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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE

January 25, 1982METROPOLITAN ARlA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

To Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SUBJECT DR 82-1 - CPO Zone Change Notification Proposals

We have rece-ved recommendations for changes to procedures used
on notifications for changes in zoning. The recommendations
were developed by the CPO members and their staff.

Since most of these issues are of a policy nature, I would like
some direction prior to developing final responses to the CPO.
A short commentary is provided on each of their recommendations.
1. Increase notification procedure from 2 to 3 weeks. The

practical effect is a four week increase in many cases
as any delay in scheduling before MAPC results in changes
of two week increments. The timing is a mechanical issue
for MAPD staff. We can use any time increment provided we
maintain statutory publication and notification procedure.
The problem is due to the MAPC meeting every other week and
CPO meeting only two times a month. If either group would
move to the other meeting sequence the problem would be
solved.

2. Notice by CPO chairman to CPO Council members and use of
door hangers. As this would all be CPO volunteer effort
and CPO staff, we would have no comment except that we
would like to review contact (general) and format of the
hanger to insure the appropriate information is being
transmitted.

3. We have discussed the placement of signs on property in
previous sessions with CPO and with the Planning Commission.
My staff has also had some like experience with utilization
of signs on property, and we have read several articles
concerning experience with signs across the country. Gen-
erally speaking signs do have positive effect in terms of

f providing notice in areas where there are not a large number
4 of owner-occupants. This does provide notice to rentors.

Although rentors do have a right to be heard, it has been
* my view that governing bodies and planning commissions
r generally place more value on the testimony and interest

of property owners than of rentors.

Signs also present a series of mechanical problems. signs
have to be constructed; signs have to be maintained; signs
have to be painted; they have to be located physically on
the property by someone; they must also be removed at the

·291,· 26 J f
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appropriate time. This all takes manpower; takes vehicles,
of which we do not own, in order to transport the signs.
There is also the problem of signs disappearing during the
intended period of notification. If such a sign disappears,
then there are the claims that people did not have proper
notice and we have to go back through rehearing procedures.
We might also be vulnerable in legal proceedings as to the
proprierty of notice if signs turn up missing, or are alleged
to be missing. I assume one response would be for the appli-
cant to pay for the cost of signing, and/or even be responsible
for doing the signing. This, of course, will increase
costs, and I am sure that we will have objections made from
the development industry relative to any increase of costs
without appropriate benefit to be gained through better
notice procedures. I assume we could probably use porta signs
as a device also. I am opposed to the use of signs, permanent,
temporary, or other, on the property. I think they will be

costly. I don't think that they will add appreciably to the
awareness of people in an area as to the zone cases. Our
public hearings attest to the fact that once zone cases are
known about, that there are adequate responses as indicated
by appearances at our public hearings. I can remember only

one or two cases in the past where people were notified in
such a narrow radius as to not get out to other property
owners.

If notification to people is really a problem, i.e.,
the existing legal publications and mail notices are
insufficient to provide adequate notice, then I would
offer another suggestion. First of all, make sure that
we have our notice requirements so that the distance is
a distance not only around the zone case application, but
a distance around the ownership of the applicant in the
event the application area is surrounded by the owner's
own property and therefore depriving adjacent properties
of notice. Secondly, I would -uggest that we change the
newspaper advertisement froman ad in the official legal
paper ·which comes out weekly or daily and is received by
only a few thousand people in Wichita to an ad which
would appear in the Eagle-Beacon that would have a map
similar to that which is passed out to the Planning Commis-
sion and CPO. This would give people a better idea of location
than the legal descriptions contained currently in notices and
in publications. The same notice could actually be developed
and included along with the mail notice. It is my feeling
that this would be more effective in providing real and
meaningful notice than the sign proposal.

