 

Members Absent: NA 

Staff Present: Dan Warner, Planning Director; Mike Hall, Land – Use Planning Manager; Ann- Marie 

Driver, Planner; William J Sharp, Planner; Amanda Tituana-Feijoo, Administrative Officer; 

Mathew Mullen, Legal Dept 

 

Members present: Willie Brooks, Jennifer Hannon, Del-Metrius Herron, Jeff Lolley, Joseph Mauk William 

Naeger, and Donna Rae Pearson (7) 

Members Absent: Katy Nelson 

Staff Present: Dan Warner, Planning Director; Mike Hall, Land – Use Planning Manager; Ann- Marie 

Driver, Planner; William J Sharp, Planner; Amanda Tituana-Feijoo, Administrative Officer; 

Mathew Mullen, Legal Dept 

 

Roll Call – Commissioner Naeger called the meeting to order with 7 members present for a quorum. 
 
Approval of Minutes of October 20, 2025 
Motion by Commissioner Hannon; second by Commissioner Brooks APPROVED 7-0. 

 
Declaration of Conflict of interest/ex parte – 
Commissioner Mauk stated he has been corresponding with staff on the text amendment. (ACZR25/02) 
 
Action Item: 
ACZR25/02 Duplexes, Triplexes, Quadplexes in “R” Districts 
 
Staff: Mike Hall presented slides on the topic. Under current regulations for “R1 and R2” zoning, duplexes, triplexes, 
and quadplexes are prohibited. The previous recommendation by the Standing Committee on Housing (Committee) 
was to allow duplexes by building permit (subject to special standards) and triplexes and quadlexes by conditional 
use permit (CUP). The Committee’s revised recommendation is to allow duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes by a 
conditional use permit by amending the use standards of Section 18.60.010 (Use Tables).  Planning staff is 
recommending that duplexes and triplexes be allowed by conditional use permit, excluding quadplexes, and to 
include the addition of conditional use permit guidelines specific to duplexes and triplexes. It was noted that the 
public hearing was held and closed at the September meeting. 

 
As Mr. Hall explained, the proposed CUP guidelines are in part intended to address concerns raised about the 
potential for concentration of duplexes and triplexes in single family residential districts. The recommended guidelines 
state that two-family dwellings and three-family dwellings in “R-1 and R-2” zoning districts should not be highly 
concentrated within residential subdivisions or within the same block in a subdivision or neighborhood.  Additionally, 
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the guidelines state that development shall comply with the design guidelines of the neighborhood plan where 
applicable, and the paving of front yards to accommodate required parking or access to required parking should be 
minimized or mitigated. During Mr. Hall’s presentation, he went over concerns expressed previously by Commissioner 
Mauk.  

 
Questions for staff: 
 
Commissioner Lolley asked if the conditional use permit process will come back to the Planning Commission. Mr. Hall 
stated yes as the process is almost identical to the rezoning process.  

 
Discussion by Commissioners:  
 
Commissioner Pearson asked if members of the Standing Committee on Housing had a chance to review the option 
being proposed. Commissioner Herron stated that since it was last presented, no, but the committee was presented 
with same rubric when discussing their selection. Commissioner Herron also stated there was no continuing 
communication after that.  
 
Commissioner Mauk asked about the role of the Land Banks program. Mr. Warner thought that a presentation on 
the Land banks program would be helpful so that everyone could understand the purpose. The governing body 
authorized the program and charged that specific board with overseeing it. The Planning and Development Director 
is one of the voting members.  
 
Commissioner Mauk referenced the study mentioned by staff about the effect of multi-family residential 
development on stable neighborhoods and said he thought that the study was based on a community surrounded 
by commercial and industrial properties and different than being in the middle of a neighborhood+. Mr. Hall stated 
some literature was submitted by the housing committee and included in the packet, but he was not under the 
impression that the surrounding area was industrial. Commissioner Naeger stated there were four different studies 
provided: Study 1 was about a suburban environment with townhomes and mixed use and single family zoning 
within a mile seemed to increase the property value, Study 2 talked about multifamily developments and how there 
was no notice of property value decrease within 300 feet, Study 3 talked about single family houses within mixed 
use areas, and how property values  for those homes increased, and Study 4 entertained the idea of more dense 
development but there was no correlation or causation between the value of single family homes and the new 
apartment development. 

 
Commissioner Brooks applauded the conversations being held and declared that something needs to be done to 
help with housing in Topeka. Commissioner Brooks also stated that his goal is to try and think through any 
unintended consequences, and adding design/density standards adds more protection from potential unintended 
consequences or other things that have yet to be thought of.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Brooks to approve option “B7” with CUP guidelines to address issues of 
concentration and design parking as it relates to duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes in “R1 and R2” zoned 
areas.  
 
Mr. Warner asked Commissioner Brooks to clarify his motion. Commissioner Brooks clarified that that his motion 
includes duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes.  

 
Commissioner Pearson stated that she did not have a problem with the “B-7” option. 
 
Commissioner Herron asked if the Planning staff would provide the recommendations regarding an applicant’s 
design guidelines. Mr. Hall stated that after the initial contact there would be a pre-application meeting which 
involves other departments from the city to address any issues for that project. For the application, the fee would 
have to be paid first along with a neighborhood information meeting for the surrounding neighbors. Although 
Commissioner Herron is ok with the option, she expressed concerns for local developers that there will be 
requirements on top of requirements. 
 
Commissioner Naeger stated he was in favor of the option, and in some ways the Planning Commission is 
accountable to the City Council and they approved the Land Use and Growth and Management Plan and that stated 
the need for more housing.  
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Second by Commissioner Lolley, Approved 6-1 
 
Commissioner Naeger asked if the text amendment would be going to both the Governing Body and the Policy and 
Finance Committee. Mr. Warner stated that an update will be given to the Policy and Finance Committee, and then 
after that it will go to the Governing Body. 
 



 

MEMORANDUM  

Dan Warner, AICP, Division Director 

Tel: 785-368-3728 

www.topeka.org  

Planning Division 

620 SE Madison, Unit 11 

Topeka, KS 66607 

 

To:   Topeka Planning Commission  

From:   Michael Hall, AICP, Land Use Planning Manager 

Date:   November 17, 2025 (Planning Commission Meeting) 

RE: ACZR25/02 - Duplexes, Triplexes, and Quadplexes in “R” Residential 

Districts 

The Planning Commission closed the public hearing for this item on September 15, 2025. The 

Planning Commission discussed this item October 20, 2025 and voted to defer further discussion or 

action to the November 17th meeting.  The Commission’s decision to table it was in part to allow time 

to consider the statement Commissioner Mauk recited at the meeting.   

The memorandum for the October 20th meeting is attached and includes the recommendation from 

the Standing Committee on Housing and the recommendation of staff.   

Commissioner Mauk’s Statement  

Commissioner Mauk’s statement (attached) includes several points and recommendations and are 

mostly in opposition to the recommendations of the Committee and staff.  Staff is responding below 

to some but not all the Commissioner’s comments. The Commissioner’s recommendations are in 

italics.   

Amend the zoning code to allow for “missing middle” housing only within designated “opportunity 

and transitional’ neighborhoods.   

This statement repeats the comments made by many of the individuals who have commented at 

past meetings.  Limiting the code change to only some neighborhoods is proposed as a way of 

keeping rental units out of some neighborhoods.  Staff responded to these comments at past  

meetings and on page 4 of the October 20 memorandum.  As has been said, selecting 

neighborhoods for the code change is unnecessary partly because the conditional use permit 

process accounts for neighborhood context.  Topeka has two single family residential zoning 

classifications, R-1 and R-2, and those districts exist citywide.  Therefore, limiting the code change 

to only some neighborhoods is unnecessarily complicated because it requires the City to both select 

neighborhoods for the code change and to create overlay districts for a very narrow purpose (to 

regulate duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes differently in some neighborhoods than others).  

Treating neighborhoods differently is difficult to justify on an objectively rational basis.  Limiting the 

code change to allow duplexes, etc. in “opportunity and transitional” neighborhoods is reminiscent of 

redlining, which was made illegal by the Fair Housing Act of 1968.  

http://www.topeka.org/


 

MEMO - CITY OF TOPEKA PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT – PLANNING DIVISION 
P a g e  | 2 

 

Much of Commissioner Mauk’s recommendation appears to focus on neighborhood revitalization as 

a goal.  The Committee’s objective of easing restrictions on missing middle housing is to increase 

the supply of housing that meets the needs of residents.  Neighborhood revitalization is a welcome 

by-product of the proposed code change but it is not the primary objective.  The City utilizes other 

measures to revitalize neighborhoods, including but not limited to the Neighborhood Revitalization 

Program.    

A citywide change to the zoning code to allow “missing middle” housing threatens property values in 

stable neighborhoods.  Forcing this development model into established higher-income areas is a 

solution in search of a problem and ignores the feedback received in neighborhood meetings.   

Staff knows of no evidence to support the contention that missing middle housing will negatively 

affect property values in existing neighborhoods.  Some research has shown that the introduction of 

multiple-family rental housing development has no negative effect on the values of surrounding 

residential properties as indicated by the articles attached to the Committee’s memorandum in this 

agenda packet.  The shortage of missing middle housing, affordable housing, and workforce housing 

is well documented in the Citywide Housing Study and Strategy and is a nationally recognized 

problem.   

The Standing Committee on Housing’s initial recommendation was to allow duplexes by right subject 

to special standards.  The current recommendation to allow duplexes in R-1 and R-2 districts by 

conditional use permit came about in response to the feedback received in neighborhood meetings. 

The most effective way to achieve a “trickle-down” housing effect, to free up the existing stock of 

affordable housing, is to ease restrictions on residential development outside of the city limits and 

within the three-mile extraterritorial jurisdiction.   

Easing restrictions on residential development in the extraterritorial jurisdiction is not likely to have 

much of a trickle-down effect and it conflicts with the City’s Land Use & Growth Management Plan 

2040.  There are multiple, sound reasons behind the policy limiting residential development in the 

extraterritorial jurisdiction.     

The trickle-down effect, also called “filtering”, is the theory that when new, higher-end housing is 

built, wealthier households move into it, leaving behind older, less-expensive housing for middle and 

lower-income residents.  It is a reasonable assumption but its actual effect in Topeka has not been 

examined.  It should also be noted that there is no shortage of vacant lots in subdivisions or land in 

the Urban Growth Area at the City’s edge that can be developed as residential subdivisions.  It is 

well understood that no incentives are needed to stimulate the construction of expensive housing.  

A strategic land bank is a powerful tool.  The land bank should be empowered to acquire tax 

delinquent and abandoned properties in targeted zones and convey them for little or no cost to 

vetted developers and non-profits, like SENT.   

The City of Topeka’s Land Bank was established in 2024.  As stated in its Policy and Procedure 

Guidelines, its purpose is to “acquire, manage, and transform vacant, abandoned, blighted and/or 

foreclosed properties into productive use benefitting the community.”   The Land Bank is an 

important tool to accomplish this purpose.  However, the Planning Commission does not have a role 

in directing or engaging with the Land Bank.  Staff can provide more information to the Planning 

Commission about the Land Bank at a future meeting if requested.     
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Attachments 

• Commissioner Mauk’s October 20th Statement  

• Commissioner Mauk’s Clarification (additional statement following October 20 meeting) 

• Planning Commission Minutes, October 20, 2025 Meeting  

• Staff Memorandum to Planning Commission; October 20, 2025  

• Standing Committee for Housing, October 8, 2025 Memorandum 

• Standing Committee for Housing Resource Materials 

• Draft text amendment, 18.60.010 Use Tables 

• Draft text amendment, 18.215.120 CUP Guidelines 

• Draft text amendment, 18.225.010 Special Standards 

• Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex Survey Results 

• Written Public Comments 

• Planning Commission Minutes, September 15, 2025 Meeting 
 



First, I want to commend the effort that went into the 2020 Citywide Housing Market 
Study. It successfully identifies several critical issues facing our city, including the need 
for revitalization in our core neighborhoods. However, I believe it is our duty to critically 
analyze not just the study's findings, but its underlying methodology before we consider 
adopting its recommendations—particularly the implicit call for a blanket, citywide 
change to our single-family residential zoning. 

 

The study's conclusions are heavily influenced by its initial assumptions. The choice to 
compare Topeka with aspirational, higher-growth cities like Lawrence, or those with 
more diversified housing markets like Cedar Rapids, Iowa, inevitably frames Topeka as 
'lagging.' A more sobering, and I believe more accurate, comparison would have been to 
cities grappling with similar post-industrial challenges—cities like Rockford, Illinois; Flint, 
Michigan; and Youngstown, Ohio. Their strategy isn't densification. Their strategy is one 
of managed decline and strategic right-sizing. 

 

Unlike the current proposal that would allow new construction to spread throughout the 
entire city, their focus is on a targeted strategy of aggressive land bank programs and 
demolition to stabilize blight. 

