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MEMORANDUM 

To:  Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Department— 

Scott Wadle and Mary Hunt 

From: Development Strategies—Andy Pfister and Justin Carney 

Date: April 2, 2021 – DRAFT FOR REVIEW 

Re: Wichita ECA Incentives Evaluation 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize our assessment of current and potential incentives that would 
support infill development and redevelopment in Wichita’s core neighborhoods.  This effort included: 

• Creating a list of incentives, policies, and programs that reflect best practices for supporting infill 
development and redevelopment that are not currently utilized in Wichita. 

• Conducting more detailed case study research of promising precedent programs implemented in other 
cities. 

• Interviewing developers actively involved in infill development and redevelopment. 
• Conducting economic feasibility analysis to understand the scale of the gap between cost and value for 

infill development in formative, emerging, flourishing, and maturing neighborhoods. 
• Recommending incentives, policies, and programs that have the potential to better support infill 

development in Wichita’s core neighborhoods. 

Incentives are typically thought of as specific programs that provide monetary value to developers and property 
owners to support development in certain areas.  There are also actions that a government can take to incentivize 
infill development through its processes and policies.  While the scope of this task is focused on providing 
recommendations about what incentives could be offered, it also includes recommendations about actions that 
the city can take to clarify and streamline its procedures for infill development.   

Why is Infill Development/Redevelopment Important? 
An important first step is understanding the potential impact focused support on quality infill development and 
redevelopment can have on a community.  In Wichita, this focus would: 

• serve to implement recommendations from recent planning efforts, 
• reflect the vision and desires of the community, 
• create more economically and fiscally vibrant places, and 
• address past policies that led to decades of disinvestment in many of Wichita’s core neighborhoods. 

The Places for People Plan, completed in 2018, included community engagement that led to the creation of a 
vision for the Established Central Area (ECA) that includes strong neighborhoods, vibrant centers, and economic 
strength.  These elements are encouraged through reinvesting in core neighborhoods, adapting codes and 
development practices to encourage walkable design, supporting multi-modal transportation, and allowing more 
diverse housing options.   

Efforts are underway to implement several of the plan’s recommendations, including forming a Land Bank and 
modifying zoning regulations.  This evaluation of incentives is a key component of that effort as well.   
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Infill development can have substantial fiscal impacts.  The graphic below summarizes the impacts of the 
construction of single-family homes on the 10 vacant lots in the two blocks bounded by 15th Street, Poplar Avenue, 
14th Street, and Spruce Avenue.  Current county appraised values in this area are low—averaging $18,000 per 
parcel.  Assuming an average market value of the new homes of $75,000, which is conservative, the county 
appraised value of this two-block area would nearly double.   

 

 

Investments like this in other areas of Wichita, such as Habitat for Humanity’s Rock the Block, have shown to 
stabilize neighborhoods incrementally over time, and have led to additional investments and renovations by other 
property owners in the area.  A strategic approach that aligns resources and services to support the infill homes 
and other residents and owners in the immediate area would have long-term stabilizing impacts on the 
neighborhood. 

Another example of a focus on infill redevelopment can have positive impacts on revenues compares a block with 
a more walkable form with buildings constructed in the early 1900s to a less walkable block with fast food 
restaurants and drive-throughs.  The graphic on the following compares these environments.   

  

INFILL EXAMPLE 1:  VACANT LOTS 
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As indicated in the above graphic, the Reverie Block has a higher assessed value per acre than the Fast Food by 
Wesley example.  There are more improvements (i.e., building area) on the Reverie Block, which is a major 
contributing factor.  Of particular importance is the fact that several storefronts on the Reverie Block are currently 
vacant or underutilized, while the Fast Food block is home to McDonald’s, Jimmy John’s, and Chipotle.  If these 
properties were to sell, they would command a premium on the market because they are considered strong 
investments.  Despite having high-value development, this block still has a lower value per acre than the Reverie 
Block because of density and form.  If further reinvestments are made to the Reverie Block, the gap in value per 
acre would only grow—more walkable development patterns made possible through reinvesting in core areas 
creates more productive land use.   