44,9 1
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4. The area notification process still is bothersome to me.
There is no way that you can deal with blocks and block
faces and those which are immediately adjacent and be con-
sistent over time due to the enumerable different configu-
rations of land, street systems and blocks within the com-
munity. Unplatted land provides additional problems using
this process. I would suggest that if getting adequate
numbers of people notified is a problem that the distances
be reexamined. We now have, of course, a sliding scale of
tracts up to one acre being notified within 200 foot;
1 to 6 acres, 350 foot, etc., up to 1,000 foot notification.
It may be that the 200 foot for the smaller tracts is some-
what limited.

In summary, if better notification procedures are needed, I would
encourage, 1) a resolution of the meeting dates; 2) individual
notice by CPO members and staff at their discretion; and 3) a
revised notification form and process, using maps.

Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning
RAL:rme

Attachment (Mast to Lakin memo)
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Metropolitan Area Planning Cammiasion

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DR 82-1 - CPO Zone Change Notification Proposals
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We have received recon·mendations for changes to procedures used
on notifications for changes in zoning. The recommendations
were developed by the CPO members and their staff.
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Since most of these issues are of a policy nature, I would like
some direction prior to developing final responses to the CPO.
A Ihort commentary is provided on each of their recommendationi.

1. Increase notification procedure from 2 to 3 weeks. The
practical effect is a four week increase in many cases
as any delay in scheduling before MAPC results in change,
of two week increments. The timing is a mechanical issue
for MAPD staff. We can use any time increment provided wa
maintain statutory publication and notification procedure.
The problem is due to the MAPC meeting every other week and
CPO meeting only two times a month. If either group would
move to the other meeting sequence the problem would be
solved.

¥'549.
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2. Notice by CPO chairman to CPO Council member, and use of :/.

door hangers. As this would all be CPO volunteer effort f,99

and CPO staff, we would have no comment except that we »**would like to review contact (general) and format of the
hanger to insure the appropriate information is being
transmitted.

3. We have discussed the placement of signs on property in 4A 9.----
previous sessions with CPO and with the Planning Commis,ion. ta=1431:./11'.=.My @taff has also had some like experience with utilization Pim»*.-
of signa on property, and we have read several articles I'lieGAMIL .4-
concerning experience with signs acrogs th, country. Gen-M/Mwill././. \P.R.-

erally speaking signs do have positive effect in terms of ,=*,2//i./."M

providing notice in areas where there are not a large number
of owner-occupants. This does provide notice to rentors.
Although rentors do have a right to be heard, it has been ----#29.1
my view that governing bodies and planning commissions
generally place more value on the teltimony and interest
of property owners than of rentors. - A/al/

Signs also present a series of mechanical problems. Sign•
have to be constructed; signi have to be maintained; migni
have to be painted; they have to be located physically on
the property by someone; they must alio be removed at the
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appropriate time. This all takes manpower; takes vehicles,
of which we do not own, in order to transport the signs.
There is also the problem of signs disappearing during the