 

This comparison reframes our problem and clarifies what our priority should be: First, to 
strategically manage the existing blight in our Opportunity and Transitional 
Neighborhoods—because that blight actively undermines any new investment in those 
very areas. This brings me to a critical point about the proposed changes, especially the 
division of existing single-family homes into multiple rentals. The issue is often not with 
responsible residents who rent, but with the out-of-state corporate landlords who 
neglect property maintenance. The proposed changes would disproportionately expose 
our most stable, high-value neighborhoods to this very predatory investment. Forcing 
developments like that into established, higher-income areas is a solution in search of a 
problem, and it ignores the clear feedback we have received. 

 

Therefore, I propose we direct staff to develop a Formal Hybrid Model for housing 
growth with two distinct prongs: 

First: Intensive Revitalization in Targeted Zones. This means we amend the zoning code 
to allow for a full range of 'missing middle' housing types only within the designated 
Opportunity and Transitional Neighborhoods. In fact, we don't have to look far for a 
blueprint of success for this strategy. The work being done by SENT in the Hi-Crest 



neighborhood is a perfect example. It's a community-driven initiative that strengthens, 
rather than disrupts, a community. Our role should be to empower and replicate this 
model. To do this, our land bank must be empowered to acquire tax-delinquent and 
abandoned properties. The city would then completely clear these lots of obstructions 
and convey them for little or no cost to vetted developers and non-profits, who commit 
to building quality, owner-occupied, and responsible housing that aligns with a pre-
approved neighborhood plan. As seen in Pittsburg, Kansas, their land bank successfully 
returns properties to productive use by pricing them at a fraction of appraisal value to 
incentivize rehabilitation. This is the kind of targeted action that produces real results. 

 

Second: Gentle, city-wide reforms. This means we amend the code to allow for 
Accessory Dwelling Units, city-wide, but subject to strict design and occupancy 
standards to ensure they are additions, not divisions. 

 

This approach is complemented by a third strategy, which builds on a point Mr. Kaulp 
made once before, when he referred to the 'trickle-down' housing effect. His comment 
strengthened my conviction that the most effective way to achieve this is by easing 
development restrictions within our three-mile jurisdiction. This provides an outlet for our 
move-up buyers to build desirable new homes, and for many of our residents who have 
worked their entire lives, to finally build that dream retirement home on the land they've 
always wanted. This strategy is a far more effective and less disruptive way to increase 
the supply of available single-family homes than artificially densifying our core. 

 

Finally, I know this targeted approach may still be criticized for the 'not in my backyard' 
mentality. But the simple reality is that different neighborhoods have different needs, 
different market conditions, and different levels of stability. A one-size-fits-all policy is a 
profound disservice to them all. This strategic framework is based on a pragmatic 
assessment of our city. I believe it offers a true win-win path forward—one that protects 
our established neighborhoods while encouraging targeted growth. Thank you. 



Appendix: Sources & Citations for Comparative Analysis 

 

 

Flint, Michigan 

Land Bank Strategy: Genesee County Land Bank Authority. "Blight Elimination Programs." 

Land Bank Analysis: Center for Community Progress. "Flint and the Genesee County Land 
Bank: A Case Study of the Nation’s Most Advanced Land Bank." 

 

 

Youngstown, Ohio 

Right-Sizing Plan: City of Youngstown. "Youngstown 2010 Citywide Plan." (Summary and 
related documents). 

Plan Analysis: Brookings Institution. "Restoring Prosperity: The Greater Ohio Bipartisan 
Urban Agenda and the Youngstown 2010 Plan."  

Land Bank: Mahoning County Land Bank. 

 

 

Rockford, Illinois 

Housing Strategy: City of Rockford. "2025 Housing Strategy Framework."  

 

 

Pittsburg, Kansas 

Land Bank Pricing Policy: City of Pittsburg, Kansas. "Land Bank Policy and Procedures." 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chairman and Fellow Commissioners, 

Thank you for your patience. Following our last discussion on this subject, I wanted to take this 
opportunity to put my position in writing. My goal here is to shed some light on my reasoning 
and directly answer some of the questions that were raised. After revisiting and reviewing the 
material and data, I am more convinced than ever that a targeted, strategic approach is the best 
responsible path forward for Topeka. 

 

1. The Planning Commission's Essential Partnership with the Land Bank, as Defined by 
Land Bank Policy 

The notion was raised that the Planning Commission can do little to assist a land bank because 
it would be a separate entity. This view is in direct contradiction to both the strategic 
recommendations of our 2020 Housing Study and the Land Bank's own governing documents. 
The relationship is not optional; it is procedural. 

The housing study does not present a land bank as an isolated entity; it presents it as a key 
implementation tool for a broader, coordinated strategy. Strategy S2: Address Abandoned 
and Vacant Properties explicitly lists "creating a land bank" as a primary recommendation to 
combat the high vacancy rates that plague our city—rates that reach as high as 21% in Central 
Topeka and 17% in East Topeka. 

Crucially, the study states, "The city should consider aligning the land bank activities with active 
and future SORT projects to maximize potential impact." As we all know, neighborhood plans 
and SORT/DREAMS projects are the direct purview of this commission and the Planning 
Department. We set the strategy. It is our role to create the "map" for revitalization that the land 
bank must follow. We define the goals for our core neighborhoods, which the study’s Goal 1: 
Reinvestment identifies as the top priority. 

The Land Bank's policies explicitly name the Planning and Development Department as its 
administrative arm. Consider these direct citations from the Land Bank's own guidelines 
(Approved 5/28/2024): 

• Administration and Governance (Section 2.2): The policy states, "The City of Topeka 
Planning and Development Department is charged with its administration." 

• Transaction Review (Section 2.3): The procedure is unambiguous: "All proposed City 
of Topeka Land Bank transactions shall be submitted by the Planning and Development 
Department to the Board of Trustees for review." 

• Strategic Acquisition (Section 3.2.d): The Land Bank may acquire properties for which 
"reutilization would be in support of strategic neighborhood stabilization and revitalization 
plans." As we all know, those strategic plans are the primary work product of this 
commission. We literally write the playbook that the Land Bank is designed to follow. 

To be clear: a land bank without strategic guidance from the Planning Commission is, by its own 
definition, non-compliant with its mission. We set the map, we review the transactions, and we 
are the ultimate guardians of quality control. To reiterate my position from the last hearing, our 
core role is to ensure "our land bank is empowered to acquire tax-delinquent and abandoned 
properties." 



 

2. Overlay Zoning: A Standard Tool for Strategic Precision 

An overlay zone is the precise, standard planning tool for implementing the targeted strategy 
our own 2020 study demands and that the public survey data validates. 

To ensure everyone is on the same page, let us review the definitions from our own city code: 

• Overlay Zoning: "any zoning that functions in addition to the existing land use zoning, 
as in the case of local historic landmark or local historic district zoning." 

• Conservation District: "Neighborhood conservation districts shall be overlays to 
existing zoning districts... Where any conflict exists between zoning districts, the 
provisions of the NCD shall control." 

• Conditional Use Permit (CUP): "The purpose of a conditional use permit... is to protect 
the integrity and character of the district, surrounding properties, and neighborhoods..." 

• Planned Unit Development District (PUD): "This district is established to permit 
greater flexibility and more creative, innovative and imaginative design for the 
development of areas..." 

Clearly, applying an additional layer of zoning to a base district is a standard tool that this 
commission uses regularly. The only thing that has changed is the context; the tool itself 
remains a standard and effective part of our code. The idea that it is suddenly too difficult to 
implement lacks merit. 

An overlay zone is the mechanism by which we can execute Goal 1: Reinvestment in our core 
neighborhoods without disrupting the stable fabric of the rest of the city. We can create a 
"Neighborhood Revitalization Overlay" for our Opportunity and Transitional areas to pre-approve 
a mix of housing types and streamline development, fulfilling the study's goal of supporting "new 
housing development, particularly affordable and moderate-income options" (Goal 3, page 73) 
where it is most needed. As part of this process, I would expect Planning to consult with proven 
partners like Habitat for Humanity and SENT, incorporating their successful standards for 
owner-occupied and responsible housing directly into the overlay's design guidelines. 

Even the draft CUP guidelines presented to us acknowledge the need for strategic placement, 
stating that duplexes "should not be highly concentrated." An overlay zone is the perfect tool to 
manage this concentration proactively and strategically. Implementing overlays is a core 
competency of a modern planning department; the challenge is not technical, but one of will. 

I trust this analysis, grounded in city policy, public survey data, and the recommendations of our 
own planning staff, clarifies that our commission is not a passive observer. We have the 
authority, the tools, and a clear procedural mandate to be the primary architects of a successful, 
targeted housing strategy. 

 

 

 

 



The Path Forward: A Proactive, Comprehensive Revitalization Strategy 

 

The totality of the evidence—from the staff memo to the public survey—points to one logical 
conclusion: a blanket, city-wide text amendment is an inappropriate and poorly supported tool 
for our city’s needs. The real solution must be strategic, targeted, and built with intention from 
the ground up. 

Therefore, I believe the correct course of action is to set aside the flawed, one-size-fits-all 
proposal before us and, instead, immediately begin crafting the correct solutions. 

To that end, I believe we should recommend denial of the proposed text amendment 
ACZR25/02 as written, and in its place, direct Planning Staff to immediately begin development 
of a two-pronged strategy for increasing Topeka's housing supply: 

 

Prong One: A "Neighborhood Revitalization Overlay Zone" 

This new overlay zone will be the primary vehicle for strengthening our residential fabric. It must 
be crafted with the following core principles: 

1. Targeted Application: The overlay shall apply only to the designated Opportunity and 
Transitional Neighborhoods. The current neighborhood health map may be utilized to 
help determine these areas and/or encompass additional areas that are on the verge of 
falling into "Intensive Care" Health Status.  

2. Defined Housing Mix: Within the overlay, a broader mix of housing types will be 
permitted, guided by the principles outlined in Option B7 of the staff memo. Specifically, 
this will allow Duplexes and Triplexes by Conditional Use Permit (CUP), ensuring this 
commission retains full oversight. 

3. Specific Prohibitions: The overlay shall explicitly prohibit the conversion of existing 
single-family homes into multiple-family dwellings—which is to be defined as anything 
greater than a two-family dwelling—unless said development can meet all new 
construction design standards as defined in TMC 18.230-18.240. 

 

Prong Two: A "Catalytic Redevelopment" Mandate for the Land Bank 

While the overlay addresses residential infill, a significant untapped opportunity lies in the 
adaptive reuse of our many vacant and underutilized commercial and industrial buildings. 
Therefore, the second part of the directive to staff will be: 

To research and draft amendments to the Land Bank's governing policies to expand its 
scope to include the acquisition of non-residential properties for the express purpose of 
catalytic redevelopment. 

This initiative must recognize a different reality: while non-profits are ideal partners for single-lot 
infill, these larger, capital-intensive conversion projects require the resources and expertise of 
private developers. As such, the Land Bank’s disposition policy for these properties should be 



tailored to attract high-quality private investment for redevelopment into either multifamily 
housing or viable commercial enterprises that create jobs and opportunity. 

Crucially, any such conveyance to a developer must be bound by a strong performance 
agreement with a reversionary clause. This ensures that if a developer fails to bring their 
approved plan to fruition within a specified timeframe, ownership of the property automatically 
reverts to the Land Bank. This protects the public interest, prevents speculative holding, and 
guarantees that these key properties are returned to productive use, transforming blighted 
structures into either valuable housing or job-creating businesses—and in all cases, significant 
additions to our tax base. 

This comprehensive, two-pronged approach is the responsible path forward. It is a plan 
grounded in data and designed for the real-world conditions of Topeka. It provides a surgical 
tool for our residential neighborhoods and a powerful economic engine for our larger vacant 
structures. 
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CASE MINUTES  

 

     

TOPEKA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

Members present: Willie Brooks, Jennifer Hannon, Del-Metrius Herron, Jeff Lolley, Joseph Mauk William 

Naeger, Katy Nelson and Donna Rae Pearson (8) 

Members Absent: NA 

Staff Present: Dan Warner, Planning Director; Mike Hall, Land – Use Planning Manager; Ann- Marie 

Driver, Planner; William J Sharp, Planner; Amanda Tituana-Feijoo, Administrative Officer; 

Mathew Mullen, Legal Dept 

 
ACZR25/02 Duplexes, Triplexes, Quadplexes in “R” Districts 
 
Mr. Kaup spoke for the Standing Committee on Housing, and summarized his memo submitted to the 
commissioners and included in the agenda packet.  
 
Staff: Mike Hall presented slides on the topic. Under current regulations for “R1 and R2” zoning, duplexes, triplexes, 
and quadplexes are prohibited. The previous recommendation by the Standing Committee on Housing (Committee) 
was to allow duplexes by building permit (subject to special standards) and triplexes and duplexes by conditional 
use permit (CUP). The Committee’s revised recommendation is to allow duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes by a 
conditional use permit by amending the use standards of Section 18.60.010 (Use Tables).  Planning staff is 
recommending that duplexes and triplexes be allowed by conditional use permit, excluding quadplexes, and to 
include the addition of conditional use permit guidelines specific to duplexes and triplexes. It was noted that the 
public hearing was held and closed at the September meeting. 

