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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Instructions for Posting Signs
MAPC Approved:  7-14-83
BCC Approved: 8-02-83
MAPC Reapproved: 5-03-84
BCC Reapproved: 5-29-84

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita
is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage. The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required. There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How io Post Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assure that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are also acceptable, The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible
for insuring that the sign is not hidden and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed
on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10’
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be
posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above.

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

shall remove the signs within three days from the date of the MAPC
meeting.

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD.
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Example of How to Post Sign
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The following sketches show general examples
of where signs should be placed.

=

APPLCATION
AREA

WPPLICATION
AREA

Vi

/

]

v \ t
B | DouBE
e eeeet PAcED

ARTERIAL




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Instructions for Posting Signs
MAPC Approved: 7-14-83
BCC Approved: 8-02-83
MAPC Reapproved: 5-03-84
BCC Reapproved: 5-29-84

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita
is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage. The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required. There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How to Post Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assure that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are also acceptable. The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible
for insuring that the sign is not hidden and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed

on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10'
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be
posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above.

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shzll remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for mainterance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

shall remove the signs within three days from the date of the MAPC
meeting.

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD,




Example of How to Post Sign

The following sketches show general examples

of where signs should be placed.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Instructions for Posting Signs
MAPC Approved: 7-14-83
BCC Approved: 8-02-83
MAPC Reapproved: 5-03-84
BCC Reapproved: 5-29-84

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita
is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage. The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required. There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How to Post Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assure that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are also acceptable. The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible
for insuring that the sign is not hidden and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed
on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10'
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be
posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above.

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

sl'laili remove the signs within three days from the date of the MAPC
meeting. ;

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD.




Example of How to Post Sign

The following sketches show general examples
of where signs should be placed.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Instructions for Posting Signs
MAPC Approved:  7-14-83
BCC Approved: 8-02-83
MAPC Reapproved: 5-03-84
BCC Reapproved: 5-29-84

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita
is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage. The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required. There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How to Post Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assure that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are also acceptable. The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible
for insuring that the sign is not hidden and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed
on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be
posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above.

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

shall remove the signs within three days from the date cf the MAPC
meeting.

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD.
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of How to Post Sign

The following sketches show general examples
of where signs should be placed.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Instructions for Posting Signs
MAPC Approved:  7-14-83
BCC Approved:  8-02-83
MAPC Reapproved: 5-03-84
BCC Reapproved: 5-29-84

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita

is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage. The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required. There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How to Post Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assure that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are also acceptable. The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible
for insuring that the sign is not hiddc:. and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed

on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10'
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be

posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above.

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

shall remove the signs within three days from the date of the MAPC
meeting.

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD,




Example of How to Post Sign
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

COUNTY OF FAIRFAX

4100 CHAIN BRIDGE ROAD
FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA 22030

October 13, 1982

Arthur D. Chambers, AICP OCT 1 9 1982

Metropolitan Area Planning Department
455 N. Main Street METROPOLITAN PLANNING

Wichita, Kansas 67202 ROUTE [J _zuz

Rl SR S ey
Dear Mr. Chambers:

This is in response to your letter of September 29, 1982
requesting information concerning our procedures for »~sting
properties involved in rezoning applications.

To put our procedures in context, let me note that, in
accordance with the attached Zoning Ordinance provisions, we perform
as a staff function the posting of properties which are the subject
of public hearings. This involves approximately 140 rezoning and
160 special exception applications per year for hearings before both
the Board of Supervisors and the Planning Commission and
approximately 100 special permit and 200 variance applications per
Year heard by the Board of Zoning Appeals. To accomplish this
Substantial job, we have one staff person whose sole responsibility
is to prepare signs and install and remove them.

In order to accommodate this variety of hearing bodies and types
of applications, we use one standard base board made of one-half
inch plywood, painted yellow and lettered in black as shown on the
attached sketch. Posterboard inserts are attached to the base board
showing the hearing body, application number, name of the applicant
and details of the application. The insert shown on the sketch is
for the Board of Supervisors hearing on a rezoning application. The
inserts are pre-printed with the format, then the specific
information is added using waterproof markers. A different color is
used for the insert prepared for Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors, and Board of Zoning Appeals public hearings.

Cost and effectiveness are tricky words when applied to this
kind of an operation. Obviously, the cost is substantial: one
Planning Aide and one County vehicle fully committed are the main
elements. The cost of signs is a lesser factor, however, we lose
about 50 signs per year to vandalism and theft. Effectiveness is
harder to gauge; however, we receive a substantial number of calls
from citizens who have seen the signs. Posting of properties for
the purposes enumerated above has been a standard Practice for




many years and is fully expected by County citizens. While there
are other elements to our notification procedures, including mail
notification of adjacent property owners and newspaper advertising,
posting is the most evident notification for the general public and
is often the only means by which people become aware of impending
hearings.

I hope that this information satisfies your needs; if not,
please do not hesitate to contact me for further discussion.

Sincerely yours,

Philip G. Yatks, AICP
Zoning Administrator

PGY/RDF:cd

Enclosures
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Required Notice for Public Hearings

No public hearing as required by the provisions of this Ordinance shall be held unless
documenied evidence can be presented that the following notice requirements have been satisfied.
The subject of the public hearing need not be advertised in full, but may be advertised by
reference. Every such advertisement shall contain a reference to the place or place$ within the

County where copies of the subject of public héaring may be examined. ST

1. Publicasion: Public notice of any hearing held shall be published once a week for two (2)
successive weeks in a local newspaper having general circulation in the County. Such
notice shall be published not less than six (6) days nor more than twenty-one (21) days
before the date of the hearing, and shall snecifv the time and olace’ of the hearing and the
nature of the matter betore the heaning body. Such notice shall be the responsibility of
the hearing Sody.