intended period of notification. If such a sign disappears,
then there are the claims that people did not have proper
notice and we have to go back through rehearing procedurea.
We might also be vulnerable in legal proceedings as to the
proprierty of notice if signs turn up missing, or are alleged
to be missing. I assume one response would be for the appli-
cant to pay for the cost of signing, and/or even be responsible
for doing the signing. This, of course, will increase
costs, and I am sure that we will have objections made from
the development industry relative to any increase of costi
without appropriate benefit to be gained through better
notice procedures. I assume we could probably use porta signs
as a device also. I am opposed to the use of signs, permanent,
temporary, or other, on the property. I think they will be
costly. I don't think that they will add appreciably to the
awareness of people in an area as to the zone cases. Our
public hearings attest to the fact that once zone cases are
known about, that there are adequate responses as indicated
by appearances at our public hearings. I can remember only
one or two cases in the past where people were notified in
such a narrow radius as to not get out to other property
owners.
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If notification to people is really a problem, i.e.,
the existing legal publications and mail notices are
insufficient to provide adequate notice, then I would
offer another suggestion. First of all, make sure that
we have our notice requirements so that the distance is
a distance not only around the zone case application, but
a distance around the ownership of the applicant in the
event the application area is surrounded by the owner's
own property and therefore depriving adj acent properties
of notice. S, :condly, I would suggest that we change the
newspaper advertisement from an ad in the official legal
paper which comes out weekly or daily and in received by
only a few thousand people in Wichita to an ad which
would appear in the Eagle-Beacon that would have a map
similar to that which is passed out to the Planning Commis-
s:Lon and CPO. This would give people a better idea of location
than the legal descriptions contained currently in notices and
in publications. The same notice could actually be developed
and included along with the mail notice. It is my feeling
that this would be more effective in providing real and
meaningful notice than the sign proposal.
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4. The area notification process still is bothersome to me.
There is no way that you can deal with blocks and block
faces and those which are immediately adjacent and be con-
sistent over time due to the enumerable different configu-
rations of land, street systems and blocks within the com-
munity. Unplatted land provides additional problems using
this process. I would auggelt that if getting adequate
numbers of people notified is a problem that the distances
be reexamined. We now have, of course, a sliding scale of
tracts up to one acre being notified within 200 foot;
1 to 6 acres, 350 foot, etc., up to 1,000 foot notification.
It may be that the 200 foot for the smaller tracts is some-
what limited.

In summary, if better notification procedures are needed, I would
encourage, 1) a resolution of the meeting date,; 2) individual
notice by CPO members and staff at their discretion; and 3) a
revised notification form and process, using maps.

8 f

Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning
RAL:rme

Attachment (Mast to Lakia memo)
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE November 18, 1981

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner

01[ Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT CPO Zone Change Notification :
Committee Proposals j

8////1/2/11

The.CPO Zone Change Notification Committee met and discussed concerns regarding
the notification procedure on zone change request and possible alternatives
and/or supplemental notification methods. The alternative notification methods
that were proposed by the Committee are provided below. Also attached is a
copy of the CPO Neighborhood Councils responses to the Committee proposals. =424=*28

1. Increase the notification period from two to three weeks
minimum. This would allow residents of the area and the

CPO Councils more time to study the proposed zone change
as well as eliminate the occasional scheduling problems ;

. which occur with those CPO Councils that meet on the first **2*4$
C and third Thursdays of each month.

...•· ,Adt01
- T o f '.4, ;- 47:54*0

$*. e.· 2. The CP Office,.upon receipt of zone change notices,
immediately notify the area Chairperson. The Chairperson
will then notify the other Council members. Council members

181¢E-·»i¥ will notify area residents through the use of door hangers.
742£409# The notice would contain a statement to the effect "if you

are renting property please forward notification to your
landlord".

3. Placement o

of applican
would be re

dependent o
be visible

4. Area notification

(See attached diagr

The Committee would 1

and request that you
at 7:00 p.m. in the B

If you have questions regar

SM:dm,
Noted

Sarah Gilbert

CP Coordinator

f signs on property to be rezoned (responsibility
t). The City could lease the signs, the applicant +
quired to pay a deposit. The signs size would be 2
n the property area to be rezoned. The sign would i
to both directions of traffic. I

:

31*Pe"mal

1 · : 95. 1:11-rather than distance notification.

ike to hear your comments on proposals Numbers 1, 3, and' 4,
attend their next Committee meeting on Monday, November 30th
oard Room, First Floor of City Hall.

j.
this matter, please contact me at 4516. t

Administrative Aide III ·1 !

i

i
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*ACHITA-SEDGWICK€pUNTY DATE

/2 METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT NOVember 19, 1981

TO Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide III

FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning
M·tr? -2

suBJEcT CPO Zone Change Notification Committee Proposals

It has just come to my attention that you have sent Jack Galbraith
several proposals involving zone change notification procedures.
In a policy area of this nature, I would appreciate at least being
copied in on such requests and would prefer that policy issues be
directed through me.