 
As Mr. Hall explained, the proposed CUP guidelines are in part intended to address concerns raised about the 
potential for concentration of duplexes and triplexes in single family residential districts. The recommended guidelines 
state that two-family dwellings and three-family dwellings in “R-1 and R-2” zoning districts should not be highly 
concentrated within residential subdivisions or within the same block in a subdivision or neighborhood.  Additioally, 
the guidelines state that development shall comply with the design guidelines of the neighborhood plan where 
applicable,.and the paving of front yards to accommodate required parking or access to required parking should be 
minimized or mitigated.  
 
The Standard Committee for Housing has met several times and provided monthly updates to the Planning 
Commission. Staff has met with the Citizen Advisory Cancel and with four different NIA neighborhoods.  There has 
been a survey open to the public. Planning Commission has also discussed this topic in March, June, and August 
and the public hearing was held in September. There were about 405 responses from the survey, and most responses 
came from the central Topeka neighborhoods.  
 
All new buildings will have to comply with building codes, trade codes, minimum setbacks, building height, and other 
ordinances. There will have to be sufficient off-street parking as well.  
 

 
Discussion by Commissioners:  
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Commissioner Brooks asked for clarification on staff’s consideration for quadplexes. Mr. Hall responded by saying 
there are not a lot of infill lots large enough to accommodate a quadplex and all the parking required. Mr. Warner 
stated that the parking associated with quadplexes does not fit very well in a single family zoned area.  
 
Commissioner Naeger stated a larger site for a quad-plex should be the concern of the builder/landowner, and the 
purpose of the Planning Commission is to protect the potential impact to the broader community, but it shouldn’t be 
taken off the table. He also would like to see parking for triplexes and quadplexes behind the buildings.  
 
Commissioner Herron stated she agreed with the prior statement. Triplexes and Quadplexes will not work on a lot of 
lots, but that is not a reason to exclude them because it is weeding out an opportunity that may work. She also asks 
why the proposal wants to remove concentration when it is something that is already happening in the city. Mr. Hall 
stated it that concentration could have a big impact on the neighborhood, therefore, it is a concern for staff.  
 
Commissioner Naeger asked if the concern about concentration stems from a fully built neighborhood having 
concentrated duplexes coming in where they have not been before or is the idea of a newer built neighborhood 
where concentration is not the concern. Commissioner Naeger also asked if the factors could be waved for the 
specific application. Mr. Hall stated that the guidelines are not as certain as standards, can be adjusted for different 
situations, but the guidelines are helpful for providing staff guidance on when considering or advising people about 
possible conditional use permit applications.  
 
Commissioner Mauk read a letter he wrote to the commissioners. The letter was not sent to the commissioners or 
included in the agenda packet.  There was a robust discussion amongst the commissioners regarding 
Commissioner Mauk’s letter.  
 
Commissioner Herron stated that conversations currently being held are not new, and they are being held in 
hundreds of other cities. “The Road to Housing Act” of 2025 just got passed through the Senate on October 10, 
2025, and both sides of the aisles agreed that zoning reform is an important part of creating more housing. 
Commissioner Herron feels that the proposal from the Special Committee on Housing is a happy medium, and the 
concerns of the citizens have been considered. A lot of time and consideration was put into the decision, and she 
likes the idea of a CUP.  
 
Commissioner Brooks encouraged all members of the Planning Commission to read the memo produced by the 
Standard Committee for Housing.   
 
Motion by Commissioner Brooks, second by Commissioner Mauk to defer the topic of the duplex, triplex, and 
quadplex until the November Planning Commission meeting. Approved 7-1 
 



 

MEMORANDUM  

Dan Warner, AICP, Division Director 

Tel: 785-368-3728 

www.topeka.org  

Planning Division 

620 SE Madison, Unit 11 

Topeka, KS 66607 

 

To:   Topeka Planning Commission  

From:   Michael Hall, AICP, Land Use Planning Manager 

Date:   October 20, 2025 (Planning Commission Meeting) 

RE: ACZR25/02 - Duplexes, Triplexes, and Quadplexes in “R” Residential 

Districts 

The Planning Commission conducted and closed the public hearing for this item on September 15, 

2025.  Several citizens spoke at the hearing to express concerns about the proposed text 

amendment.  The Planning Commission deferred further action on the proposed text amendment to 

the October 20th meeting to allow ample time for consideration of citizen input and discussion by 

commissioners.    

Staff Recommendation   

Staff recommends the Planning Commission take sufficient time to consider input from citizens 

provided at and prior to the September 15th hearing before making a recommendation to the 

Governing Body.  The full range of options for text amendments are on page 7 of this memorandum.  

Staff supports the Standing Committee’s recommendation to allow duplexes and triplexes by 

conditional use permit (CUP) but to exclude quadplexes from the amendment.  Staff recommends 

the text amendment include the attached CUP guidelines to apply to duplexes and triplexes.   

Recommendation from the Planning Commission’s Standing Committee on Housing 

The Committee recommends amending the zoning code so that duplexes, triplexes and quadplexes 

be allowed by Conditional Use Permit within single family residential districts (R-1 and R-2 districts).  

The Committee has submitted the attached October 8, 2025 memorandum and housing resource 

materials.   

The Topeka zoning code currently prohibits two-family dwellings (duplexes), triplexes, and 

quadplexes in the R-1 and R-2 single-family zoning districts.  An owner of property zoned R-1 or R-2 

must obtain rezoning of the property before being permitted to build either a duplex, triplex, or 

quadplex.   

 

  

http://www.topeka.org/
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All of the following information was included in the staff memorandum to the Planning Commission at 

the September 15, 2025 meeting.   

Background and Stakeholder Engagement 

The Planning Commission’s Special Committee on Housing has met several times over the past 

nine months to discuss changes to policies and regulations to support development of “missing 

middle” housing and affordable housing more generally.i  The Special Committee has reported to the 

Planning Commission monthly.  A key part of this discussion and the ongoing effort is to propose 

changes to the zoning code to provide more flexibility for duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes in 

single family residential districts (R-1, R-2, and R-3 districts).   All three land use types are currently 

prohibited in “R” districts.   

The Special Committee and staff presented the general proposal to the Citizens Advisory Council 

and four individual neighborhoods (Hi-Crest, Historic North Topeka East, College Hill, Elmhurst).  

The Special Committee also met with housing developers for their input.  Responses received at the 

meetings with the Citizens Advisory Council and two of the three neighborhoods were generally 

positive.   

Staff conducted a survey of neighborhood residents and other stakeholders in February 2025 and 

presented the findings of the survey to the Planning Commission at the March 2025 meeting.   405 

responses were received from 15 zip codes, with most of the responses from zip codes 66604 and 

66606 in Central Topeka.  61 percent of respondents said duplexes should be either allowed by right 

or by conditional use permit in single family residential districts.  53 percent of respondents said 

triplexes and quadplexes should be allowed by right or by conditional use permit in single family 

residential districts.   

Additional meetings initiated by neighborhoods were held throughout the summer to discuss the 

proposed text amendment.  The proposed text amendment was on the Planning Commission 

agenda for discussion at the June 16th and August 18th meetings.  Public comment was allowed at 

both meetings and most of it was in opposition.  Most of those individuals that spoke or provided 

written comments reside in either the College Hill, Potwin, Westboro, or Elmhurst neighborhoods.ii   

Issues / Requests by Citizens 

a. The text amendment will not result in a substantial, meaningful increase in housing as 

indicated by what Minneapolis, Minnesota experienced after a change it their zoning 

regulations  

b. Exclude historic and conservation districts from the changes 

c. Prohibit conversions 

d. Don’t do it citywide – limit to some neighborhoods 

e. Include restrictions to prevent the concentration of duplexes 

f. Separate triplexes and/or fourplexes from the amendment 

Planning Staff Responses to the Issues  

a. Will the code change result in much housing and get the desired results?  Potwin 

resident Jerry Palmer submitted written material and spoke at the lectern.  Mr. Palmer 

researched the City of Minneapolis, which changed their code to allow duplexes by right 

throughout the city to answer the question of whether the change really accomplished their 

goals of increasing housing.  He found that the change did not result in large number of new 

housing units.  The point being made is that this change (in Topeka) will not result in a 

meaningful increase in housing.   
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Planning staff do not dispute that the results of the change in the zoning code are likely to be 

modest, at least in the first few years following the change.  But over time, the housing that 

results from the code change will accumulate and be meaningful.  And the code change 

could lead to housing development in currently stagnant neighborhoods where building 

single family homes might not be economically feasible. The proposal to provide more 

flexibility to duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes in single family residential neighborhoods is 

just one small part of what is needed to implement the Housing Study and Strategy to reach 

housing goals.  It’s an important part.  It addresses missing middle housing.  It addresses 

unsubsidized housing, which the study refers to as workforce housing.  

 

b. Duplexes, Triplexes, and Quads should be prohibited in historic districts and 

conservation districts.   Excluding historic districts and conservation districts would result 

in inconsistent application of the regulations for single-family residential districts within 

Topeka.  Consistent application of base zoning regulations means all of the regulations 

within R-1, for instance, apply to all property zoned as R-1.  The current proposal from the 

Housing Committee is to allow duplexes, tripIexes, and quadplexes by conditional use 

permit.  It is important to note that there are more than 20 land use types allowed by 

Conditional Use Permit within single-family zoning districts and none of those are excluded 

from certain neighborhoods.  Having different land use regulations for individual 

neighborhoods within the same zoning district is not equitable and risks being arbitrary and 

without a rational basis.    

The City of Topeka doesn’t directly regulate State and National Historic Districts.  Historic 

districts are approved by the Kansas Historic Sites Board of Review and the National Park 

Service.  The City’s Landmarks Commission reviews physical changes to properties as part 

of a Certified Local Government Agreement with the Kansas State Preservation Office. 

These historic districts are established to regulate physical changes to properties, not to 

regulate land use.  Conversion of a home to a duplex in one of the historic districts is likely to 

include some physical changes to the exterior of the home, and these physical changes will 

be subject to Certified Local Government Review.   

The historic districts in Topeka are Potwin, Historic Holliday Park, Country Club Addition and 

College Hill.   Some of the people concerned about duplexes in the Potwin and College Hill 

neighborhoods are likely to not actually live in these historic districts but live in the 

neighborhoods surrounding the historic districts (i.e. Auburndale, Kenwood, or College 

Hill).  In College Hill, the historic district is limited to 4 to 5 blocks along College Avenue, 

comprising less than one sixth of the College Hill Neighborhood, thus restricting duplexes in 

historic districts by itself is not going to exclude duplexes from those neighborhoods.  

 

Neighborhood Conservation Districts (NCDs) are part of the City’s zoning code and those 

regulations were created to “promote compatible new construction, alterations, and 

demolitions within the district’s built environment in order to strengthen and build upon those 

desirable physical features already existing”.  Similar to historic districts, NCDs regulate 

changes to physical character.  There are two NCDs – Westboro and Elmhurst.   

 

c. Prohibit Conversions.  The current recommendation from the Special Committee is to 

permit duplexes/triplexes/quadplexes by Conditional Use Permit (CUP) only.  The CUP 

process will apply to new construction and to conversions.  Central Topeka neighborhoods 

with few or no vacant lots are more likely to experience conversions than neighborhoods with 
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vacant lots.  Those neighborhoods are understandably more concerned about conversions, 

partly because of conversions that occurred more than 15 years ago.  Excluding conversions 

entirely may satisfy the concerns of those particular neighborhoods, but doing so does not 

appear to have a rational basis other than to exclude duplexes from those neighborhoods.  

An additional dwelling resulting from a conversion is likely to be smaller and less 

conspicuous than new dwellings created by new construction.  Furthermore, allowing new 

construction but prohibiting conversions could have the unintended consequence of 

encouraging the demolition of existing houses to make way for construction of duplexes.  

 

d. Don’t do it citywide – limit to some neighborhoods. As noted with issue (a) above, 

zoning regulations should be applied equally to similarly zoned property.  Deciding which 

neighborhoods should be selected for the proposed code change is complicated, as it may 

require the creation of new overlay districts, and it is likely to result in inequitable treatment of 

neighborhoods.     

 

e. Include restrictions to prevent the concentration of duplexes. Type II Short-Term 

Rentals (STR) include a 500’ separation requirement so that those uses don’t concentrate 

within one or two blocks in a neighborhood. STRs operate as a business, and specifically a 

Type II does not require the property owner to live in the home. This use is less akin to a 

typical residential use and the 500’ separation requirement was implemented to keep them 

from proliferating within blocks.   

 

The City does not have separation requirements for any type of housing to prevent 

concentration and more specifically does not regulate rental housing in that manner.  Even 

so, concerns about the concentration of duplexes can be evaluated as part of the review of a 

conditional use permit and the consideration and the analysis of the Golden Factors inherent 

to the CUP process.  