Written idotice to Appellant/Applicant:

A With Tespect to as appeal from an order, requirement,
i) detision ar i the Zoning
Adzipistrator

ppellant by register:
o8 such sppeal, or (b) caui uc!
perscnally on the appellant, in

ten (10) days befors the tims of s riog. opy

5.
©f such notice shall be seat to the County Atrormey.

With respect to an application for a variance, the hearing body shall submit
v.ritten notice te the zpplicant by first class mail, such to be postmarked at
least twenty (20 days before the day of the hearing.

VWith respect to an application for amendment to the, Zoning Map, when the
proposed amendment involves a change in the zoning classification of twenty-
[ive (25) parcels or less of land, the hearing body shall submit written’ notice to
the property owner(s) of each parcel involved, and’the applicant if different
from the property owner(s), such 1o be postmarked at least twenty (20) days
tefore the day of the hearing. Such written notice shall be by cenified mail,
Fotum receipt requested, delivered to the last known address of such owner(s)
as shown on the current real estate tax assessment books.

With respect to an application for a special permit or a special exception, the
hearing body shall submit written notice to the applicant, and owner(s) of the
subject propenty if different from the applicant, by first class mail, such to be
‘postmarked at least twenty (20) days before the day of the hearing.

The Zoning Administrater shall, at least fifta:
days befors the date of
land or building involved
appeal, ai provided for i

the public besring. i

oo later t

conclusion of the ‘hearing to
1a oo instance shall such motice(s) ressin for more
than seven (7) wesks from the date of the original
posting.

Said notice shall be posted at reasonable intervals along every street abutting

the subject property, or, if there is no abutting street, then along the exterior

boundary lines of the subject property and within'a distance of 300 feet along
every street providing access thereto.

Szid notice shall contain ‘the date, location and time of the public hearing, the
nature of the proposed change, the property affected, such other information as
m=y be necessary to provide adequate identification of the application, and
acditionally, where futher information on the application may be obtained,
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With respect to an application for a special exception, the applicant shall send
written notice to all owners of property abutting and immediately across the
street from the subject property. If such property owners total less than twenty-
five (25), then written notice shall be given to other property owners in the
immediate vicinity so that notices are sent to not less than twenty-five (25)
owners. Such written notice shall state the date, time, place and subject matter
of the hearing, and the name of the applicant. Such written notice shall be sent
by certified mail, return receipt requested, and postmarked not less than fifteen
(15) days prior to the hearing, to the last known address of the owner(s) as
shown on the current real estate assessment books. Notice as required by this
Paragraph shall include notice to owners of property abutting and immediately
across Lhe sireel WNich i1cs IR an adjolming county or CIty.

C. Wit respect to an appeal from an order, rcquirement, decision or isterprecation made by

the Zomang Aézinistracor as provided in Parc 3 of this Article, an application for a variance
or specfal per thz applicant shali send wntten notice to all owners of
property ‘abutting and immediately acscss the street from the subject property.
If such property owners total less than ten (10), then written notice shall be
given to other property owners in the immediate vicinity so that notices are
sent to not less than ten (10) owners. Such written notice shall state the date,
time, place and subject matter of the hearing. and the name of the applicant.
Such written notice shall be sent by certified mail, return receipt requested,
and postmarked not less than fifieen (15) days before the hearing, to the last
known addgess of the owner(s) as shown on the current real estate assessment
books. Notice as required by this Paragraph shall include notice to owners of
property abutting and immediately across the street which lies in an adjoining
county or city.

Additional Notice: The hearing body may by resolution prescribe additional means and
forms of notices in connection with any matter falling within its jurisdiction.




PUBLIC HEARING
FAIRFAX COUNTY
CALL-GYI-

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Board Room. Massey Bldy.
#4100 Chain Bridge Road
Informed Citizens ere the
Corrierstone of Good Goyarniizit

Please do not disturd #his sign.
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Crry OF Savt Louis
CoMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
Landmark Louderman Building

317 N. Eleventh Street » Saint Louis, Missouri 63101
Telephone 314-622-3400

VINCENT C. SCHOEMEHL, JR., Mayor

FCEIVE])

October 5, 1982 OCT7 1982

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE ]2 e 0 0

Mr. Arthur D. Chambers, AICP 0 Ok
Senior Planner

Metropolitan Area Planning Department

City Hall - Tenth Floor

455 North Main Street

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Chambers:

I think the best way to get the information you are seeking
would be to call Ed Dobbs at the offices of the St. Louis
Building Division. He should be very familiar with all
aspects of our sign procedures, He can be reached at
314/622-3666.

Good luck in your study.

Sincerely,

Qpli

Charles P. Kindleberger
Director of Planning

CPK:nf
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Senior Planner
Metropolitan Area Planning Department

City Hall - Tenth Floor
455 North Main Street
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— The City of 4 [
Oklahoma City : Vo EITIZENS, paRT3;
Community Development A :

200 N. Walker
Oklahoma City, Okla. 73102

June 23, 1982

Human Resources Department
City Hall, Second Floor
455 North Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Ms. Mast:

This is in response to your letter of June 11, 1982,
concerning notification of proposed rezoning changes to
area residents. Oklahoma city does not place signs on
property proposed for rezoning, however, enclosed please
find a copy of our regulations concerning public hearing
and notice requirements.