Because of the holidays and other meeting commitments, and the
need to evaluate the proposals, I would not think that it would
be fruitful to meet on the 30th. I would like, prior to meeting
with your committee, 1) have further explanation from you con-
cerning what you envision to be the mechanics of item 4 (.there
appears to be no decision rules) and to discuss some of these
policy issues with the MAPC either in informal or formal sessions.
As soon as I have this completed I will be happy to arrange a
meeting with your committee.

Robe'rt X. Lakin

Director of Planning
RAL:rme

cc: Harold Peterson, Human Resources Director
Sarah Gilbert, CPO Coordinator

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief planner, Current Plans Division

CITIZENS PART[CIPATION OFTIff

CITIZENS PARTICIPATION OFACE
OSG--OSS -
O BM - 0 DK -
OSM -ORT -
O GS -

Osec -- -- NOV 20 1981
0 Cep,es to __-___-

.



THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

DEC 3 1981 1211
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TO Robert Lakin, Director of Planning

METROiLITAN PLANN
FROM Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide III ROUTE m

SUB.JECT CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee Proposals

Thank you for your response of November 19th regarding the CPO Zone Change

Notification Committee Proposals.

The Committee met on November 30th and was advised that staff of MAPD asked

for further explanation on the mechanics of proposal #4 "area notification
rather than distance", and for time to evaluate and discuss the proposals
either in informal or formal session with the MAPC prior to meeting with the

Zone Change Notification Committee.

The Committee defined area notification (the property owners to be notified of
a zone change) as "all property owners in all directions of all immediately
adj acent blocks". They said the intent of the proposal is to notify more
property owners that are actually affected by a zone change than those within

the established "distance ownership list for the City of Wichita", i. e., up
to and including 1 acre, property owners within 200 feet are notified, over

1 acre to 6 acres, property owners within 350 feet are notified, etc.

The Zone Change Notification Committee agreed not to schedule another meeting
until you have notified staff of the CP Office that MAPD staff will be available

to meet and discuss the proposals with the Committee.

For your reference, I have attached a copy of all the alternative notification
methods that were proposed by the Committee as well as the CPO Neighborhood

Councils' responses to the proposals. Comments from MAPD staff were requested
on proposals numbers 1, 3, and 4.

If you have additional questions about this matter, or woed like me and/or a
Committee representative to explain the proposals to the MAPC members in informal
session, please contact me at 4516.

Shirley Rast)
Administrative Aide III

SM:mw

CC: Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

Noted:

Sarah Gilbert

CP Coordinator

3·<*£0$5,
n

-1

11



Y E
1*1 ···ktf

4

tt#¥4

CPO ZONE CHANGE NOTIFICATION COMMITTEE PROPOSALS

1. Increase the notification period from two to three weeks minimum.
This would allow residents of the area and the CPO Councils more
time to study the proposed zone change as well as eliminate the
occasional scheduling problems which occur with those CPO Councils
that meet on the first and third Thursdays of each month.

2. The CP Offices upon receipt of zone change notices, immediately
notify the area Chai rperson. The Chairperson will then notify the
other Council members. Council members will noti fy area residents
through the use of door hangers. The notice would contain a state-
ment to the effect n

if you are renting property please forward noti-
fication to your landlord".

3. Placement of signs on property to be rezoned (responsibility of
applicant). The City could lease the signs, the applicant would
be required to pay a deposit. The signs size would be dependent on
the property area to be rezoned. The sign would be visible to both
directions of traffic.