 

f. Separate triplexes and/or fourplexes from the amendment.  Triplexes and fourplexes are 

currently part of the CUP recommendation from the Special Committee.  As such, approval 

of a triplex or quadplex would require a CUP.  

 

Triplexes and quadplexes are similar to duplexes in that they have multiple units. By their 

very nature however, they will be larger structures and will require more land than a typical 

duplex. Triplexes and quadplexes potentially will not “fit in” within a single-family area as well 

as duplexes.  The size and bulk of a triplex and quadplex will naturally be evaluated relative 

to the Golden Factors, in particular “character of the neighborhood” and “the extent to which 

(the project) will detrimentally affect nearby properties.”   

 

The City’s adopted building codes subject single family dwellings and duplexes to the 

International Residential Code (IRC). Triplexes and quadplexes may be approved under the 

IRC under certain conditions, but otherwise must comply with the  International Building 

Code (IBC).  The IRC is less rigorous than the IBC.  
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Process Review - Conditional Use Permit vs. Rezoning 

The matrix below describes the CUP and rezoning processes.  The process for a CUP is essentially 

the same as for a rezoning.  There are some key differences: Unlike rezoning, approval of a 

conditional use permit does not amend the zoning map, and a conditional use permit is tied to a 

development plan, which includes a site plan if it is new constriction, whereas rezoning is typically 

not bound by any particular development plan.   

An application for a rezoning does not require submittal of plans.  An application for a conditional 

use permit will typically require a site plan and other building plans (i.e. elevations, conceptual floor 

plans or similar information).     

 

Conditional Use Permit (proposed) 

 

Rezoning (current) 

 

Application with fee paid up front  

 

Application with fee paid up front  

 

Neighborhood Information Meeting 

prior to public hearing 

 

Neighborhood Information Meeting  

prior to public hearing 

 

Notice and Public Hearing 

by Planning Commission 

 

Notice and Public Hearing 

by Planning Commission 

 

Decision by Governing Body 

 

Decision by Governing Body 

 

Decision based on Golden Factors 

and CUP Guidelines 

 

Decision based on Golden Factors 

 

Citizens may file protest petitions requiring ¾ 
Governing Body vote.    

 

 

Citizens may file protest petitions requiring ¾ 

Governing Body vote. 

 

 

Approval Tied to a Development Plan 

  

 

Approval not Tied to a Development Plan 

 

Building permits are required for new construction and conversions. 
 

Building codes apply.  Inspections required. 
 

 

It is important to recognize that there are currently more than 20 land uses other than “single family 

dwelling” that are allowed or allowed subject to specific standards, and more than 20 land use types 

allowed by conditional use permit.  These are listed below.   
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Allowed by Right: 

• Single Family Dwelling, Detached 

• Residential design manufactured 
home 

• Group home, up to 8 residents 
and up to 2 staff 

• Home care type 1 

• Medical care facility, type 1 

• Residential care facility, type 1 

• Residential care facility, type 2 

• Common open space 

• Private residential recreational 
facility 

• Public park 

• Public utility facilities, type 1 

• Elementary school, public or 
private 

• Secondary school, public or 
private 

 
Allowed Subject to Special Use 
Requirements: 

• Accessory Dwelling Unit 

• Short-term rental, type 1 

• Short-term rental, type 2 

• Day care facility, type 1 

• Community garden, type 1 

• Golf course/country club 

• Religious assembly 

• Small cell wireless facility 
 
 

  
Allowed by Conditional Use Permit:  

• Assisted living, 6 or more persons 

• Group residence, limited, up to 10 
persons 

• Home care type 2, up to 12 persons 

• Short-term rental, type 3 

• Surface parking lot 

• Cemetery 

• Community center 

• Cultural facility, library, museum 

• Day care facility, type 2 

• Farmer’s market 

• Community garden, Type 2 

• Golf course/country club 

• Government services, type 1 

• Government services, type 2 

• Public utility facilities, type 2 

• Reception, conference, and assembly 
facilities 

• Outdoor recreation, type 1 

• Outdoor recreation, type 2 

• Outdoor recreation, type 3 

• Youth camp 

• Airport/heliport 

• Raw material extraction 

• Transmission tower/communications 
tower 

 

Neighborhood residents have expressed concerns about multiple, unrelated individuals occupying 

existing homes.  The Topeka zoning code allows up to five unrelated persons to occupy a single 

family dwelling and be considered a single family dwelling.  Note the following definitions:  

“Dwelling, single-family” means a building designed and/or used exclusively for residential 

purposes for one family only and containing not more than one unit, including site-built 

homes and residential-design manufactured homes, but not including house trailers and 

mobile homes as defined by this chapter. (TMC 18.55.040) 

“Family” means an individual or two or more persons related by blood, marriage, or legal 

adoption, or a group of not more than five persons (excluding servants) not related by blood 

or marriage, living together as a single housekeeping unit with common kitchen facilities in a 

dwelling unit. (TMC 18.55.060)  



 

MEMO - CITY OF TOPEKA PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT – PLANNING DIVISION 
P a g e  | 7 

 

Text Amendment Options  

The following table includes all the potential alternatives for a text amendment that provides more 

flexibility for duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes.   As an example, if the recommendation is that 

duplexes be allowed by right with special standards, triplexes, & quadplexes by CUP but with the 

addition of CUP guidelines, the recommendation is for option “A1” with option “A7”.   The Housing 

Committee’s current recommendation is option “B1”.    

 Duplexes, 
Triplexes, & 
Quads by 
Right with 
Special 
Standards 
 

 Duplexes by 
Right with 
Special 
Standards; 
Triplexes & 
Quads by CUP 

Duplexes, 
Triplexes, 
Quads by CUP 

Duplexes by CUP.   
 
Triplexes and 
Quads prohibited 
(rezoning required) 

 
No additional 
standards or 
guidelines  

 
N/A 

 
A1 

 
B1 

 
B2 

 
Prohibit in 
Historic and 
Conservation 
Districts 

 
A2 

 
A3 

 
B3 

 
B4 

 
Prohibit 
conversions of 
existing SF 
homes 

 
A4 

 
A5 

 
B5 

 
B6 

 
CUP Guidelines 
to address 
issues of 
concentration, 
design, 
parking, etc. 

 
A6 N/A 

 
A7 

 
B7 

 
B8 

 

CUP Guidelines 

Per section 18.215.030 of the zoning code, conditional use permits are evaluated using guidelines in 

addition to an analysis of the Golden Factors.  A draft of additional CUP guidelines specific to 

duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes is attached in the event the Planning Commission recommends 

the text amendment include additional guidelines.    

Attachments 

• Standing Committee for Housing, October 8, 2025 Memorandum 

• Standing Committee for Housing Resource Materials 

• Draft text amendment, 18.60.010 Use Tables 

• Draft text amendment, 18.215.120 CUP Guidelines 

• Draft text amendment, 18.225.010 Special Standards 

• Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex Survey Results 

• Written Public Comments 

• Planning Commission Minutes, September 15, 2025 Meeting 
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i Topeka’s Citywide Housing Market Study and Strategy, adopted by the Governing Body July 2021, 
proclaims the need for affordable and “missing middle” housing.  “Missing middle” includes accessory 
dwellings, duplexes, and small apartment buildings.  Key finding of the study:  Topeka is projected to 
need 4,000 additional units of affordable housing and 3,650 units of workforce housing over the next 20 
years.  Two of the six strategies of the Housing Study are to 1) promote development of a diverse mix of 
housing types, and 2) expand production of affordable housing.  
  
ii  Many of the public comments were in response to the Housing Committee’s earlier recommendation to 
allow duplexes in single family residential districts by right subject to special standards.  The Housing 
Committee revised their recommendation to allow duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes all by conditional 
use permit at the August 18th meeting.  Therefore, the opinions of neighborhood residents about the 
revised proposal to require a conditional use permit for duplexes in single family residential districts is less 
clear.       
 



 

To:       Planning Commissioners 

From:  The Standing Committee for Housing 

RE:       Recommended text amendments to the R District zoning regulations 

Date:    October 8. 2025 

 

The Housing Committee feels it is important to put into writing what has previously been 

presented to the Planning Commission in multiple verbal reports regarding our 

recommendation to allow small “Missing Middle” housing in the R Districts, as conditional uses. 

We also see a need to provide a written response, for the record, to the more common points 

raised by opponents to our recommendation. 

The Housing Committee has asked planning staff to include this memo in the October agenda 

package, along with a few of the resource materials the committee relied upon in its study.  This 

memo makes citation to some of those materials, which we hope you have the opportunity to 

read. 

1.  No one disputes that Topeka has a serious housing shortage.  A shortage of all types of 

housing, owner-occupied and renter-occupied, at all price points.  The committee sees 

this as a housing crisis.  A community crisis, not a neighborhood crisis.  One that requires 

a community-wide response.  This shortage not only stifles economic development, it 

more importantly harms, and even endangers, Topekans. 

Because the shortage affects all types of housing, anything the City can do to facilitate 

any housing construction will be beneficial.  While the 2020 housing study concluded 

that there was even a shortage of high-dollar houses and rental dwellings, the most 

severe problem is the lack of safe, quality housing for lower-income Topekans. 

2. Encouraging the construction of Missing Middle housing is consistent with the LUGMP’s 

“Pillars for a Prosperous Community—Housing Choices… There should be a range of 

housing types built throughout the community.” P. 4.  See also pp. 3, 36, 41.  Our 

recommendation is also consistent with multiple findings and goals of the Citywide 

Housing Market Study and Strategy (July 2020).  Including, “there can be several reasons 

why missing middle housing is not developed.  One is the regulatory environment.”  P.62. 

See also pp.19, 20, 35, 37-39, 41-42,51-52, 54 regarding the need for more housing of all 

types, all prices.  See also pp. 15-16, 32, 40, 46, 49-50 making similar findings, and 

recommendations, for rental housing. 



It is significant that the public’s preference for rental over owner-occupied housing has 

increased dramatically in recent years.  See “Gen Z is Renting, not Buying…” Newsweek 

magazine, September 2025.  Our proposed amendment is intended primarily to increase 

Topeka’s supply of rental dwellings 

3.  The objections raised by opponents to the proposed amendment are for the most part 

made without evidence and are the subjective opinions of opponents, sometimes borne 

from misinformation spread across the community. 

a. “The proposal will eliminate single family zoning.”  Obviously this is not truthful.  

Topeka’s single-family zoning, the R Districts, will continue to cover 88% of the land 

area inside Topeka that is zoned for residential use, AND will continue to allow not 

only single-family residential use but also 11 other permitted uses, 8 special uses, 

and 27 conditional uses.  Our recommendation, if enacted, would make that 28. 

b. “The proposal will destroy neighborhoods”.  This merits little response.  The 

committee believes the recommendation will strengthen neighborhoods in a 

number of ways, including by encouraging cost-effective infill development and other 

investment into neighborhoods, as well as enabling intergenerational housing. 

c. “The proposal will lessen property values of single-family houses”.  This objection is 

made without evidence to support it.  While few studies have been made of the 

impact of Missing Middle housing upon nearby single-family housing, the studies 

that have been done show either no adverse impact or a positive impact.  See 

“Effects of Proximity to Multi-Family Housing….” And “Multifamily Housing Impact 

Literature Review”, pp. 4-6. 

d. “The proposal should not apply to ‘stable neighborhoods’”.  This criticism reflects 

prejudice against renters, saying the presence of rental property/renters destabilizes 

single-family neighborhoods.  This prejudice, whether targeting Topekans for their 

lack of wealth, or targeting them for something much worse, is without merit. 

e. “The proposal should only apply to neighborhoods which ask for it”.  Not only is this 

impractical (who speaks for a neighborhood?  Only the NIAs?), it is NIMBYISM in its 

rankest form.  A number of opponents have said, in short, ‘yes there is a housing 

problem, but don’t do anything that might affect my neighborhood”. 

f. “The proposal should not apply to historic districts or conservation districts”.  

Planning staff has capably responded, repeatedly, to this request as not only being 

unnecessary but also likely illegal as it would treat similarly-zoned property 

differently. 

g. “The proposal will not accomplish anything”.  The committee concedes that the 

proposed amendment may result in very few Missing Middle developments.  The 

CUP process will no doubt be less attractive to developers than the original proposal 



of “of right” zoning for duplexes.  This raises the question:  if the amendment will 

have such a minor impact, why the opposition? 

4.  The Missing Middle proposal WAS vetted in the community.  Opponents argued the 

committee developed its proposal without community engagement.  That is incorrect.  

This criticism appears to be nothing more than the time-honored strategy to deflect, 

defer and defeat a proposal by insisting upon more and more study, more input.  We 

note that this strategy works well in Topeka.  But in fact the committee, over the past 

year met with:  the CAC (an umbrella organization for all NIAs); four NIAs (College Hill, 

Elmhurst, Hi-Crest and North Topeka-East); and with developers.  Planning staff 

conducted an on-line survey asking for input on different ways to encourage Missing 

Middle housing.  Dozens of citizen emails were sent to the Planning Department.  Also 

the committee made numerous reports to the Planning Commission, and the 

Commission heard public comment at a number of meetings, as well as the public 

hearing of September 15, 2025.  Planning staff and the committee made two 

appearances before the City Council’s Policy and Finance Committee to get that 

Committee’s input. 