If you have any questions or comments related to this
information, please do not hesitate to contact our
department .,

Sincerely, C

Kal Collins, Planning Intern

tif
enclosures




7200.6 Public Hearing and Notice Requirements

Publfic Hearing and Notice Requirements. In grder to en-
courage citizen participation and assure that all interested

and affected parties shall be heard, notice of public
hearings regarding planning and zoning matters shall be
given as specified by this Secticn. s
A. D Planned Unit Developments
Permits. Adoption or amendment of zoning
[ oundaries, 4ncluding spproval of Planned
Unit Developments and specific special permits, shall
require the giving of notice as follows: -

(1) Planning Commission Hearing. Notice of Planning
ompission hearing sha e given at least 20 days
prior to such bearing by mailinpg written motice
to all ovners of property within a three hundred
foot radius of the exterior boundary of the sub-
Ject property. Such nmotice by mail shall be given
by the Secretary of the Planning Cozmission.

(2) City Council Hearing.

(a) FKevspeper publication. At least 15 days notice
of the date, time and place of the City Coun-
cil hearing shall be given by publication in
a nevspaper of general circulation within the
City.

(b) Kotice by mail. WFotice of City Council hear-
dng shall be given at least 20 days prior to
such hearing by mailing written notice to all
owners of property within a 300 foot radius
of the exterior boundary of the subject pro-
perty. Such motice by mail shall be given by
the Secretary of the Planning Commission.

Notice to Property Owner when City Originates Chan
equest In the event a change describe

originates with the City on motion of the City
Council er on the recommendation of the Planning
Comnmission, motice by mail in the manner specified
above shall be given to the owner of the subject
property for which the boundary change is proposed

- @as such ovnership is recorded fm the Office of
County Clerk. All other motice as required by this
Section shall slso be given. &




.

7200.6 Public Bearing and Kotice Requirements

I

B. Changes in General Zoning Regulations. Adoption or
amendment of pon site specific general goning snd plan-
ning regulations, other than those specifically pro- -
vided for ip this Section shall require the giving of
notice as follows:

1) rlaun!;; Commission Eearing.

Fewspaper publication, At least 15 days notice of
the date, time and place of the Planning Commis=-
sion hearing shall be givem by publication in a
nevspaper of general ecirculation within the City.

City Council Bearing.

Newspaper publication. At least 15 days notice of
the City Council Hearing shall be given by publi-
cation in a newspaper of general eirculation within
the City.

; C. Plat and Subdivision Approva Consideration by the
Flanoing Comoission of plats and subdivision of land,

to include considerstion by %2 Planning Connission
itself of deeds conveying land described by metes end
bounds and containing 5 acres or less, shall require
the giving of motice as follovs:

(1) Nevspaper publication. At least 15 days notice of
the date, time and place of the Planning Commis-
sion hearing shall be given by publication in a
newspaper of general circulation withinm the City.

(2) Notice by mail. Fotice of the date, time and place

©f Planning Cozmission hearinmg shall be given at
Jeast 20 days before such hearing by certified
‘mail with return receipt requested to the appli-
cant and by certified mail to all ovners of land
{mpediately adjoining the subject tract.

D. Changes in Subdivision Regulaticms. At least 15 days
Botice of the date, time and place of the Planning

. Commission hearing shall be given in & mevspaper of
general circulation within the City for adoption or
amendment of general regulations goverming the subdi-~
vision of land. After adoption, all such subdivision
regulations shall be published as provided by lawv for
the publication of ordinance. A

.
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7200.6 Public Hearing and Motice Requirements

=

E. Comprehensive Plan. The adoption or saendment of the
Comprehensive Flan for the City, or for any part of
the City, shall require at least 15 days notice of the
date, time and place of the Planning Commission Hear-
ing in & nevspaper of general circulation within the
City. An attested copy of such Comprehensive Plan or
parts thereof, shall be certified to the City Council.

Board of Adjustment. FKotice of public hearing for all
oatd of Adjustment matters shall be given by the Clerk
of the Board of Adjustment as follows: .

(1) Fevwspaper publicationm. At least 15 days notice of
the date, time and place of the Board of Adjust=
ment hearing shall be given in & pewvipaper of *
general circulatien within the City.

(2) Fotice by wail. FWotice of Board of Adjustment
earing shall be given at least 20 days prior to
such hearing by msiling written notice to all
owners of property within & 300 foot radius of the
subject property.

Revocable Permits. Consideration by the City Council
©r revocable permits approval shall require the giving
of pmotice as follows:

(1) Fevspaper publication. At least fifteen (15) days
Totice of the date, time and place of the City
Council hearing shall be given by publication in
a nevspaper or genmeral eirculation within the City.

Fotice by Mail. Notice of City Council hearing

shall be given at least 20 days prior to such hear-
ing by mailing written notice to sll owoers of
property adjoining the public way or sasement vhich
. 4s the subject of the revocable permit request. For
. the purpose of this Section, adjoining shall

that property which abuts the public way ot

ment in question and is mo farther than 100

from the location of the structure or use, &s re=
flected in the plans submitted, which is the subject
of the revocable persit.