4. Area notification rather than distance notification. The Committee
defined area notification (the property owners to be notified of a
zone change) as "all property owners in all directions of all
immediately adjacent blocks". The intent of this proposal is to
notify more property owners that are actually affected by a zone
change than those within the established "distance ownership list
for the City of Wichita", i.e., up to and including 1 acres property
owners within 200 feet are notified, over 1 acre to 6 acres, property
owners within 350 feet are notified, etc.

re=«A
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Extend notification, Council notify area residents/ Sign Notification Area Notification

3 wks. minimum door hangers

A - endorsed did not endorse endorsed endorsed a broader notif i.

cation area

B - endorsed did not endorse endorsed-provided endorsed
easily seen, in-
cludes zone change

1 C - endorsed did not endorse endorsed endorsed

D - endorsed MAPC should be responsible for endorsed ask for area definition

notifying area residents directly

E - endorsed endorsed with deletion of Council endorsed endorsed

members notifying residents
through use of door hangers

F - endorsed took no action took no action did not endorse - favor if

area" determined by MAPD

G - endorsed endorsed endorsed endorsed

H - did not endorse did not endorsed requested more endorsed, suggested that
information on definition of area and its

item limits should be clear

1 - endorsed did not endorse endorsed endorsed a broader notifi-

cation area

J - endorsed did not endorse endorsed asked that MAPD look into

expanding the present dis<
tance notlf'ication

K - endorsed took no action took no action supported, area definition

should be specific

L - endorsed did not endorse endorsed endorsed

M - endorsed did not endorse endorsed, cost endorsed

should be part
of fee, opposed
deposit

N - endorsed endorsed endorsed endorsed

50 0 - endorsed endorsed endorsed, should endorsed
establish time

=tair
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE December 30, 1981 
Al

TO Robert Lakin, Director of Planning

FROM Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide 111

SUBJECT Staff Appearance at CPO

Zone Change Notification
Committee Meeting

Thank you for consenting to meet with the CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee on Tuesday evening, January 12, 1982 to discuss the alternative
zone change notification methods that are proposed below.

1. Increase the notification period fro,n two to three weeks
minimum. Th:s would allow residents of the area and the

CPO Councils more time to study the proposed zone change
as well as eliminate the occasional scheduling problems
which occur with those CPO Councils that meet on the first

and third Thursdays of each month.

2. Placement of signs on property to be rezoned (responsi-
bility of applicant). The City could lease the signs;
the applicant would be required to pay a deposit. The
sign size would be dependent on the property area to be
rezoned. The sign would be visible to both directions
of traffic.

3. Area notification rather than distance notification. The
Committee defined area notification (the property owners
to be notified of a zone change) as "all property owners
in all directions of all immediately adjacent blocks".
The intent of this proposal is to notify more property
owners that are actually affected by a zone change than
those within the established distance ownership list

for the City of Wichita' , i.e., up to and including I

acre, property owners within 200 feet are notified, over
I acre to 6 acres, property owners within 350 feet are
notified, etc.

The meeting will be held at 7:00 P.m. in the Board Rogb- first floor of City
Hall. The Committee looks forward to heari ng your comments on the proposals.

If you have questions about the meeting, please contact me at 45 I6.

1. nut
Shirley Mast
Administrative Aide 111

Note* DEC 3 1 1981

raG,ibe METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE mCP Coordinator
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29th Street

1-)3
(Published in The Hays Daily News f

OFFI

TOWHOMITMAYCONCERNAND

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that

Pinning Commission. in City Hail,
P.M .vallcomiderthe following:

CA!

Zone change from ··4·L·· Agncultu
District

\ Atracto!!andsiluat,din U,eXorth,

\ 13 South. Range 18 Wit of the Sixth
9 andmoreparticularlydesinhedas f

'....2/t

¥,9
-

-- hili:l

Bal,=12"1"Ill""la#&514£31pt'*4.ittjft'; 4 ·talm'·

As providedin the #...out:3*milfil,%4'll'll''ll/"hal
Canterbury Dn'·c.
As provided In the Zon,9% Resolution of the County of Ellis and the City of Ha/, theaboveapplillonw# bedfussed and cor,dered by the Planning Comm,5.
the above application 9/111 be discussed and considered by the Planning Commis· sion, and all penons interested in =id matter will be heard at this Ime concern·

sion, and all Mions intereated insaid Hy--Twilt br beard at this time conceni ing their views and #3$45; and any protmt •gainst any of the provisions of the C
1:,g the:r views and wishes: and any prck kainst any of the provisions of the Proposed changes to f mng Resolution will be cons,dered by the Commission.nn-ed chinges to the Zoning Resolutiorr?Q be considered by the Commission. -