5. Some opponents have questioned whether the housing committee adequately studied 

this matter before making its recommendation.  We reply by saying our year-long study 

led us to initially recommend a bolder action:  duplexes to be allowed of right in the R 

Districts.  It was only after hearing the response from citizens that we returned to the 

Planning Commission with a revised, watered-down, recommendation for Missing 

Middle housing as conditional uses only in the R Districts.  Our study called for action 

that went beyond what the community seemed to be able to support.  So this 

compromise is before the Planning Commission—not what our study called for, but what 

we think is possible. 

6. We have reported to the Planning Commission, at several meetings, how what we are 

proposing has been done many times already by cities across the country.  While some 

cities have adopted Missing Middle at their own initiative to solve community problems 

(e.g. Des Moines, Raleigh, North Carolina, South Bend, Indiana, Eugene, Oregon),  many 

cities are under state law mandates to allow Missing Middle housing in their single-

family districts (e.g. Montana, California, Oregon, Washington).  See “Local Policies that 

Support Missing Middle Housing”.  Any internet search will show the ever-growing 

number of cities that are deregulating their zoning codes.  We also note that during the 

2024 Fall Interim Session of the Kansas Legislature a committee on housing affordability 

heard from conferees that Kansas should mandate Missing Middle housing because city 

zoning regulations impeded much-needed housing development. 

7. Finally, a little context.  Our recommendation is just the latest of this committee’s 

proposed amendments to the Development Code.  We have tried to identify 



unnecessary restrictions upon the use of land by property owners which obstruct 

housing development.  We previously sent to the Planning Commission amendments to 

lower the minimum lot size, lessen setbacks and increase structure height maximums.  

We are trying to find ways to make housing development less expensive, but without 

compromising public health, safety or welfare.  This recommendation is, in a small way, 

deregulation.  It would restore to property owners an opportunity to develop their land 

in a way that our current zoning regulations took away. 

In Closing: 

1. The Housing Committee, after consideration of all the testimony given at the public 

hearing, during public comment, and at the meetings with neighborhood groups, 

continues its support for text amendments to allow 2, 3 and 4-plex housing in the R 

Districts as conditional uses. 

2. We believe the proposed amendments have the potential to improve Topeka’s housing 

stock, providing much-needed housing for members of our community. 

3. The Housing Committee asks the Planning Commission for its support of these 

amendments, sending them to the Governing Body for its consideration and action. 

Jim Kaup, Committee Chair 

Willie Brooks, Commissioner 

Del-Metrius Herron, Commissioner 

Katy Nelson, Commissioner 
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Residential

Assisted Living 

Facility #

has individual living units 

where at least 6 persons 

receive personal/nursing 

care. Refer to TMC18.225 

Dwelling Units on main 

floor 

C C C C ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - ● C C C S C - C -

Boarding House # dwelling where lodging, 

with or without food, for 6 - 

20 persons is provided
- - - - C ● - - - - - - - - - - ● C C C ● C - - -

Caretaker's Residence
- - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - -

Community Living 

Facility, Type I #

dwelling operation for short-

term residential care for 

improving living skills
- - - - - C - ● ● - ● ● ● - - - ● - - - ● - - - -

Community Living 

Facility, Type II #

dwelling operation for 

residential care providing an 

intermediate and primary 

treatment setting
- - - - - - - C ● - ● ● ● - - - C - - - ● - - - -

Correctional 

Placement Residence 

or Facility General #

residential/rehabilitation 

facility occupied by more 

than 15 individuals
- - - - - C - C C - - C C C C - C - - - - - - - -

Correctional 

Placement Residence 

or Facility Limited #

residential/rehabilitation 

facility occupied by 3 to 15 

individuals
- - - - C C C C C - - - - - - - C - C - - - - - -

Crisis Center, Type I # may include meals and 

merchandise to residents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ● - C - C C - - -

Crisis Center, Type II 

#

facility used for immediate 

human social service 

functions including meals, 

merchandise or shelter

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C - C C - - -

Dwelling, Detached 

Single-Family # ● - ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - ● - ● ●

Dwelling, Attached 

Single-Family #

 

- - ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - ● - - -

Dwelling, Two-Family 

# (Duplex)

 
C - ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - ● - - -

Districts

# = See Definition in Chapter 18.55 TMC See Design Standards for X and D Districts          

C = Conditional Use Poermit (CUP) approved by Governing Body

APPROVAL LEVELS

S/C = If unable to meet Special Use Requirements, may apply for CUP

S = Allowed per Special Use Requirments under Chapter 18.225 TMB

● = Allowed Use

APPROVED BY COUNCIL 2/1/2022



Use Tables - Density/Dimensional Standards Residential
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Residential Districts

# = See Definition in Chapter 18.55 TMC See Design Standards for X and D Districts          

C = Conditional Use Poermit (CUP) approved by Governing Body

APPROVAL LEVELS

S/C = If unable to meet Special Use Requirements, may apply for CUP

S = Allowed per Special Use Requirments under Chapter 18.225 TMB

● = Allowed Use

Dwelling, Three/Four-

Family 

includes 3-4 unit row or 

town houses # C - - ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - ● - - -

Dwelling, Multiple-

Family  #

structure with at least 5 units 

- - - - ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● C C ● S ● ● - -

Dwelling, Accessory # secondary to primary 

dwelling, not exceeding 800 

sq. ft. 

S/C ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Dwelling Units Above 

Ground Floor or 

Basement 

other than medical care & 

community living facility
- - - - - - ● ● ● ● ● ● ● - - - ● ● ● ● ● ● ● - -

Dwelling Units on 

main floor

subordinate to principal non-

residential uses.  Refer to 

TMC18.225

- - - - - - S S S S S S S - - - S S S S S ● ● - -

Group Home # licensed dwelling for up to 8 

with disability & 1 or 2 staff ● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● C C ● ● ● ● -

Group Residence, 

General #

dwelling occupied by 9 to 15 

persons and at least 8  with a 

disability

- - - - C C - C - - - - - - - - ● - - - - - - C -

Group Residence, 

Limited #

dwelling occupied by up to 

10 persons, up to 8 with a 

disability, and up to 2 staff 

residents

C C C C ● ● C C - - - - - - - - ● C - - - - - C -

Home Care, type I # nonsecure dwelling with 

residential / nursing care for 

up to 8 care receivers
● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● C C ● C - ● -

Home Care, type II # nonsecure dwelling with 

residential/nursing care for 

up to 12 care receivers
C C C C ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● C C C ● C - C -

Management / 

Leasing Facilities

for managing an onsite multi-

family community Refer to 

TMC18.225
- - S/C S/C S/C S/C - - - - - - - - - - S/C ● ● ● S/C S/C S/C - -

Medical Care 

Facility, type I # dwelling for the personal 

nursing care & treatment 

for up to 2 persons

● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● - - - - - - ● -

Medical Care 

Facility, type II # dwelling for the personal 

nursing care & treatment 

for more that 3 persons

- - - - C C C ● ● - ● ● ● ● ● - ● - - - ● - - - -

APPROVED BY COUNCIL 2/1/2022
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Use Description
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Residential Districts

# = See Definition in Chapter 18.55 TMC See Design Standards for X and D Districts          

C = Conditional Use Poermit (CUP) approved by Governing Body

APPROVAL LEVELS

S/C = If unable to meet Special Use Requirements, may apply for CUP

S = Allowed per Special Use Requirments under Chapter 18.225 TMB

● = Allowed Use

Mobile Home #, 

Manufactured 

Home #

residential structure 

manufactured off-site 

excluding "residential- 

design manufactured 

home"

- S - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Residential-Design  

Manufactured 

Home #

At least 22' wide on a 

permanent foundation, 

pitched roof, and siding/ 

roofing materials similar 

to site built homes except 

in R-4.

● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● ● ● - - - ● -

Residential Care 

Facility, Type I #

nonsecure dwelling in 

which residential care is 

provided for children 

and/or adults on 24-hr 

basis, up to 4 persons

● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● ● C C ● C - ● -

Residential Care 

Facility, Type II #

nonsecure dwelling in 

which residential care is 

provided for children 

and/or adults on 24-hr 

basis, up to 10 persons

● ● ● ● ● ● - - - - - - - - - - ● C C C ● C - ● -

Residential Care 

Facility, Type III #

nonsecure dwelling in 

which residential care is 

provided to children 

and/or adults on a 24-

hour basis

- - - - C ● - - - - - - - - - - ● - - - - - - - -

Short-Term 

Residential Rental, 

Type I

S/C - S/C S/C ● ● S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C - S/C S/C S/C S/C ● S/C S/C S/C -

Short Term 

Residential Rental, 

Type II

S/C - S/C S/C ● ● S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C S/C - S/C S/C S/C SC ● S/C S/C S/C -

Short Term 

Residential Rental, 

Type III

C - C C ● ● C C C S/C ● ● ● ● ● - C S/C ● ● ● ● ● C -

Student or Faculty 

Housing

Refer to TMC18.225 

Dwelling Units on main 

floor 

- - - - ● ● - - - - - - - - - ● ● - - - S - - - -

APPROVED BY COUNCIL 2/1/2022



Two-Family Dwelling, Three-unit and Four-unit Residential Development in R Residential Zoning 
Districts 

September 2025 

18.60.010 Use Tables  

Add “C” to the cells in the Residential Use Table for “Dwelling, Two-Family and Dwelling, Three/Four 
Family” and the following footnote under the Residential Use Table:  

Refer to Section 18.215.030 € for criteria for two-family, three and four family dwellings as a 
conditional use in R-1, R-2, and R-3 zoning districts.   

 

18.215.030  Guidelines for Evaluation 

The following guidelines shall apply when evaluating a conditional use permit application: 

Guidelines 

(a) Land use compatibility 
 

 
(1) Development 

density 
Site area per unit, or intensity of use, should be similar to surrounding uses if 
not separated by major physical improvements or natural features.   

(2) Height and floor 
area 

Development should minimize difference in height and building size from 
surrounding structures. Substantial differences shall be justified by urban 
design considerations.   

(3) Setbacks Development should respect preexisting setback lines in surrounding area. 
Variations shall be justified by significant site features or operating 
characteristics.   

(4) Building coverage Building coverage should be similar to that displayed in surrounding areas. 
Higher coverage should be mitigated by landscaping, buffering or other site 
amenities. 
  

 (5) Duplexes, Two-
Family Dwellings, 
Three/Four Family 
Dwellings 
 

Two-family dwellings (duplexes) and three/four family dwellings in R-1, R-2, 
and R-3 zoning districts should not be highly concentrated within residential 
subdivisions or within the same block in a subdivision or neighborhood.   
 
Development shall comply with design guidelines of the neighborhood plan 
where applicable.  
 
The paving of front yards to accommodate required parking or access to 
required parking should be minimized or mitigated.   
 

(b) Site development  
 

 
(1) Parking and internal 

circulation 
Parking and circulation should serve all structures with minimal vehicular and 
pedestrian conflicts.   

(2) Stormwater 
management 

Development design shall comply with all required stormwater runoff best 
management practices, as approved by the Public Works Director or 
designee.   

(3) Building design (i) Architectural design and building materials should be compatible with 
surrounding properties if located adjacent to residential districts or in highly 
visible locations. 
  



   
(ii) The adaptive reuse and restoration of historically significant 
structures shall be considered. “Historically significant structures” means 
structures listed on the National Register of Historic Places, the State 
Register of Historic Places, or structures having obtained local landmark 
status.  

(c) Operating characteristics    
(1) Traffic capacity Projects should not materially reduce the existing level of service on adjacent 

streets. Projects will be required to make street improvements and/or 
dedicate right-of-way to mitigate negative effects.   

(2) External traffic Project design should minimize nonresidential traffic through residential 
neighborhoods.   

(3) External effects Projects with operating hours, noises or visual distractions that impact 
surrounding properties may be required to mitigate these impacts 
.  

(4) Outside storage If permitted, outside storage areas should be screened from adjacent streets 
and less intensive zoning districts and uses.  

(d) Comprehensive plan Projects should be consistent with the Topeka Comprehensive Plan and all 
its elements.  

(e) Additional regulations Conditional uses shall be required to conform to any other applicable 

regulations specifically listed for a use as set forth in Chapter 18.225 TMC or 

elsewhere in the code. 

(Ord. 19691 § 3, 1-17-12.) 

 

https://topeka.municipal.codes/TMC/18.225
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Duplexes, Triplexes, Quadplexes in “R” Districts 

Draft Standards for Special Use Standards 

September 15, 2025 

 

Underlined text represents text to be added to the zoning code.  Text not underlined is existing 

text with no revisions.   

 

18.225.060  Special Use Requirements 

(nn) Two Family Dwellings in “R” Districts 

1) A two family dwelling is permitted on a single zoning lot provided said dwellings comply with the 

standards of this section.  