Another reason why infill development and redevelopment is important is because it helps to address the decades 
of disinvestment that occurred, and continues to occur, in many of Wichita’s older neighborhoods.  While there 
were many policies and programs that contributed to this disinvestment and racial and economic segregation, 
“redlining” is perhaps the most illustrative effort because it involved mapping neighborhoods and classifying them 
according to their perceived risk.  This policy effectively institutionalized which neighborhoods could receive bank 
loans and which could not, and neighborhoods with even a small minority population were typically rated as 
“definitely declining” or “hazardous” and, therefore, excluded from the traditional lending market.   

  

INFILL EXAMPLE 2:  COMPARING WALKABILITY  
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The following map is a copy of what was published in 1937 for Wichita.  Many of the red and yellow areas face the 
most challenging conditions in the city, including high rates of poverty, low levels of investment, and substantially 
lower life expectancy at birth compared to the blue and green areas, as well as areas of the city developed after 
the map was published.  Aligning resources in a strategic and targeted way, with a long-term commitment, can 
serve to stabilize these neighborhoods, better connect residents to jobs and services, and improve the overall 
health and vitality of the city.1     

   

 
1 For more information on the map and redlining, see:  
https://dsl.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=13/37.692/-97.369&city=wichita-ks 

Another valuable resource is The Color of Law, by Richard Rothstien 

 

https://dsl.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=13/37.692/-97.369&city=wichita-ks
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Incentives to Encourage Infill Development 
A matrix listing incentives that support infill development and neighborhood redevelopment is included in the 
Appendix. It shows the incentives, policies, and programs the City of Wichita currently offers, and those that are 
available in other communities but which the city does not currently have in place.  The matrix is divided into four 
categories:  fee waivers, policies, grants and related programs, and tax programs.   

• Fee waivers allow cities to waive or reduce various administrative and utility fees, such as permit fees, 
water meter/hookup fees, and sewer tapping fees. On their own, fee waivers do not typically provide 
significant incentive to developers, but paired with other measure they can provide the final cost savings 
that make a development feasible.  

• Policies include regulations like zoning, application processes, and other public policies that impact the 
development process. Often these policies remove barriers that actually prohibit infill, and can streamline 
or expedite costly review procedures that can save time and lower costs for complex infill projects. 

• Grants and related programs include programs funded by entitlement programs, such as HOME, CDBG, 
ESG, and others that are typically targeted to support development in certain census tracts.  They typically 
focus on affordable housing and improving housing/neighborhood conditions in low- to moderate-income 
areas. While some are available for new construction, often these programs support existing 
homeowners, renters, and neighborhoods. 

• Tax-related programs leverage future increases in property value and, therefore, tax revenues to support 
redevelopment efforts. Such programs can have a significant impact on the feasibility of infill projects. 

The programs and policies listed in the matrix do not represent an exhaustive inventory of economic development 
incentives.  They are focused on efforts that can support infill housing and commercial development.   

The City of Wichita recently revised its economic development incentive policy and does offer several programs 
that are well-used and have supported quality infill projects across the city.   

Programs that are not currently offered in Wichita include: 

Fee Waivers 

• Permit fee waiver or reduction (permit fees can be waived, but only in the neighborhood revitalization are 
for projects using entitlement funds) 

• Utility/tapping/equity fee waivers (fees can be waived, but only in the neighborhood revitalization are for 
projects using entitlement funds) 

• Fee rebates 

Policies 

• Centralized incentive system 
• Priority infill development areas  
• Priority funding for infill in CIP 
• Neighborhood reinvestment strategies  
• Expedited development process for infill development  
• Uniform incentive application  
• Housing and/or retail incentive policy 
• Zoning that allows, by-right, denser infill development (zoning updates are in process) 
• Site assembly  
• Capacity building for developers or CDCs 

Grants and Related Programs 

• Affordable housing trust fund 
• Infill development fund that could pool CRA and other funding sources 
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• Pre-development loans 
• Mezzanine Financing 

Tax-Related Programs 

• Tax Abatement / Neighborhood Revitalization Program 
• Bond Issuance for infill development funds 
• Micro-TIF or TIF for smaller projects 

Many of Wichita’s peer or aspirational cities employ several of the above programs and policies to catalyze and 
support infill development and neighborhood redevelopment.  A key best practice is that the process to apply for 
incentives and work through the entitlement process is clear and streamlined.   

Infill Incentive Case Studies 
Not all incentives, policies, and programs will work in Wichita and not everything can be implemented at the same 
time.  With that understanding, several precedent efforts were researched and programs that show promise to be 
replicated in Wichita are summarized below. 