Emergencd ¥here in the opinion of the Director
there exi an emergency and danger to the public
health and welfare of the communmity and nececsita-
ting the fssuance of a revocable persit to enable

.
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TOPEKA-SHAWNEE COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION
820 SE. QUINCY, SUITE 512 @ 913/195-3969 ® TOPEKA, KANSAS 66612

June 18, 1982

Ms. Shirley Mast

City of Wichita

Human Resources Department
455 N. Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Ms, Mast:

The method of notifying area residents of proposed zone changes is as follows:

The applicant obtains a vicinity map from this department showing the area
in which property owners must be notified of the proposed zoning change. The
radial area is 200 feet for property inside the city and 1,000 feet outside
the city in unincorporated areas.

The applicant takes the vicinity map to an abstract company and has pre-
pared a certified list of property owners in the notification area. This
department then notifies the listed property owners of the proposed change
and the time and place of the Public Hearings.

Approximately 30 days before the Public Hearing we publish a legal notice
of the pending action. The notice includes a description of the case and a
vicinity map and the time and location of the Public Hearing.

If we can be of further service, please advise.

Respectfully,
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SPECIAL REQUEST

SP77/16 by Chaf-lcs D. Davis rcquestihg permission to extract stone, sand
and gravel from property located about one quarter mile northwest of
S.E. 29th Street and Shawnec Heights Road.
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OPOLITAN T'LANNING OMMISSION
e e —————————eeee
820 SE. QUINCY, SUITE 512 ¢ 9 6D ¢ TOPEKA, KANSAS 00012

Dear Property Owner:

Enclosed is a vicinity map indicating the a:ea proposed for special

permit #SP77/16 by Charles D. Davis

requesting permission to extract stone, sand and gravel from property

located about one quarter mile Northwest of S.E. 29th St. and Shawnee Heights Rd.

As an adjacent property ownecr, you are invited to express your opinion
regarding this case at the public hearing held by the Tupeka-Shawnee
County Metropolitan Planning Commission, City Commission Chambers,
September 16, 1977, at 1:30 PM_____ as well as to the Board of
o * County Commissioners, Room 205, Courthouse, on September 22, 1977
at 11:00 AM : > at which time this proposal will be
considéred for final approval, disapproval or revision by the Governing

Body.

TOPEKA-SHAWNEE COUNTY
METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION

-
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DBonded
Abstracters

CERTIFICATE
— L TACATE

THE COLUMBIAN TITLE AND TRUST

COMPANY, hereby certifies that
according to the records in the office of the Register of Deeds of

Shavmee County, Kansas the owner(s) as shown on pages 1 to 4 inclusive °
are true and correct.

Dated at Topeka, Kansas, June 13, 1977 at 7:00 A, M.

© " THE COLUMBIAN TITLE, AND TRUST COMPANY,

Re: A tr. in N.90

ac. of SE¥ sec.
7-125-17

THE COLUMBIAN TITLE AND TRUST COMPANY

10M.7:74.BURGE
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LEGAL:

H-2937

A tract of land in the North 90 acres of the Southeast Quarter of Section
Seven, Township 'welve south, Range Seventeen cast of the sixth P.M.of
Shawnee County, Kansas described as follows: Beginning at a point 811.5

feet south of the norcheast corner of said southeast one-quarter; thence
south along the cast line of said southeast one-quarter 55,02 feet; thence
west parallel with the north line of said southeast one-quarter 245,75 feec;
thence north parallel with the cast line of said southeast one-quarter 445,02
feet; thence west parallel with the north line of said southecast one-quarter
175,75 feet; thence noeth parallel with the cast line of said southeast onc-
quarter 361.50 feet; thence west parallel with the north line of said south-
east one-quarter to a point on the east line of the west 47.1 acres of the
North 90 acres of said southeast one-quarter; thence north parallel with the
east line of said southcast one-quarter 60 feet to a point on the north line
of the southeast one-quarter; thence east along the north line of said south-
east one-quarter to a point 361.5 fect west of the northeast corner of said
southeast one-quarter; thence south parallel with the east line of said south-
east one-quarter 361.5 feet; thence east parallel with the north line of said
outheast one-quarter 175.75 feet; thence south parallel with the cast line of
said southeast one-quarter 450 feet; thence east parallel with the north line of
said southeat one-quarter 185.75 feet to the point of beginning. ALSO the west
47.1 acres of the north 90 acres of said southeast one-quarter. WD 1955-569

PROTEST AREA, Owner: * Charles Duane Davis.

SECTION 7 - 12 - 17

*SOUTHEAST QUARTER

A tract of land in the North 90 acres of the Southeast Quarter, described
as follows: Beginning at a point on the East line of said Southeast quarter
which is B66.52 feet South of the Northeast corner of said Southeast quarter;
thence West parallel with the North line of said Southeast Quarter, 245.75
feet; thence North parallel with the East line of said Southeast Quarter,
445.92 feet; thence West parallel with the North line of said Southcast x
Quarter 175.75 feet; thence North parallel with the East line of said South-
east Quarter, 361.5 feet; thence West parallel with the North line of said
Southeast Quarter to a point on the East line of the West 47.1 acres of the
North 80 acres, said point being 60 feet South of the North line of said
Southeast Quarter; thence South alung the East line of said West 47.1 acres
to the South line of said North 90 acres; thence East along said South line
to the East line of said Southcast Quarter; thence North along the East line
of said Southeast Quarter to the point of beginning. Except the South 240
feet of the East 182 feet of said North 90 acres and also except the South
215 feet ot the East 185.75 feet of the North 1081.52 feet of said South-
east Quarter. WD 1925-651.

Keith Gay
2641 SE Shawnce Heights Road, Tecumseh, Ks.