2) The site shall be a zoning lot with the front 100 feet of the lot having a minimum width of 37 feet.   

3) Driveway Access: 

i. For sites with access from an alley having a surface of asphalt, concrete, or compacted 

gravel, unless the site has an existing driveway from the street, driveway access shall be 

taken exclusively from the alley.   

ii. The width of driveways from the street shall not exceed a width greater than 50% of the 

width of the zoning lot for the front 25 feet of said zoning lot.  

4) Landscaped Areas: Front and street side setback areas shall be landscaped with naturally 

growing elements such as grass, trees, or shrubs.  Yards along street rights-of-way shall include 

one medium or large canopy tree for every 75 feet of frontage along the street or fraction thereof. 

5) Architectural Design:  

i. All street-facing facades shall include architectural treatments to provide visual interest. 

Architectural treatments used to achieve this may include, but are not limited to, dormers, 

bay windows, vertical windows, exterior window treatments, varying roof pitches, facade 

modulation, and a variety of colors, materials, and textures.   

ii. Duplexes in historic districts or conservation districts may be required to be built to a 

design that complies with the standards for the conservation district or as required to 

comply with that which is approved by Certified Local Government or State Law Review.  

iii. On lots located at the corner of two local streets, two collector streets, or combination of 

local and collector streets, each unit must contain its main entrance and parking on a 

single street.   

6) Two family dwellings on a single zoning lot as provided for in this section meeting most but not all 

of the standards in this section may be approved by conditional use permit (CUP) in accordance 

with Chapter 18.215 TMC. 
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Planning & Development Department

Duplexes, etc. in “R” Districts Survey Results April 

2025



Duplex, Triplex, Quads in Single-Family 

Neighborhoods Survey Results

Survey available January 27th

Survey Closed February 28th

9 Questions
Split Duplexes from Triplex and Quads
405 total responses 

Survey Results
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Duplex Survey Results



Duplex Survey Results



Triplex/Quad Survey Results



Triplex/Quad Survey Results



Alterations of Single-family homes



Design Considerations



Neighborhood Specific 



 

 

From: Hudson Luce <streamfortyseven@protonmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 3, 2025 3:26 PM 
To: Dan Warner <DWarner@topeka.org> 
Cc: khilller@topeka.org <khilller@topeka.org> 
Subject: Final draft of comments for the packet...  
  

 
Just a quick fix - Item 6 on the list should read: 
"6.  Again, looking at Google Maps of Topeka, there are numerous areas of undeveloped space 
adjacent to townhome or apartment complexes, which would be suitable for similar development, 
just in case a sudden influx of people were predicted to come into Topeka for some reason. The 
apparently abandoned Menninger property could be put to such use, it's a good location, close to 
shopping end employment opportunities. In fact, the Tower Building could be put back in usable 
shape to serve as part of a local shopping/services hub instead of serving as evidence of the effects 
of failure to take action - letting local landmarks run down would be something that outside interests 
might look at before investing here. It could be like the Crossroads District in Kansas City, which 
went from run-down warehouses and office buildings to where it is today, but it took vision and 
planning by the City to bring that about. And it would be ideal for Transit-Oriented Design, as is seen 
in the Crossroads District in Kansas City." 
 
and Item 7 should have the last sentence - "And it would be ideal for Transit-Oriented Design, s is 
seen in the Crossroads District" - deleted. 
 
 
Here's my intended result: 
"Just briefly:  

1. in 2019, a registry of vacant properties was established, owners whose properties were 
vacant for more than 180 days are required to register. I've spoken to a number of people 
who think that there are at least 1000 properties on that register - which is apparently hidden 
away somewhere so that AI searches can't find it - of course, AI searches come up with a 
haystack of nonsense along with a few relevant sites. Does Topeka have a blighting 
ordinance, or does it follow the "highest and best economic use" definition as set out in Kelo 
v City of New London (2005) at https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/545/469/  I'd bet 
that those vacant houses could be turned into good assets by a land bank, which could rent 
them out  on a rent to own basis, part of all of the rent being paid in sweat equity - this would 
relieve part of the affordability crisis for the twenty- and thirty-somethings. Transforming them 
into houses lived in by owners would revitalize those neighborhoods, too - owners of 
property have a solid stake in the prosperity and safety of their communities which absentee 
landlords or property managers do not 

2. Increasing density in already established neighborhoods with few or no vacant lots and little 
undeveloped land tends to decrease property values for existing owners, people want the 
benefit of what they've paid for, and part of that benefit is space, (relative) peace and quiet 
and privacy. We should not aspire to be California, here. A friend lives in Hermosa Beach, 
and I can't stand between his house and his neighbor's house and stretch out my arms. His 
back yard, such as it is, is the size of my garage. Only if there's a big nearby attraction - the 

 Notice: -----This message was sent by an external sender-----  
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Pacific Ocean, say, roughly four blocks away - do property values stay high. And people 
don't want to live next to apartment houses or hotels - or AirBnBs. A neighbor across the 
street took a $75,000 hit on the price he got from his house, probably because of the 
existence of an AirBnB party house across the street. 

3. On the other hand, in neighborhoods with vacant lots and land which has lain fallow for many 
years, and there are quite a few neighborhoods like this in Topeka, bringing them back to the 
original density would tend to increase property values.The effect of vacant lots on 
neighborhoods is like broken windows on a house, driveways and stairs and sidewalks 
leading to nowhere depress values of the surrounding houses. I'm not sure if Habitat for 
Humanity or something like it is in Topeka, but that might be another route to increase the 
amount of owner-occupied (and built) affordable housing - and the owners would have a 
good idea about maintaining their houses, and if they built them, they would have a certain 
pride in keeping up the result of the work of their own hands. 

4. If you look at the neighborhoods in Topeka, such as Westboro, Potwin, College Hill, Central 
Park, and OldTown, amongst others, you'll see that each has a small shopping area set out 
within convenient walking or biking distance, or a short drive, from the houses in the 
neighborhood, and the availability of parking is appropriate for the density of that 
neighborhood as originally set out. Potwin had a general store, soda fountain, lunch counter, 
news stand, and pharmacy in the same store, there was a  small grocery store on the corner, 
and a gas and service station across the street. Good land use, good planning. And all of the 
neighborhoods above had similar. 

5. We need to get a realistic estimate of our population growth - for 20,000 more people to 
show up by 2030, there's going to have to be a major draw, one which pays enough for 
people to afford housing at a reasonable level. That isn't big box stores, some of whom urge 
employees to get on public assistance (and thus get an indirect tax subsidy, which has to be 
paid for by increasing taxes or less services, or both) - because they pay their employees so 
little. These kinds of businesses are nothing more than parasites, there is no net benefit, only 
cost - and if they get a TIF, it's even worse. We really need to scrutinize these deals before 
we get into them, there are a lot of bottom-feeder corps out there, looking to socialize their 
costs and privatize their profits.- and a lot of them seem to pop up in Kansas. 

6. Again, looking at Google Maps of Topeka, there are numerous areas of undeveloped space 
adjacent to townhome or apartment complexes, which would be suitable for similar 
development, just in case a sudden influx of people were predicted to come into Topeka for 
some reason. The apparently abandoned Menninger property could be put to such use, it's a 
good location, close to shopping end employment opportunities. In fact, the Tower Building 
could be put back in usable shape to serve as part of a local shopping/services hub instead 
of serving as evidence of the effects of failure to take action - letting local landmarks run 
down would be something that outside interests might look at before investing here. It could 
be like the Crossroads District in Kansas City, which went from run-down warehouses and 
office buildings to where it is today, but it took vision and planning by the City to bring that 
about. And it would be ideal for Transit-Oriented Design, as is seen in the Crossroads District 
in Kansas City. 

7. None of the methods for urban infill I've written about above would require changes to zoning 
for those neighborhoods, or for the residential zoning of the city as a whole, We need to 
preserve and revitalize what we have, rather than  commit to monetary outlays which might 
put the City of Topeka under financial strain in supporting new development of non-owner-
occupied high density housing. And building un-needed housing would simply increase the 
vacancy rate - and if vacancy weren't a problem, we wouldn't have the Vacant Property 
Registry." 

 

 



COMMENTS RE; REVISED DUPLEX, TRIPLEX, AND QUADRIPLEX IN “R” DISTRICTS 
(Including suggestions from Housing Subcommittee) 

TOPEKA PLANNING COMMISSION AUGUST 18,2025  

My name is Jerry R Palmer my address is 305 SW Greenwood Ave. in the Potwin Place 
Historic District. 

Thank you for permitting comments on this proposal. I am aware of the original proposal 
that was presented here last month, and which was also discussed in the Policy and 
Finance Committee after that meeting. The packet of materials when I reviewed them did 
not include the form of Revisions proposed by the standing subcommittee on Housing , I 
was recently informed by its’ Chair, Jim Kaup ,they would recommend that duplexes initially 
proposed  as a matter of right should also be subject to the CUP process. The points I 
would like to make are still relevant to the proposal. 

 I have three points I would like to address:  

 

1. Is there evidence to support that this type of proposal substantially contributes to the 
additional housing units to meet the goal of the 2020 Housing Survey, where similar 
proposals were adopted by other Cities and States? 

2. If any proposal is adopted it should exclude application to Districts designated by the 
City of Topeka as Historic or Conservation Districts. 

3. If any proposal is adopted it should require for the conversion of a Single-Family 
structure to a multiuse structure be by application for a Conditional Use Permit. 

 

Is there evidence to support the idea that this type of proposal substantially 
contributes to the additional housing units to meet the goal of the 2020 Housing 
Survey, where similar proposals were adopted by other Cities and States? 

Some Internet research shows that there are many similar proposal to revise single family 
zones  that have been adopted by 6 States and perhaps as many as 50 cities. I tried to see 
how effective they have been in achieving the goals of substantially contributing to the 
additional units of housing where the proposals were adopted. 

 

Since Minneapolis was the first in 2018 effective 2019, I was surprised by the actual numbers in 

2020, 2021 and first 1/2 of 2022 (after that litigation and injunction ending this year would screw 

up any data). Since Topeka is only 30% their size and the results translate to 6 or 7 more units 



per year compared to the need for 9,950 needed over 20 years it didn't seem the need was being 

addressed by such a proposal. 2 more sources described generally the same disappointment of 

advocates. 

This comes from Mapping Minneapolis' Post-2040 Plan Duplexes and Triplexes - 

Streets.mn      and says " 

On first impression, the map reinforces an increasingly familiar takeaway: Duplexes and 

triplexes have not contributed a meaningful amount of housing for a city of over 400,000 

people.  

The map also shows that less than half of post-2040 plan duplexes and triplexes have been 

built in areas that previously allowed only single-family housing (R1 and R1A zones prior 

to the 2040 plan). See the count below: 

 Building type Project Count 

Previously single-family only Duplex 28 

Previously single-family only Triplex 17 

Previously 2+ units allowed Duplex 44 

Previously 2+ units allowed Triplex 20 

Source: Minneapolis Community Planning & Development 

I found an article published in “Rent Free” a weekly publication self-described as “urbanism and 

the fight for less regulation, more housing, more property rights, and more freedom in American 

cities” . In other words, proponents of this type of zoning change. The title of the Article 

published 3/14/ 2023 was “Despite Multiple States abolishing Single-Family -Only Zoning, 

Very Few Duplexes and Triplexes Are Being Built; a new report illustrates that the middle 

of the housing market is still missing”. The data regarding these three categories for 2022 they 

concluded, “That’s a paltry 3 % of overall construction”.  If that is compared to the Topeka data 

presented to the Planning commission for the year 2024 (43 single, duplex 20 and multifamily 31 

total 94; that is a ratio of duplexes at 21% vs 3% nationally). The data from 2022-2024 171 

permits with 80 being duplexes is 35%. So already just looking at duplexes alone the ratios are 

considerably higher in Topeka than national averages after these reforms were enacted in 

multiple States and Cities.  

 

The most recent article I could find was sent to me by Pat Riordan who represents Banks and 

Developers, The Black Box of Single-Family Zoning Reform | Boston College Law Review 

,  published 10/28/24 that had some comments supporting the claim that this type of ordinance 

has not been too effective in producing more housing.  

 

"Despite the increase in middle-housing zoning, however, these reforms  

have spurred limited middle-housing unit construction and little affordable  

housing. In 2022, Minnesota faced a deficit of ninety-five thousand housing  

units, yet by 2023 Minneapolis’s single-family zoning reforms had resulted in  

https://streets.mn/2023/10/24/mapping-minneapolis-duplexes-and-triplexes/
https://streets.mn/2023/10/24/mapping-minneapolis-duplexes-and-triplexes/
https://www2.minneapolismn.gov/government/departments/cped/
https://bclawreview.bc.edu/articles/10.70167/YKEY3834


only forty-five new middle-housing projects three years after adoption. Port-  

land, Oregon is experiencing similarly underwhelming results. In California  

where single-family new zoning reforms came into effect in 2022 and where  

the state faces a shortage estimated by some to be near 3.5 million housing  

units, the results are even more dispiriting. ADU reforms have fared slightly  

better but have still not addressed housing shortages. Moreover, it is unclear  

whether the housing produced under these reforms will be affordable to lower-  

income households. "  

I shared these citations with Mr. Kaup, and he was kind enough to reply with his interpretation of 

the published articles and supplied 6 articles that he thought supported the efficacy of this 

approach. I read them, but it seemed they did not provide any other data, and the authors were 

proponents relying more on their hope this would help rather than evidence-based opinions that it 

does much to meet the goals being sought by the City. 