Neighborhood Revitalization Plan (NRP)—Topeka, Kansas 

Topeka’s NRP was designed to promote the revitalization of some of the city’s most distressed neighborhoods, as 
well as Downtown.  The Planning and Development Department has utilized its Neighborhood Health Index for 
more than 20 years to evaluate how conditions are changing.  The program provides tax rebates to property 
owners that make improvements that raise the county appraised property values by 10 percent (residential) or 20 
percent (commercial) in neighborhoods rated as “Intensive Care” or “At Risk” (similar to “formative” and 
“emerging” in the Places for People neighborhood cycle classification).  

Rebates are offered for up to 95 percent on the incremental increase in property value for up to 10 years for new 
construction.  Historic properties listed on the local, state, or national registers are also eligible, as are certain 
other renovation/rehabilitation projects in “Intensive Care” neighborhoods.  The NRP is commonly stacked with 
other incentives, such as redevelopment loans, CDBG funds, and HOME funds to support broader neighborhood 
reinvestment.2 

This program also aligns with the City’s Neighborhood SORT Program, which is intended to increase quality of life 
in “intensive care” and “at risk” neighborhoods through public infrastructure and affordable housing investment.  
Through this program, the city commits the majority of the funds through CIP, with additional funds from HUD 
entitlement programs to support housing renovation in the targeted area where infrastructure improvements are 
made.  Neighborhoods apply for the program, then a Neighborhood Plan is developed to identify housing, 
neighborhood, and economic development needs, which takes about a year.  During the second year, a targeted 
area of about four to six blocks is designated, funds are committed, and the specific reinvestment actions are 
determined.  The plan is implemented in the third year.3   

Results:  From 1995 to 2018, this program supported:  

• 572 projects and $425 million in investment, 
• $10 in investment per $1 of tax rebate, and 

 
2 https://www.topeka.org/planning/neighborhood-revitalization-plan/  
3 https://www.topeka.org/neighborhoodrelations/community-engagement/neighborhood-sort-program/  

https://www.topeka.org/planning/neighborhood-revitalization-plan/
https://www.topeka.org/neighborhoodrelations/community-engagement/neighborhood-sort-program/
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• $20 million in net new property revenue. 

It has been used primarily for new construction, historic preservation, and larger projects—small residential rehabs 
have been a challenge.  The program is up for renewal every three years and the neighborhood health maps that 
target the program are updated at the same time.        

Retail Incentive Policy—Tulsa, Oklahoma 

The city of Tulsa implemented the Retail Incentive Policy in 2013 to promote the development of retail in 
underserved areas and the redevelopment of struggling centers.  The incentive is funded through the city’s 
General Fund and is capped at one percent of the budgeted General Fund revenues each year.  The policy aligns 
several economic development tools, including sales tax reimbursement, tax abatement, TIF, infrastructure 
investments, and long-term leases of publicly-owned facilities.   

The goals of the program include increasing sales and property tax revenues in the city, enhancing property values, 
diversifying the economy, and supporting neighborhood reinvestment.  

Reimbursable costs through this program include capital costs, financing costs, real property assembly cost, 
professional services costs, and public improvements costs.  Any company receiving monetary incentives from the 
City for retail development is required to enter into a development agreement with specific performance goals 
such as gross retail sales, employment requirements, or similar metrics.  The development agreement will specify 
the payback period for sales tax reimbursement, which has a cap of 10 years and $2,000,000.4 

Results:  This policy was revised in early 2020 because it was not having the desired impact—it was primarily used 
to support new retail centers on undeveloped parcels on the peripheries of the applicable redevelopment area.  
The revisions focused the program on existing centers in underserved neighborhoods and the first project—a 
redevelopment and re-tenanting effort in west Tulsa—should close soon.  The intent for future efforts is to 
proactively identify qualifying retail centers and contact the owners to see if they are interested in participating.  
The city would also rely on its partnership with Tulsa Economic Development Corporation, a CDFI, that connects 
property owners to various resources, like favorable loans and entrepreneurial support. 