A tract of land in Southeast Quarter: Beginning at a point on the East
line of said quarter section and241.0 feet South of the Northeast corner of
said quarter section; thence South along the East line of said quarter
section 120.5 fect; thence West parallel to the North line of sald quarter
section 178.25 fr.; thence North parallel to the East line of said quarter

. section 120.5 ft.; thence East parallel to the North line of said quarter
section 178.25 ft., to the place of beginning., WD 1635-264.

Jerry William Arthur
Donna L. Arthur
2531 SE Shawnce leights Road, Tecumsch, Ks.

THE COLUMBAN AND TRUST COMPANY

10M.7 74.0URGE
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SPECTAL PERMIT  Page 2,

. LEGAL: A tract of land in the Southcast quarter; beginning at the Northeast
corner; thence South along the East line of said Quarter Section 120.50
fect; thence West parallel to the North line of said Quarter Section 178.25
feet; thence North parallel to the East line of said Quarter Section 120.5
feet to the North line of said Quarter Section; thence East along the North
-1line of said Quarter Section 178.25 feet to the point of beginning; and
ALSO another tract of land in said Southcast Quarter; beginning at a point
on the North line of said Quarter Scction 178,25 feet West of the Northeast
corner of said Quarter Section; thence South parallel to the East line of
said Quarter Section 120.5 feet; thence West parallel to the North line of
said quarter Section 183.25 feet; thence North parallel to the East lime of
said quarter Section 120.5 feet to the North line of said Quarter Section;
thence East along the Horth line of said Quarter Section 183.25 feet to the
point of beginning. WD 1627-327

OWNERS: Jimmie L. Bayless
carol J. Bayless
Route #1, Tecumseh, Ks.

Part of the Southeast Quarter; beginning at a point on the East line of
said Quarter Section and 120.5 feet South of the Northeast corner of said
Quarter Section; thence South along the East line of said Quarter Section
120.5 feet; thence West parallel to the North line of said Quarter Section
178.25 feet; thence Worth parallel to the East line of said Quarter Section
120.5 feet; thence East parallel to the North line of said Quarter Section
178.25 feet to the place of beginning.
ALSO Beginning at a point 120.5 feet South and 178.25 feet West of the
Northeast corner of said Quarter Section; thence South parallel to the Eas:t
1line of said Quarter Sectionm 120.5 feet; thence West parallel to the Norch
line of said Quarter Section 183.25 feetr; thence North parallel to the East
line of said Quarter Section 120.5 fect; thence East parallel to the North
line of said Quarter Section 163,25 feet to the place of beginning. WD 1729-
5
OWNERS: John W. DeMand IV
Sandy Sylvia DeMand, aka Sylvia Yvonne DelMand
2521 SE Shawnee Heights Road, Tecumseh, Ks.

A tract of land in the Southeast Quarter; beginning at a point which is
511.50 feet South oe the Northeast corner of ' “outheast Quarter; thence
South 150 feet; thence West parallel with the I + line of said Southeast
Quarter 185.75 feet; thence North parallel wit.. .he East line of said
Southeast Quarter, 150 feet; thence East parallei with the North line of
said Southeast Quarter, 185.75 feet to the place of beginning. WD 1677-483

James L. Herl
Barbara J. Herl
2551 SE Shawnee Heights Road, Tecumseh, Ks.

LECAL: A tract of land in the Southeast Quarter; beginning at a point which is
361.50 feet South of the Northeast cormer of said Southeast Quarter; thence
south 150.0 feet; thence west parallel with the north line of said South-
east Quarter 185.75 feet; thence north parallel with the east line of said
Southeast Quarter 150.0 feet; thence east parallel with the north line of
said Southeast Quarter 185.75 feet to the point oi beginning., WD 1617-195

Charles E. Gish, Jr.
Fern E. Gish
2541 SE Shawnee Heights Raod, Tecumseh, Ks.

B

THE COLUMBIAN TITLE AND TRUST COMPANY
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SPECTAL PERMIT  Page 3,
M-2937

LEGAL: A tract of land in the Southeast Quarter; beginning at a point which is
661.50 feet South of the Northeast corner of said Southeast Quarter; thence
South 150,0 feet; thence West parallel with the North line of said Southeast
Quarter, 185.75 feet; thence Morth parallel with the East line of sajd South-
east Quarter, 150.0 feet; thence East parallel with the North line of said
Southeast Quarter, 185.75 feet to the point of beginning. WD 1539-473

Richard A. Reinheimer
Ella Ann Reinheimer
2621 SE Shawnee Heights Road, Tecumsch, Ks.

LEGAL: A part of the Southeast Quarter; beginning at the Southeast corner of
#aid Southeast Quarter; thence 80 Rods due West; thence 20 Rods due North,
thence running Northeasterly and intersceting  the East line of said Section
7 at a point 70 Rods North of the Southeast corner of said Section 7; thence
due South 70 Rods to the place of beginning; ALSO the West 35 acres of
the South 70 acres of the Southeast Quarter, (jt .) WD 1605-552

OWRERS: Berl C. Simonton
Edith M. Simonton
5825 SE 29th Street, Tecumseh, Ks.