It seems that staff should be able with their resources to give the planning commission data that 

supports the claim this proposal will likely result in enough more housing to make a change. 

Alternatively, the City should take a wait and see attitude before adopting a proposal to which so 

much opposition is building to the proposal.  

 

 

If any proposal is adopted it should exclude application to Districts designated by the 
City of Topeka as Historic or Conservation Districts. 

The proposed section would override the current residential districts. I believe that all the 

Historic and Conservation districts are currently designated R1 or R2 . The city proposal would 

permit duplexes as a matter of right (or as now proposed by Housing Committee CUP)     

triplexes and quadraplexes are subject to CUP . 

The rationale for omitting historic and conservation districts is found in the description of those 

districts on the city’s website. 

In the general overview as to Historic Districts it is stated” These properties have national state 

or local significance in the areas of history, architecture, archaeology, engineering and/or 

culture.”  There are number of criteria for listing. Owners of such properties are required to get 

government approval, and the plans need to be reviewed using the Secretary of the interior 

standards and guidelines for rehabilitating historic buildings. The process of getting a listing 

takes substantial effort and needs to be sent to the National Park Service for final consideration. 

These designated Districts include Potwin Place, Holiday Park , and College Avenue . 

Neighborhood Conservation Districts are a zoning overlay to address the appropriateness of 

design of new construction as well as the compatibility of exterior renovations and additions. 

They are neighborhood revitalization planning tools that can be used to protect district 



architecture natural features and neighborhood character.These designated Districts include 

Westboro and Elmhurst .  

Both categories then serve a purpose that has already been recognized by the City of Topeka and 

considerable effort has been put in by owners in those districts to obtain that designation and 

protection. 

The current proposal is to meet a different goal of more affordable housing, some 9,950 units, 

over the next 20 years. It addresses what is called “The Missing Middle”.  

The policies then are contrary or contradictory; but there are ways to harmonize both goals. 

The exclusion of these districts is the simplest and most straightforward way in which to achieve 

that goal.  

Further remarks will be Potwin specific. From the data compiled by the Multiple Listing Service 

covering actual completed sales for the last three years there have been 19 sales in the Potwin 

Historic District. From published data the average sales price in area code 66606 is $142,553, 

average for the city of Topeka is $197,713, average for Kansas is $248,057, and the average for 

the United States is $367,969 to $503,800. All but the last figures are from Zillow data, and the 

last number is from the St. Louis Fed. The Potwin home sales: six are below the Topeka average, 

five more are below the Kansas average and nine more are below the US average.  The range is 

from $109, 000 to $402,400. The point being that there are a wide range of values in Potwin 

homes which do not result then in economic discrimination. 

Without supporting data, but with personal observation I can say as a resident of Potwin for 47 

years that there is racial diversity, diversity of faiths, different politics, and a distribution of 

young, middle-age and senior residents. I understand these are also goals of these types of 

projects nationally. 

Also to be remembered is that residents of these districts have made investment in their homes in 

reliance upon these designations as either historic or conservation districts. 

What is more intangible is the community that is built around the district resulting in the 

preservation of the character of the districts. The City of Topeka benefits from the Potwin 

district, some examples are the decoration of the homes and circles during the Christmas season 

when thousands of cars drive through the neighborhood. Halloween in Potwin is very popular 

and on nice evenings will result in 1500 to 2000 trick-or-treaters. Recently during the spring, the 

circles have bloomed with daffodils and tulips and painted signs. O, one of the neighbors has 

started having concerts on their wraparound porch inviting members of the community to see 

local talent both musical and poetry. Many organizations have arranged home tours and Potwin 

itself has sponsored tours open to the community. 

There are several practical reasons to eliminate those Districts 



1.These Districts are almost completely developed with few building sites left unimproved. 

2.The likelihood that an application would be filed after the developer conferred with neighbors 

in these neighborhoods is low. The chances are even lower then after the required notice is sent 

to those owning properties within 300 feet objections are brought before this Commission in a 

hearing. It is inefficient use of the resources of the planning staff and the Commission then to 

even provide a process that will result in so few prospective housing units being added by this 

process in these neighborhoods 

3. A review of the opponents to the proposal will identify that most of the opposition to this plan 

is from these neighborhoods plus residents of College Hill. Although Amanda and her staff could 

do better, here is a draft that might take out the concerns of an overwhelming majority of the 

objectors.” This section does not apply to any Districts designated by the City as Historical or 

Conservation Districts or a Neighborhood that contains a designated Historic District “. The 

College Avenue Historic District is wholly with the College Hill Neighborhood.  

If any proposal is adopted it should require for the conversion of a Single-Family 
structure to a multiuse structure an application for a Conditional Use Permit if such 
conversions are permitted at all. 

 

Another important restriction should be a requirement that any single-family unit that is 

converted to a duplex be required to go through the CUP process. That process requires the 

proponent to meet with neighbors even before submitting the proposal to the city. Thereafter the 

city planning commission will direct notice to be given to property owners within 300 feet of the 

new structure and those owners will have an opportunity to be heard in a hearing before the 

planning commission. Then that proposal will be forwarded to the Council for action. It is 

critical to the maintenance of the character of established neighborhoods outside the defined 

Historic and Conservation Districts such as College Hill. This is consonant with the Housing 

Committee suggestions presented today. 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to address this very important issue and for 
considering it in your further deliberations. 

Jerry R Palmer 

 

 



 

 

 

Monday, September 15, 2025 

CASE MINUTES  

 

     

TOPEKA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

Members present: Willie Brooks, Jennifer Hannon, Del-Metrius Herron, Jim Kaup, Jeff Lolley, William 

Naeger, Katy Nelson and Donna Rae Pearson (8) 

Members Absent: Joesph Mauk (1) 

Staff Present: Dan Warner, Planning Director; Mike Hall, Land – Use Planning Manager; Ann- Marie 

Driver; Amanda Tituana-Feijoo, Administrative Officer; Mathew Mullen, Legal Dept 

 
Duplexes, Triplexes, Quadplexes in “R” Districts 

 
Staff: Mike Hall presented the topic. The current regulations for “R1 and R2” allow single family dwellings, and 
duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes are prohibited. The previous recommendation would allow duplexes by building 
permit (subject to special standards) and triplexes and duplexes by conditional use permit (CUP). The revised 
recommendation would allow duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes by a conditional use permit.  
 
Mr. Hall stated that this is not a proposed change to the zoning map, but a proposed text amendment to the zoning 
code. This topic has come before the Planning Commission as a discussion item, both in June and August. The 
recommendation for the commissioners is that they close the public hearing tonight, have further discussion, and 
table any action to a further meeting.  
 
The process for both Conditional Use Permit and Rezoning are similar; however, there are some distinct differences. 
A conditional use permit is a decision based on the “Golden Factors”, the CUP Guidelines, and the approval is tied to 
a development plan. Building permits would be required for new construction and conversions. All building codes 
would have to be met, and city inspectors would be inspecting the project at all phases.  

 
Mr. Hall addressed concerns raised by citizens, and Mr. Hall pointed out that most of the concerns were raised 
before the recommendation of requiring a Conditional Use Permit. Restricting duplexes, triplexes, and quad-plexes in 
a historic district does not address the concerns raised by some of the neighborhood residents. Mr. Hall also stated 
that having different land use regulations for individual neighborhoods within the same zoning district is not equitable 
and it really risks being arbitrary and without a rational basis. Historic districts are about physical changes to 
buildings and property, and not about land use. Zoning regulations should be equally applied to similar zoned 
properties. Deciding which neighborhoods should be selected for the proposed code change is really complicated. 
This could require the creation of new overlay districts, and the inequitable treatment of neighborhoods. Mr. Hall 
stated that the Conditional Use Permit process is inherently not a one-size-fits-all approach and is very much based 
on context.  

 
Questions for Staff: 
 
Commissioner Kaup asked for the memo to be updated to exclude the “R3” district. Commissioner Kaup also asked    
for Elmhurst to be added to the list of neighborhoods the city presented to.  
 

 Commissioner Naeger opened the public comment.  
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Marc Galbraith appreciates the commissioners adding the amendment requiring the Conditional Use Permit but still 
thinks the notification requirement for a Conditional Use Permit is limited as it does not reach a whole 
neighborhood. Mr. Galbraith acknowledges that city staff has reached out to neighborhoods, but feels like the 
meetings have caught residents off guard. Mr. Galbraith also believes that this process is happening quite fast, and 
that it ignores the long-term financial commitments of people who are buying houses.  
 
Susan Duffy referenced the price of houses sold within the College Hill neighborhood for the past two years; the 
average price being around $150,000.00 which meets the middle housing part the city is looking for. Ms. Duffy 
stated College Hill will do everything they can to stop this project and will be reaching out to the other 
neighborhoods in Topeka to have a meeting. Ms. Duffy also believes there is not a one-size that fits all approach, 
and the ordinances should reflect the diversity of what the city has to offer.  
 
Toni Stewart asked if there are no differences, then why are things being changed. Ms. Stewart would like the city 
to talk to each neighborhood and the people who live in those neighborhoods. The matter should be voted on by the 
neighbors.  
 
Jolene Grabill thinks the city could do a better job with citizen involvement, the proposal definition, and public 
availability. Ms. Grabill stated the process feels disingenuous, as she has spoken to other neighboring residents 
and a lot of people do not know what is going on. A reference to a project on Huntoon was made, stating the city 
could do a better job notifying people. She is in opposition to the text amendment by right or through a conditional 
use permit. Ms. Grabill expressed concerns that this text amendment has been designed to meet the needs of the 
developers and not increase housing affordability. There has been an attempt to minimize the citizen input and 
intensity, and the neighborhoods have unified in an ongoing collaboration to provide a more meaningful input.  

 
Alice-Ann Oliver is in opposition to an arbitrary recommendation that would allow duplexes, triplexes, or quadplexes 
in residential single family zoned neighborhoods; along with neighborhoods being left out of the conversation 
regarding a long-term plan that will forever change the layout of the city. This change impacts the neighborhoods, 
their diversity, and their vibrancy. Ms. Oliver would like to see every citizen included in city planning and has a list of 
ideas to share with staff. Ms. Oliver stated the neighborhoods are starting a neighborhood coalition where they can 
come together and share information, resources, support and solutions.  
 
Steve Stanford referenced the staff memo, page eight, and suggested the comments were not clear on where the 
neighborhood stood previously. Westboro is opposed to “up zoning” in any form, by right, by administrative process, 
or by CUP. Mr. Standford is disappointed that most of the public engagement has been done through the neighbors, 
and not on behalf of the city. Mr. Stanford also referenced a project on Huntoon, and the public engagement from 
that engineering company. Westboro is supportive of the idea of looking at each neighborhood on a “neighborhood 
by neighborhood” basis. 

 
ShaMecha King Simms, Old Town NIA, expressed disappointment in how policy can destroy the fabric of 
community. Ms. King Simms expressed concern over the unintended consequences that this policy could have on 
the different neighborhoods. While it is not the intention of the Planning Commission to ruin neighborhoods, Ms. 
King Simms cautioned that this decision could land staff/commissioners on the wrong side of history. This could 
cost communities the thing that they value the most, each other.  
 
With no one else coming forward, Commissioner Naegar closed the public comment.  
 
Discussion by Commissioners:  
 
Commissioner Kaup referenced the city’s notification notice of 200 feet and how it is consistent with Kansas State 
statue. That notification radius can be extended, but the problem is separating the notice area from the protest 
petition. There can be legal issues regarding who can sign up for the protest petition.  
 
Commissioner Brooks thanked everyone in the audience for their comments and stated at one point or another a lot 
of people in the room were renters. Commissioner Brooks agreed that the commissioners need to be thoughtful of 
how this amendment impacts the long-term play for homeowners. He likes the comment regarding unintended 
consequences, and Commissioner Brooks fears the commissioners are trying to help, but it turns out worse for 
everyone. Commissioner thinks more people have read the 2020 Housing Study than they would have otherwise.  
 
Commissioner Brooks thinks that new construction for the blighted homes would help both the housing situation, 
and the neighborhoods. If it was a viable economic solution, blighted homes would have already been remodeled.  
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The Conditional Use Permit process gives the neighborhood the opportunity to have a voice in the process. 
Converting older homes into duplexes will be costly. Commissioner Brooks doesn’t think it will be a viable option 
due to the economics, and the off-street parking if there is too much density.  
 
Commissioner Brooks also mentioned the triplexes and the quad-plexes, and whether those made sense in a 
particular neighborhood. It is important to understand the infrastructure requirements, along with the demand on 
utilities and off-street parking. Commissioner Brooks thinks new construction duplexes without density requirements 
are fine, but with conversions of triplexes and quadplexes there needs to be some density requirements.  
 