SMART Housing Policy—Austin, Texas 

SMART Housing Policy is designed to stimulate the production of affordable housing for residents of Austin that is 
Safe, Mixed-Income, Accessible, Reasonably Priced, and Transit-Oriented (i.e., S.M.A.R.T.) and compliant with the 
City of Austin’s Austin Energy Green Building standards. The program offers significant benefits to builders who 
voluntarily agree to include affordable housing units in their projects. Among other benefits, the program offers: 

• Single-family Infill (approx. $1,500 per unit) 
o Permit Fees – Approximately $400 for a 1500 square foot home  

(fee varies by square footage)  
o Water/Wastewater Capital Recovery Fees – Approximately $1100 per unit. 

• Multi-family (approx. $1,250 per unit) 
o Waived amounts for Permit Fees, Water/Wastewater Capital Recovery Fees, and Construction 

Inspection Fees have averaged approximately $600 per unit.  
o Parkland Dedication Fees – Up to $650 per unit for reasonably-priced units. 

• Eligible projects receive an expedited review process. City staff will work with applicants to move projects 
through review and inspection as quickly and efficiently as possible. 

 
4 https://www.cityoftulsa.org/economic-development/opportunities-and-incentives/retail-marketing/  

https://www.cityoftulsa.org/economic-development/opportunities-and-incentives/retail-marketing/


Date: April 2, 2021 

RE:  DRAFT—Wichita ECA Incentives Evaluation 

 

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES  8 

 

• The following fee waivers available for SMART housing developments5:  
 

Results:  This program supported the development of more than 18,000 affordable homes and cuts permitting 
time by 40 percent.  It is aligned with other efforts, like the launch of Austin’s Affordable Housing Trust Fund 
(2000) and Housing Bond Program (2006). 

  

 
5 http://leadershipaustin.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/IOA_supplemental_session_6_S.M.A.R.T.-Housing-
Policy.pdf  

http://leadershipaustin.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/IOA_supplemental_session_6_S.M.A.R.T.-Housing-Policy.pdf
http://leadershipaustin.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/IOA_supplemental_session_6_S.M.A.R.T.-Housing-Policy.pdf
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Strong Neighborhoods Initiative—Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

Oklahoma’s Strong Neighborhoods Initiative was conceived to provide a coordinated approach to neighborhood 
revitalization in Oklahoma City’s core neighborhoods that experienced decades of disinvestment.  The intent is to 
focus resources, including infrastructure investments, home repair and new construction efforts, mobile food 
markets, education initiatives, and other community development efforts, for several years to support incremental 
stabilization. 

The initiative first targeted three neighborhoods, and recently added three more.  It is primarily funded through 
general fund allocations and HUD entitlement dollars. 

To date, depending on the neighborhood, the program has leveraged $1.50 to $3.00 in non-city dollars for every 
city dollar invested.  Nearly 60 homes have been renovated and an additional 18 new homes have been 
constructed in the three pilot neighborhoods, in addition to tree planting, mobile markets, and after school 
programs.  This represents $16.6 million in total investment, $10.6 million of which is non-city funding, and the 
target neighborhoods have shown steady property value increases.   

Cincy Insights Web Interface—Cincinnati, Ohio 

The City of Cincinnati’s Department of Community and Economic Development provides a one-stop web interface 
for developers, architects, construction firms, brokers, etc. to access information related to the real estate 
development sector in the city, as well as resources within the region. The web interface has a dedicated page 
summarizing all development incentives available.  

The city’s Office of Performance & Data Analytics (OPDA) maintains an open data portal with visualizations of key 
city metrics in the form of an interactive dashboard under the banner ‘Cincy Insights’, including development 
metrics such as: 

o Economic Incentives 
o Residential Abatements 
o Private Lot Abatement Program 
o TIF Districts 
o Building Project Permits 
o Right-of Way Permits 
o Code Enforcement 

The web interface not only serves to link developers with incentives and target them in areas of need, but also 
provides transparency in the use of incentives and aids in better decision making for investments in 
redevelopment. The interface includes an interactive map as well as relevant data available in multiple tabs and 
available for download for private use.  In addition, there are easily-navigable webpages from regional business 
and government entities on incentive information available in the region.6  

 

 
6 https://insights.cincinnati-oh.gov/stories/s/Neighborhoods-Development/dcec-qxdc 

https://choosecincy.com/resources/developers-businesses/ 

https://insights.cincinnati-oh.gov/stories/s/Neighborhoods-Development/dcec-qxdc
https://choosecincy.com/resources/developers-businesses/
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Infill Developer Interview Summaries 
We individually interviewed several for-profit, non-profit, and public (housing authority) developers, as well as 
minority and non-minority.  The intent was to understand what is working well, what has been challenging, and to 
hear their ideas about what programs or policies would make development in the core neighborhoods easier.   