A tract of land containing 12% acres, more or less, described as follows:
Beginning at a point 70 rods North of the Southeast corner of the South-
east Quarter of Sec, 7; ‘thence due West 80 Rods; thence South 50 Rods;
thence Northeast to the place of beginning, QCD 1625-20

OWNERS: Patricia Ann Martin ¢ L. H. McDowell
915 Naismith Place, - Alice McPowell
Topeka, Ks. 5936 SE 29th Street, Tecumseh, Ks,

NORTHEAST QUAR: 7-12-17

LEGAL: Beginning at the Southeast corner of the NEL; thence West 2641.40 feet to
the Southwest corner of said NEE; thence North 1039,35 feet; thence East
1855.35 feet to a point which is 787 feet West of the East line of said
Section; thence South 376,94 feet; thence East 787 fcet to the East line
of said Section; thence South 662.41 feet to the point of beginning.
QCD 1855-948
OWNERS: Betty L. Schrader
Loyd A. Schrader
RFD #4, Topcka, Ks,

HORTHWEST QUARTER & SOUTHWEST QUARTER 7-12-17

The South 1/2 of the Northwest fraction 1/4 of Section 7;

ALSO: The Southwest fractional 1/4 of Section 7; Except a tract of land
beginning at the southwest corner of said quarter section, thence East
52 rods, thence Nocth 40 rods, thence West 52 rods, thence South 40 rods
to place of beginuing. cup 1458-72

OWNERS: Martin-Marietta Corporation
Box 790
Cedar Rapid, Towa,

B
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING,. ONE CIVIC PLAZA
KANSAS CITY KANSAS ss101 3712000

June 18, 1982

Ms. Shirley Mast

- Administrative Aide III
Human Resources Department
455 North Main Street
Wichita, KS. 67202

Dear Ms, Mast:

The City of Kansas City, Kansas, does not currently require the posting of signs
on property to be rezoned. We have considered this alternative and may yet turn
to it. However, our investigation and experience do point out that assuring that
the signs are erected and maintained can be a rather costly and time consuming
Process. On occasion vandalism may require that a particular rezoning be delayed.

As for other notification methods, we do formally notify relevant Community
Development citizen groups of proposed rezonings in their respective areas. We
. have found this to be quite worthwhile,

Very truly yours,
Steve Speise
Zoning Administrator

Planning Department

SAS:bn
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American 1313 East 60th Street
Planning Chicago, lllinois 60637
Association Phone 312.947.2575

! Planning

| Advisory
Service

| :

| Robert A. Lakin August 24, 1982

| Director of Planning

| Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning
Department

City Hall - 10th Floor
455 North Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Lakin:

As you requested, please find enclosed a variety of zoning provisions
that require the posting of property for a proposed rezoning. Posting
requirements are fairly common, but always accompany other notice re-
quirements such as direct mail to adjoining properties and newspaper
notice. Very stringent posting requirements can be difficult to enforce
since such signs are often damaged by winds and storms.

I hope this material is useful and if I may be of further assistance on
this or other matters, feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

(72

Tom Smith
Research Associate

TS:gc

Enclosures: sample ordinances from: (to keep)
Savannah, Georgia
El Paso County, Colorado
Prince George's County, Maryland
Fairfax County, Virginia
Montgomery County, Maryland
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AT — SEDGHEN CONTY RECEIVED)

OCT 2 0 1982
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE S__ﬁ__.__._

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING
DEPARTMENT September 29, 1982
CITY HALL — TENTH FLOOR
455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202
(316) 2684561

Veda Nayak , AICP

Planning Policy Coordinator
County Office Building
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Ms. Nayak:

We are currently reviewing the possibility of requiring
applicants requesting a rezoning to post a sign on the appli-
cation area stating that a rezoning request will be considered
by the Planning Commission. Planning Advisory Service has
supplied us with a copy of the applicable local ordinance or
ste.e statutes requiring the posting of the application area.
In order for us to determine the cost and effectiveness of
posting property, we would appreciate receiv ag any personal
views on this matter as well as information about cost, deposits
responsibility of posting signs, sign size, etc. If there is a
charge for any material please let me know before it is sent.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Thur .D&hambers,mcp
Senior Planner

ADC:el

¢

Mr. Nayak is no longer with the Council. I am sending you these two items
suggested by our Hearing Examiner's office. I'm sorry I can't help you
with perscnal views but I understand all your other questions will be
answered in the attached material.

Julie Morris
County Council Office
10/15/82
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July 27, 1982

TO: . and Cpunsel

FROM: istrative Hearing Examiner

SUBJECT: Sign Deposit Fees and Rgfunds

Under the authority invested in this office by County Council
Resolution 8-2005, the sign deposit fee for individual zoning signs is
continued at $50.00 per sign but the refund amount is changed to $37.50
to conform with the sign refund policy of the Board of Appeals and the
Department of Environmental Protection. In the future $37.50 shall be
refunded upon return of zoning signs, in good condition, to the 0ffice
of the Hearing Examiner and within the time limitations and conditions
required by the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. |f the signs are
not returned, this office intends to strictly enforce the sign deposit
IorfiI;:ura provisions contained in the Zoning Ordinance, Section 59-H-

.23(b).

PJT:mkt

Office of the Hearing Examiner
100 Maryland Avenue, Rockville. Maryland 20850, 301/279-1341




ORDINANCE NO. 9-78

Introduced: January 19, 1982
Adopted: July 27, 1982

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS A DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION
OF THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT
WITHIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: District Council

Filed as Zoning Text Amendment No. 82002

AN AMENDMENT to Article 59-H, title "Amendment Procedures," Division 59-H-4,
title "Public Hearing," Section 59-H-4.23, title "Posting of Property—
Local Map Amendments," for the purpose of clari®vii:g and further
specifying the requirements related to posting of the zoning sign on or
near property that is the subject of a local map amendment.