Commissioner Nelson stated that she is in favor of duplexes by Conditional Use Permit, and not by right. 
Commissioner Nelson thanked the audience for their comments and stated that they provided helpful insight. If a 
duplex is built, and two families are provided with homes, then that is what needs to be really considered. 
Commissioner Nelson also commented that some neighborhoods do not have a lot of empty lots.  
 
Commissioner Kaup suggested that matter be further discussed at an upcoming meeting to fully digest some of the 
public comments that was received. Commissioner Kaup acknowledges a need for housing in Topeka but also 
states that developers are not rushing to Topeka to start on projects. There is a generation of people that are 
choosing rental properties over owner occupied housing, and this trend is rising. Although he is not trying to 
diminish the true concerns with the amendment, Commissioner Kaup acknowledges this is a small step towards 
tying to alleviate a very serious problem in Topeka.  
 
Commissioner Herron referenced a previous comment she made about the responsibility of the Planning 
Commission to create new housing opportunities, when she said that the commissioners are looking at the city as a 
whole and not one neighborhood. Commissioner Herron stated that she is looking at the “wealth inequality gap” and 
wonders how to create “wealth opportunities”. One of the ways to create “wealth opportunities” is though housing. 
There is also a supply and demand issue. Incomes are not going up, yet rents are higher than they have ever been 
for the area. Commissioner Herron stated that the commissioners are considering everything from both a home 
ownership perspective and a rental perspective. The goal is diverse housing.  
 
Commissioner Herron referenced “The Color of Law” when addressing the public comment about unintended 
consequences. Single family housing was created with a discriminatory intent by looking at the average price for the 
average square foot to create inequalities in affordability. Commissioner Herron acknowledges that there are 
circumstances where a duplex, triplex, or fourplex doesn’t make sense. She also believes that the inconsistencies 
with zoning could further encourage discriminatory practices that the Planning Commission is trying to avoid. 
Commission Herron stated that 11% of the total housing stock is blight, and the option is to either have the blight 
houses continue to just sit there or create some opportunities for homeowners.  She stated that there are 
developers who do projects on a mass scale and then there are also local investors who take pride in their 
neighborhoods.  
 
Commissioner Brooks referenced duplexes that are side by side. Mr. Warner clarified, stating that the city allows for 
a property line to be inserted between two duplexes to allow ownership of those two units. Mr. Warner also stated 
that some information could be provided on the topic at the next meeting.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Nelson, second by Commissioner Herron to defer the topic of the duplex, triplex, and 
quadplex until the October Planning Commission meeting. Approved 8-0 
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TOPEKA PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

Members present: Willie Brooks, Jennifer Hannon, Del-Metrius Herron, Jim Kaup, Joesph Mauk, William 

Naeger, and Donna Rae Pearson (7) 

Members Absent: Jeff Lolley and Katy Nelson (2) 

Staff Present: Dan Warner, Planning Director; Mike Hall, Land – Use Planning Manager; Ann- Marie 

Driver; Paul Turner, Planner; Amanda Tituana-Feijoo, Administrative Officer; Mary 

Kuckleman Spinelli, Legal Dept 

 
Duplexes, Triplexes, Quadplexes in “R” Districts 
 
Staff: Mike Hall presented the topic. The current regulations for “R1 and R2” allow single family dwellings, and 
duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes are prohibited. The previous recommendation would allow duplexes by building 
permit (subject to special standards) and triplexes and duplexes by conditional use permit (CUP). The revised 
recommendation would allow duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes by a conditional use permit.  
 
Mr. Hall addressed a couple of points from a letter submitted in his presentation. Mr.  Hall addressed the written 
comments submitted by Jerry Palmer, an owner and resident of the Potwin Place Historic District.  As stated by Mr. 
Hall, we received a report from resident Jerry Palmer who is here, and he and I had a conversation last week, as 
well.  His report makes three points. First, he looked at the City of Minneapolis, which changed their code to allow 
duplexes by right throughout the city.  And, the question was, did the change really accomplish their goals and 
result in a lot of housing.  And it really didn’t result in a large number of new housing units.  The point being made is 
that this change (in Topeka) will not result in a lot of housing.  Staff does not disagree with that.  The proposed 
change is not going to open the floodgates to a lot of housing.  But it will allow some and over time it could 
accumulate and allow more.  The proposal to allow duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes more flexibility in single 
family residential neighborhoods is just one small part needed to implement what is in the housing study and to 
reach housing goals.  It is an important part.  It addresses missing middle housing.  It addresses unsubsidized 
housing, what is referred to in the study as workforce housing.   

 
The second point in the report is that any proposal, if adopted, should exclude application to Topeka historic 
districts and neighborhood conservation districts.  Those historic districts in Topeka are Potwin, Historic Holliday 
Park, and College Hill.   I believe some of the people concerned about duplexes in the Potwin area are not actually 
in Potwin but live east or west of that district in Auburndale or Kenwood.  In College Hill, the historic district in 
College Hill is along College Avenue.  It is probably a quarter or a fifth of the College Hill Neighborhood, so 
restricting duplexes in historic districts by itself is not going to keep duplexes out of those neighborhoods.  
 
The other point I want to make is that the conservation districts and historic districts are not really land use 
restrictions but are instead design restrictions.  They are not intended to prohibit land uses.  In the case of a historic 
district, any development is required to go through something called certified local government review 
(CLGR).  CLGR does not analyze the land use but instead analyzes the physical manifestation of land use.  The 
conversion of a home to a duplex probably results in an additional door or entry on the outside, or affects the 
external appearance of the building.  That is addressed by the historic districts.   Another thought is that if the 
exclusion applies only to historic districts and conservation districts, it is not an equitable way to address that 
concern because there are other neighborhoods that also likely do not want duplexes, but they would not be spared 
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if the exclusion applies only to historic districts and conservation districts.   
 

Mr. Palmer’s third point is that any proposal that is adopted should require conversions of single-family homes to 
duplexes by application for a conditional use permit.  That is what the Committee is now proposing today; that 
duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes in these districts require a conditional use permit.  

 
This is not a criticism of Mr. Palmer’s report.  He did a lot of homework.  It is interesting what he found in his 
analysis of Minneapolis, and his report is very well thought out.   
 
Questions for Staff: 

 
Mr. Kaup addressed the question in Jerry Palmer’s comments, that is “what is it going to accomplish?”   You can 
make an educated guess.  We don’t know what will happen with mortgage rates a year from now or what employer 
could come to Topeka and increase demand.  If this proposal is adopted by the Governing Body, I would be 
delighted if it resulted in 5 or 10 new duplexes a year in Topeka that would not have been constructed otherwise.  It 
won’t open the floodgates, but it is important to those people who move into those duplexes.  Any new construction 
of housing in Topeka is beneficial.   
 

Commissioner Hannon asked about fees associated between the rezoning process, and a conditional use permit. Mr. 
Hall stated it would be a flat fee, and the difference would be about $50.00. Commissioner Hannon asked if either 
process necessitate documents done by a design professional. Mr. Hall stated that a conditional use permit would 
require a site plan to scale. There is no code requirement that plans be prepared by a design professional. 
 
Commissioner Naeger asked for clarification of the word “current” used throughout the slideshow. Mr. Hall confirmed 
it represented the current law under the municipal code, and nothing previously proposed by the Standing Committee 
for Housing. Commissioner Naeger asked if the new proposal were to be passed, would it affect what a property 
owner could do (on whim) with their property. Mr. Hall stated no.  
 
Commissioner Naeger expressed his appreciation with the Standing Committee for Housing’s ability to be as 
responsive as possible, although they have been pulled in many directions.  

 
 Commissioner Naeger opened the public comment.  
 
Bruce Emmert appreciates the reconsideration of the revised recommendation. Mr. Emmert asked if it was possible 
to allow only a certain number of duplexes, triplexes, or quadplexes within an area.  
 
Marie Hall expressed concerns over how the characteristics(internal/external) of historic homes could change, along 
with the reduction of home values. Ms. Hall also expressed concerns over the lack of parking in Potwin, and the 
safety concerns that could come to light due to cars parked on the streets.  
 
Jerry Palmer expressed concern over the conversions of homes in historic districts. Mr. Palmer believes that the 
neighborhoods will express opposition for any conditional use permits regarding the duplexes, triplexes, and 
quadplexes.  
 
John Parton expressed concerns about affordable and quality housing for renters. Mr. Parton also suggested 
different ways for helping bridge gaps between renters, homeowners, and the surrounding neighborhoods.  
 
Jim Showalter would like more time to digest the proposed updated changes, but thanks the Standard Committee 
for Housing for making such considerations.  
 
Alice-Ann Oliver admitted there is a need for affordable, quality housing in Topeka, but believes there is not a “one-
size fits all approach”. Ms. Oliver suggests the city speak with different neighborhoods so that they can figure out 
how to balance the needs of the neighborhoods with the need for affordable housing.  
 
Chris Irwin expressed concern with the size of the streets in Collins Park, how that could be affected with more off-
street parking. Ms. Irwin is opposed to the proposal to eliminate single-family housing citywide.  
 
Jolene Grabill also expressed concern with off-street parking, as Washburn University students now share houses 
in the area. Ms. Graybill shared history on the Collins Park neighborhood. Collins Park, unfortunately, is not a 
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historic district or a conversation district, and sits unprotected. The community itself is unique, historic, and 
significant part of Topeka. Ms. Graybill questions how the regulations will be implemented by developers.  
 
Ginger Neimann-Harper expressed opposition to the rezoning; specifically, the ability to live in a single-family zone 
neighborhood. Ms. Neimann- Harper believes that creating a long-term sustainable neighborhood should be done 
with thoughtful planning and in cooperation with the existing residents, and with future infrastructure in mind. The 
storm water systems, water lines, sewar lines, and off-street parking are examples of concern with current 
infrastructure.  
 
Mary Jane Hellebust has watched different generations come and go within the College Hill neighborhood and 
wants to maintain the “atmosphere” of the neighborhood.  
 
Duane Pomeroy appreciates the proposed changes but questions the notification range as 200 feet is not even a 
full block. Mr. Pomeroy suggests that the city should focus on one neighborhood at time and doesn’t believe that the 
proposed rezoning is keeping with any of the neighborhood plans.  
 
Steve Stanford stated the Westboro neighborhood relies on the city for stability about zoning. Mr. Standford 
believes the neighborhood’s livability is in the hands of individual homeowners and developers and would like to see 
the city-wide rezoning stopped so that each neighborhood is addressed individually.  
 
With no one else coming forward, Commissioner Naegar closed the public comment 
.  
 
Commissioner Naeger discussed the future steps of this discussion, including being presented at the following 
meetings.  
 
Policy and Finance Committee Meeting, August 21, 2025 
Planning Commission Meeting, September 15, 2025 
 
End of Discussion.  
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(c)    Public Comment on a specific agenda item: Comments from members of the public concerning a
specific agenda item will be heard at the time the item is considered. Persons will be limited to addressing the
governing body one (1) time on a particular matter unless otherwise allowed by a vote of six (6) or more
members of the governing body.

(d)  General public comment:  Requests by members of the public to speak during the public comment
portion of a regular governing body meeting will be placed on the agenda on a "first-come, first-served" basis.
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Procedures for Addressing the Governing Body
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All remarks shall be addressed to the Governing Body as a whole -- not to any individual member.
In order to provide additional time for as many individuals as possible to address the Governing Body,
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Speeches so disruptive of proceedings that the legislative process is substantially interrupted

Any speaker who engages in this type of behavior will be warned once by the presiding office (Mayor).  If the
behavior continues, the speaker will be ordered to cease his or her behavior.  If the speaker persists in
interfering with the ability of the Governing Body to carry out its function, he or she will be removed from the
City Council Chambers or Zoom meeting room.

Members of the public, Governing Body and staff are expected to treat one another with respect at all times .

Zoom Meeting Protocol

Make sure your Zoom name, email and/or phone number matches what was submitted to the City Clerk
when you signed up for public comment. Any misnamed or unauthorized users will not be admitted to
Zoom.
Please keep your mic muted and your camera off until you are called by the Mayor to give your
comment.
If you are cut off during your comment time due to an internet connection or technical issue, you will
need to submit your comments in writing to the City Clerk at cclerk@topeka.orgor 215 SE 7thStreet,
Room 012B, Topeka, KS 66603 for attachment to the minutes.
If you break any of the public comment rules, you will receive one warning from the Mayor. If you
continue any prohibited behavior, you will be removed from the Zoom meeting room and will not be
allowed to rejoin.
Public comment is limited to four minutes. You may receive an extension at the discretion of the
Governing Body. The timer will be visible to you in the ‘City of Topeka Admin’ window on the Zoom app.
Call-in users will hear one beep when a minute is remaining and then another beep when time has
expired.
Please do not share the Zoom login information with anyone. Any unauthorized users will not be
admitted to the Zoom meeting room.
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