Almost every interviewee illustrated ways in which the city could make development easier through process, 
policy, and procedural changes, with the intent of expediting the entitlement process and more proactively 
working with developers on creative development ideas that meet community goals.  Similarly, most interviewees 
provided ideas about how existing programs could be modified to be more useful, and new programs that could 
make the work of infill development easier. 

The following statements summarize the interviewees observations and ideas: 

Modifications to Existing Programs 

• Make TIF accessible for smaller projects.  Pursuing TIF only makes sense for larger development projects 
because of the administrative process and legal fees.  Expanding TIF to smaller projects in or adjacent to 
established districts, or in targeted redevelopment areas through an administrative process (vs. having to 
go to City Council) that would allow staff to evaluate and approve proposals could help offset 
infrastructure and site preparation costs.   

• Adjust the cap on sales prices for HOME-funded homes to appraised market value.  According to 
developers that use HOME funds to build affordable single-family homes, appraisals for new homes are 
coming in higher than the current limits on sales prices.  The homes would still meet affordability 
requirements, and families could still afford the mortgage payments at the appraised values.  If the cap 
was increased to the appraised value, it would allow developers to produce more units each year, 
meeting a significant need.   

New Programs 

• Site preparation / tree removal:  One of the biggest challenges for infill development is the condition of 
infill sites.  Because development was previously there, the condition of the existing infrastructure is often 
unknown.  Additional funds to help address upgrading the infrastructure would be useful.  Also, lots are 
commonly overgrown, and the cost to remove trees is substantial. A partnership with the city and/or 
utility companies that have crews or large contracts (i.e., favorable prices) with contractors could help 
lower that cost vs. hiring a contractor for each individual lot.    

• Tax abatement:  Denser infill development can substantially increase property taxes.  For instance, 
demolishing a single-family home and building a quality duplex can triple or quadruple the annual taxes 
on property.  The impact on commercial properties is even greater because they are assessed at a higher 
rate.   

• Permit fee waivers/rebates/reductions:  Permit fees can currently be waived on a case-by-case basis; 
however, a specific policy would be helpful.  This would make it clear what projects are eligible and 
where. 

• Bond Issue:  With the cost of debt at historic lows, and the potential long-term positive impacts of infill 
development, one developer suggested that the city include funding for infill development and affordable 
housing.  Other cities have used bond issues to sustainably fund reinvestment in core neighborhoods, 
affordable housing trust funds, and other redevelopment programs, and have been able to leverage 
public dollars to attract private fund from foundations, banks (CRA), and corporations.    

• Land Bank:  Most developers indicated that they were optimistic about the Land Bank, and thought that it 
would be useful in lowering acquisition costs and with site assembly. 
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Policies 

• Zoning reform:  Developers involved in commercial and mixed-use projects, as well as residential projects 
with more dense unit types, expressed frustration with the current zoning code.  Development products 
that are common in other markets, and were built originally in the core neighborhoods are not permitted, 
and the PUD process can take a long time and require several amendments.  This process adds cost and 
uncertainty.  Moving forward with zoning changes that allow more dense infill development in alignment 
with the recommendations in the Places for People Plan would go a long way to encouraging more infill 
investment.   

• Streamline the development process:  Several developers also expressed frustration with the length of 
time it takes to work through the city’s processes to do infill development.   

• Focused Strategy:  Many developers expressed the opinion that efforts to redevelop are spread too thin, 
that there is no strategy to focus investments in a given geography/neighborhood.   

• New funding sources / approaches:  There is a need to create mechanisms to pursue new funding 
sources, pool resources, and create targeted investment strategies.  

• Make infill development a priority through action:  Several developers expressed frustration that infill 
development in core neighborhoods outside of Downtown is stated as a priority by city officials, but 
actions continue to prioritize new developments outside of the ECA. 

• Be proactive—don’t say “no” first:  City departments do meet, together, with developers to discuss 
development proposals and what aspects are needed to move a project forward; however, frustration 
was expressed that new ideas/concepts that have been successful elsewhere, are frequently met with a 
discussion about why they won’t work, rather than an approach that supports new approaches to infill 
development that align with community goals. 