OPINION

Zoning Text Amendment No. 82002 was introduced on January 19, 1982, by
the Distriet Council for the purpose of clarifying Section 59-H-4.23 of the Zoning
Ordinance, which regulates the posting of zoning signs. The amendment also
proposes to modify the Zoning Ordinance to add a definition for "public road." This
text amendment was introduced at the request of the Hearing Examiner's Office to
more clearly specify the requirements for posting zoning signs on properties which
are the subject of zoning applications.

The Montgomery County Planning Board has recommended to the Council
that Zoning Text Amendment No. 82002 be approved with ecertain minor
modifications.

The Council held a public hearing on March 2, 1982, to receive testimony
coneerning the proposed text amendment. Subsequent to the public hearing this
matter was assigned to the Council Committee on Planning, Land Use, and
Transportation for a report and recommendation.

. The Committee met on July 15, 1982, and reviewed the proposed text
amendmnent with the Hearing Examiner and the Montgomery County Planning Board.
The Committee agrees that the text amendment provides a needed clarficiation and
reorganization of existing pcsting requirements and that such revisions serve to
make this section of the Zoning Ordinance simpler and clearer to use. The
Committee also supports the recommendation of the Montgomery County Planning
Board concerning the definition of public road. The Committee also felt that
additional clarification was needed to the posting requirements pertaining to
property not abutting a public road. The posting requirements should be sufficiently
clear in this regard to inform the public that the zoning sign in question relates to
property located at a place other than adjacent to the site. The Committee supports
the revision to Section (e) "posting of property not abutting a public road" as
suggested by the Hearing Examiner as suitable for meeting tie Committee's
objectives in this matter.




The County Council met on July 27, 1982, to review the material of record in
connection with Zoning Text Amendment No. 82002, and the recommendations of
the Planning, Land Use, and Transportation Committee. It is the opinion of the
Couneil that Zoning Text Amendment No, 82002 should be approved as revised for
the reasons set forth by the Committee on Planning, Land Use and Transportation.

Por these reasons and because to grant this application will assist in the
eoordinated, comprehensive, adjusted and systematie development of the Maryland-
Washington regional Distriet located in Montgomery County, Zoning Text
Amendment No. 82002 will be APPROVED as amended.

ORDINANCE

BE IT ORDAINED by the County Couneil for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting
as a District Council for that portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District
in Montgomery County, Maryland, that the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance is
hereby amended as follows:

Sec. 1. Amend Section 59-H-4.23, title "Posting of Property--Local Map
Amendments," to read as follows:

(a) Posting of property generally. Within three days after acceptance for
filing of an application for a local map amendment the applicant shall
erect a sign, to be furnished by the -Distriet-Couneil-orits-authorized
designee—— hearing examiner, on the land proposed to be reclassified.
The bottom of the sign shall be not less than two and one-half feet
from the ground. The sign shall be of metal, wood or masonite, shall
have 8 height and width of not less than two and three feet,
respectively, and shall bear conspicuously in lettering in black on a
yellow background not less than four inches in height, the words:

ZONING
RECLASSIFICATION
APPLICATION
NO. « « « s« «+ .+ . PENDING
PO oiia sia iaiia oa
CALL 279-1434*

L1

- The text of footnotes omitted and not to be amended

The blanks shall be filled in by the assigned application number and the classification

or two alternative classifications sought, respectively. Any zoning sign or other
posting shall be continuously maintained by the applicant until a decision on the
application has been made by the District Couneil, and then shall be removed by the
applicant and returned to the county. It shall be unlawful for any person, except the

applicant or the District Council or an authorized agent of either, to remove or

e B A il Y




9-78

tamper_with any such sign during the period it is required to be maintained under
this section. At the hearing, it shall be the duty of the applicant to establish by

affidavit that the requirement of this section has been satisfied and the zoning sigi:
or other posting has been continuously maintained up to the time of the hearing.

(b)  Posting of property abutting a public road. The sueh- sign shall be erected
by the applicant within approximately ten feet of whatever boundary line of
such land abuts the mest-traveled- nearest public road as defined herein.
Mwmmwﬂmmmw*
most-readily-seen-by-the-publie-- For the purposes of posting in accord with
this section, a public road shall be defined as being a state or county road
dedicated and accepted for public use but not including a deadend road
providing only immediate access to_abutting property owners and not
generally used by the public at large.

Posting of property not abutting a public road. If the land does not abut a
public road, or abuts an unpaved road,then, in addition to a sign placed on the
property facing in such a manner as may be most readily seen by the public, a
sign shall be placed either within -approximately-ten-feet-of-the right-of-way
of the nearest -most-traveled public road,depending on the approval of County
or State transportation officials,or within approximately 10 feet of the right-
of-way. However, if the owner of the property abutting the nearest-mest-
traveled public road is unwilling to permit the posting of any such sign, and
the applicant files an affidavit stating such fact, then posting shall be made
in such manner as the-Bistriet-Council-orits-authorized-designee-hearing
examiner shall direct. The sign shall contain a statement that it is not

located on or near the subject property and is intended to call attention to
the fact that property having no road frontage is the subject of the
application. In addition, the Hearing Examiner shall require additional

posting when necessary to assure the interested public is made aware of the app-
lication.