. h

V

;eptembermand September 29. 19(:03
CIAL NOTICE

TO ALL PERSONS INTERESTED:

on October 20.1DSO, the Hays-Elli County
M and Main Streets, Hays. Karuas, 217:30

iE NO.80·82

ral District to ··00" Office and Institulion

cst Quarter INW4) of Section:, Towl:ship
Principal Mend,an. in Ellis County. Kansas
0110':

Byiwigat tkcenterof Seclon 35. Township 13 South. Range 18 West. said

point being monulnented w,Lh a one·half inch rcbar in a concrete cylinder;
TiLENCE on an IMurned bcarlng of N 90• l' 00" W atone U,esoutnline of le Nor·

Uniest Quarter{NWAI of saidisection 35* dislance / 570 00 feet; THENCE on a
bean, gof No• 23' 21'· E adlsunceof 1650.00 fect: THENCE ona beanng©f N 90•
00'00"E adistarieof 57000 feet to a point on the East lineof le Norliest
Quartere'All'loso:dSext,or,35: Ti]ENCEonabeanngof So• 23' /"Widong

Lhe lit line / the Northweht Quarter { NWL.) of said Sertion 35 a distance d
leo.00 feet tothe point of beginning. Said tract contains 21.Macres moreor tess.

• Moregenerallyloca:.eastofainterburyitoadbel/con./andand Streel.i.
AI provided in Ue Zoning Raolution of Ihe County of Ellis and the City of Hays.

* 1Datfte,=,7.1,7„,.„.7.,,AIL,min,%62=
-•\ ingtheir vieandwishes: andany protesta/imtanyof theproviwiof the
 prop=d changes to the Zoning Resolution will be considered by the Commussion.
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44. 64

(PublishedinTheitay,Daily Ne,September26*ndseptembe,29,1980) ,

OFFICIAL NOTICE '
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN AND TO ALL PERSONS IN·1·ERESTED: W
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on October 20, 1/50. the Hays·Ellm County

Plal:ning Commission, m City Hall, 16Lh and Main Streets, Hays, Kansas, at 7.30
P.M., /111 consider the follIng·

CASE NO. 80-92
Zone change from ··A·L" Agicultural District to "I·l" Light Industrial District

HeA tract of land in Ihe Soulhwest One-Quarter 01 Section 26. Township 13 South,

Range 18 West of the Sixth Principal Mend,an. Ellim County, Kansas, more fully 8(
descr,bedas folio-

Belinning / the Northwest corner of the Southwest One·Quarter of said Section 1
25; thence East along Ihe North line / the Southwest One·Quarter of said Sectlon
26. a d,stance of 1,107.53 feet thence South, parallel to Ihe West Ilne of the

Southwest One·Quarter of said Section 26. a ditance of 765 feet: thence Nor·

th»esterly parallel to the North Right-of·Way line of Interstate 1-70. a ditance of )
1.207.33 feet: tothe West line of said Section 26, a distance of 1.267.33 feet; tothe
Vatlineofsaidkclionl.thencelorthalon«hW€stlinenfsai/Section/,a J

distance 4 5 52 feet to the poinl of beginning. (Conlains 26.64361 Acres,
As provided,n the Zoning Resolulon of the County 01 Ellis and the City of Hays.
the above application 9,11 be discussed and c onsidered by the Planning Commis·

sion. and all persons interested in said matter will be heard at this t:me concern- ' k .
ing their views and wishes; and any protest against any of the provisions 01 the _

proposedchanges to the Zonin,1 Resolubonwill beconsidered by theCommission. CS L
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DR- 29 -/ - CPO Zone Change
Notification

Proposals.
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