• Support small developers:  There are several small developers, including minority developers, that want 
to do more to positively impact Wichita’s core neighborhoods, but there are limited resources to build 
capacity.   

The ideas and comments provided by the development community provided a better understanding of what 
incentives, policies, and programs would truly support more infill development in Wichita’s core neighborhoods. 
They were considered, alongside best practices, in developing recommendations about what efforts the city should 
undertake to better support infill development. 
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Development Feasibility Examples 
The economics of development represent the greatest challenge to any infill development or neighborhood 
redevelopment efforts.  In the city’s most challenged neighborhoods, projects simply do not pencil out and 
substantial gap funding is needed to complete much-needed projects, be it new home construction, home 
renovation, or commercial development at key nodes.  Development gap analysis was conducted to better 
understand this gap, and how different incentives might impact development feasibility.   

Two development prototypes were created:  a single-family home and a mixed-use (commercial and residential) 
development that aligns with the recommendations in the Places for People plan.  Then, each prototype was 
tested in each of the four neighborhood cycle classifications from that plan, as illustrated in the map below.   

As discussed throughout the Places for People process, the most challenged neighborhoods (formative) require a 
long-term approach, with deep and strategic investments in people (e.g., workforce training and credit 
counseling), place (e.g., parks, infrastructure, and public facilities) and development that meets neighborhood 
goals.  Thus, infill development is not just about providing more incentives—it is also about aligning resources over 
the long-term around a community-supported redevelopment strategy.   

Neighborhoods with weaker market and economic conditions (emerging) typically require a more substantial 
public investment in infrastructure, development gap financing, and partnering with community organizations over 
the long-term.  These deeper public investments should complement other efforts nearby, and seek to further 
stabilize the area. 

Gap funding of some sort may even be needed in mature areas with strong markets to create the place types that 
produce long-term vitality.   
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Single-Family Prototype 

To demonstrate what it takes to develop a single-family home on an infill lot, certain assumptions were made: 

• Three-bedroom/two-bathroom home 
• Slab-on-grade construction 
• 1,500 square feet of living area 
• Single-car garage 
• Wood frame, with cement fiber siding, some brick veneer 

Constructions costs are estimated to be approximately $170,000 per unit and the only variable between the 
neighborhood types is the cost of the underlying site, which increases in more stable areas.  The results of the 
feasibility analysis are summarized in the following diagram. 

The development gap ranges from no gap in maturing neighborhoods to a $65,000 per unit gap in formative 
neighborhoods.  Currently, the primarily means by which the gap is filled is through the city’s HOME programs, and 
through programs that non-profit developers, like Habitat for Humanity, offer.  Property tax abatement would 
create approximately $12,000 to $15,000 in gap funding over a 10 year period.7 

 
7 Tax abatement value represents the net present value of a 95% abatement of the incremental gain in value over a 10-year period.  A 5% 
discount rate is applied, as is a 2% annual inflation rate.  For instance, the base value for the formative neighborhood is $7,000 and the 
improved value is $105,000.  The 95% increment is $93,500. 
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Mixed-Use Prototype 

One of the goals of the Places for People plan is to encourage more mixed-use development at key intersections to 
encourage walkability and diversification.  A mixed-use protype was created to reflect a development product that 
aligns with Places for People recommendations, and could be developed at relatively small sites at nodes across 
the city.  Key assumptions include:   

• Three story, with ground level commercial space and upper-level apartments 
• 44,500 square foot building 
• 10,000 SF commercial space / 40 apartment units 
• ~1 acre site 
• Off-street parking 
• Brick facades 

Construction costs are estimated at just under $150 per square foot, and a major variable is the cost of land in the 
different neighborhood types.  The results of this analysis are summarized in the following diagram.   

 

 

The total development cost for this prototype ranges from $6.5 million to $6.9 million, depending on location and 
land costs.  The gap ranges from $2.8 million (42 percent of development cost) to $600,000 (10 of development 
cost).  The gap for this type of project is typically filled by tax credits—low income housing tax credits, new market 
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tax credits, and historic tax credits if it is a rehabilitation project.  In this case, tax abatement (or TIF) could add 
substantial value to the development stack—the present value of a 95 percent tax abatement is $725,000 to more 
than $1.1 million.   

An important consideration is that there remains a development gap even in the strongest neighborhoods and this 
is because market rents are not quite high enough to cover development costs for high-quality mixed-use 
development.  This is not unique to Wichita—many mixed-use developments in the Kansas City area, Tulsa, 
Omaha, and other similar cities rely on TIF to be developed.  The argument to support this type of development is 
that well-designed mixed-use development is more sustainable in the long term, and is more likely to attract 
additional investment in the surrounding neighborhood. 

The following diagrams illustrate the potential for various incentives to fill the development gap.  The example on 
the left is for a single-family home in a formative, or the most market-challenged, neighborhood.  The example on 
the right is for the mixed-use protype, also in a formative neighborhood.   

 

In both cases, a development gap remains after applying the incentives and additional tools would be needed to 
make these projects feasible.  Key takeaways are: 

• The property tax abatement has the potential to stretch existing resources further. 
• The building permit fee waiver is a relatively small incentive, but could be helpful for transformative 

projects that need a little additional assistance to make feasible. 
• The mixed-use project in the formative neighborhood would require additional assistance—likely through 

tax credit programs, but may be possible in neighborhoods with more stable markets without those 
additional sources. 

 
  



Date: April 2, 2021 

RE:  DRAFT—Wichita ECA Incentives Evaluation 

 

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES  16 

 

Recommendations 
We recommend the following three programs and policies as a starting point toward more robust support of infill 
development and redevelopment based on the analysis of existing and potential programs, best practices from 
case studies, and lessons learned from the development community. 

1. Policies & Procedures:   
a. Create a single webpage with information on all incentives and programs. 
b. Create Uniform Incentive Application along with a coordinated “one-stop shop” approach to 

consolidate all information about city programs and incentives from all departments.  This 
requires clear timelines for the various phases of the application and entitlement process so that 
the applicant and city department representatives know what is needed when, and what delays 
will occur if the right actions aren’t taken.   

c. Adapt the neighborhood cycle map from Places for People to identify target area for different 
incentive levels that would be available through a Neighborhood Revitalization Program. 

d. Align the existing maps for various incentive and redevelopment efforts on a single, clear map. 
2. Re-establish the Neighborhood Revitalization Program to extend permit and utility fee 

waivers/reductions to infill development projects in targeted areas that do not necessarily use 
entitlement funds.  Include tax abatement for residential, commercial, and mixed-use projects, with 
provisions to support projects that align with community goals and other redevelopment efforts. 

3. Establish and seed an Affordable Housing Fund to provided additional funding resources for the 
development and preservation of quality affordable housing.  This will enable the city to stretch existing 
programs, like HOME funds, further and attract additional funding for neighborhood revitalization efforts 
from other public agencies, philanthropies, banks, and other corporate entities.  Consider seeding the 
fund through a bond issue or other means, and establish a variety of programs within the fund, including 
grants, pre-development loans, low-interest loans, and equity. 

4. Implement proposed zoning modifications and Land Bank. 

Additional detail about the recommendations are included in the slide series, Places for People Implementation:  
Incentives Analysis, which was presented to City Council on March 23, 2021 

Next Steps 
Implementing these recommendations, and any related activities, requires many careful and important 
considerations to set them up for long-term success.  A framework for the decisions that need to be made is 
included on the following page and key elements include: 

• Defining specific goals and targets that the city wishes to achieve through these programs and the 
emerging infill development strategy. 

• Determining where the focus should be—which neighborhoods, nodes, and other areas—and what 
development types are suitable there. 

• Design the new programs to meet those specific goals in the target geographic areas.  Key considerations 
include understanding the scale of the need in those places, existing resources that could be leveraged, 
potential funding sources to expand capacity, and the long-term return-on-investment of the potential 
programs.   

• Determining staffing requirements and existing capacity to administer the programs. 
• Understanding what administrative and legal processes are needed to formalize the programs. 
• Identifying additional information and/or studies needed to best program and target the initiatives. 
• Creating an outreach and engagement plan to understand what the community, specifically neighborhood 

residents, perceives as needs that these programs can address and what elements would be helpful to 
include in the policies.  This would also be important to build trust as new initiatives are implemented. 
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Fortunately, these efforts are underway in other cities and there are sample ordinances that can be used to frame 
the discussions and inform program elements.  There are specific best practices and lessons learned to build upon.   
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Appendix:  Incentive Evaluation Matrix 
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