Posting of rty abutting two or more public roads. -hr-additiomrto-the
aforementioned-postingrequirements, where-a-parcel-of- If the land propesed-
to-be-reelassified- is five acres or more and abuts more then one public road,
then a sign shall be posted within approximately ten feet of the boundary line
of each public road which abuts the property.

Posting of rty located in more than one block. If the land lies within
more than one block, as shown on a plat recorded in the land records of the
eounty, then a sign shall be erected by the applicant on the land in each such
block.

Posting by special applicant, If the licant is a person other than the
owner, his attorney, agent or other representative, or a person who has
contracted with the owner for the purchase of the land, or a person otherwise
in privity with the owner and the owner is unwilling to permit posting on the
land, the applicant shall file an affidavit stating such facts and posting shall
be made in such manner as the Hearing Examiner shall direct.
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deposit and refund. No sign shall be turnished to the applicant
unless the applicant has first delivered to the _distriet--eouneil--er-its
autherized-designee- Hearing Examiner a receipt from —of the Director of
Finance showing payment to the County of a deposit Hr-aR-amouRt- 85

prescribed by the Pistrict-Councit-or-its-authori
hearing examiner.




not-be-entitied-to-a-refund-on-this-deposit- When a sign is
returned w‘wmﬂwwm

he;- the applicant shall be -entitted-to-arefund refunded a portion of the
deposit as preseribed by the -Distriet-Gouneil-or-its-authorized—designee
hearing Examiner. Otherwise, no refundis authorized.

See. 2. This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon adoption.

EXPLANATIONS: Underlining indicates text to be added.
Pashes- indicate text to be deleted.

A True Copy.
ATTEST:

of the éolmty C
Montgomery County, Maryland

e -
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Mr. Arthur D. Chambers

Metropolitan Area planning Department
city Hall - Tenth Floor

455 North Main Street
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October 5, 1982

Mr. Arthur D. Chambers, AICP
Senior Planner
Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Dept.
City Hall - Tenth Floor

455 North Main Street

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Chambers:

We do require that property up for rezoning be posted
with notice of a public hearing on the requested rezoning.
The sign posted is for hearings before City Council rather
than MPC. The owner of the property in question is respons-
ible for posting the signs and pays a fee to cover the cost.

We believe the use of signs is far more cost effective
than a legal ad and is more certain to be seen by affected
adjoining property owners.

Sincerely,
Arthur A. Mendonsa ’ zZ
City Manager
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Mr. Arthur D. Chambers, AICP
Senior Planner

Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Dept.
City Hall - Tenth Floor

455 North Main Street

Wichita, Kansas 67202
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Af
— Sec. 38-173. Procedure for Amendment (continued).
= (d) Application for Map Amendment (continued).

(1) The community or area in which is leoated the land proposed to be
reclassified and the street number, if any, or if none, the location with
respect to the nearby public roads in common use.

(2) A legal description of the land by lot, block, and subdivision desig-
nations, or if none, by metes and bounds.

(3) The present zoning classification and the classification proposed for
such land.

(4) The name and address of the owners of the land.

(5) The area of the land proposed to be reclassified stated in square feet
if less than on one (1) acre and in acres if one acre or more.

(6) The present and proposed land uses of the property petitioned for
rezoning and all adjoining properties if under the same ownership.

(e) Posting of Property.
(1) ERECTION OF SIGNS. At least 15 days prior to scheduled date of public
h

earing of an application for a map amendment, the applicant shall erect a sign,
to be furnished by the zoning administrator, on the land proposed to be reclassi-
fied. Such sign shall be erected by the applicant within ten feet of whatever
boundary line of such land abuts the most traveled public road; and, if no public
road abuts thereon, then such sign shall be erected to face in such a manner as
may be most readily seen by the public. The lower edge of the sign face shall
be of sufficient height so as to be read from the roadway. The sign furnished
by the zoning administrator shall be non-returnable, weather-resistant or equal,
shall have a minimum size of tharty by forty inches, shall show the application
number, the present zoning clasgification, the proposed zoning classification,
the scheduled date, time and place of public hearing and the telephone number to
call for further information. If the land sought to be reclassified lies within
more than one block, as shown on a plat recorded in the land records of the County,
additional signs shall be placed to glve general area covered.

(2) PAYMENT FOR SIGN. No sign shall be furnished by the zoning adminis-
trator unless the applicant shall pay the sum of $2.00 dollars to be applied to
the cost of such sign.

(3) REMOVAL OF SIGNS. Any such sign shall be maintained at all times by
the applicant until a decision on the application has been made public by the
governing authority and for a period of twenty days thereafter, and then shall
be removed by the applicant unless a reconsideration shall have been applied
for, in which event such sign shall remain until after the disposition of the
application for consideration has been made by the governing authority with
changes made on sign for date of reconsideration.
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Within ten (10) working days of the hearing, the petitioner
shall be notified by the Land Use Department by letter
indicating the action taken by the Planning Commission and
the time and place of the Board of County Commissioner's
public hearing.

Action and Procedure of the Board of County Commissioners:

4. The Board of County Commissioners shall hold a hearing on
each petition at a regularly scheduled public meeting.

b.  Public Notice:

(1) Posting - Plain notice, not less than two (2) square
feet in size of the date and place of hearing of all
petitions shall be posted in a conspicuous place on the
Property site by the Land Use Department at least cwo (2)
weeks prior to the Board of Coun !
m i 3 n che specific
s t h2aring, including the present zone,
if any, the proposed zone, or the special use contemplated.
The location and phone number of the public office
where additional information may be obtained shall
also be included on such notice, Such notices shall
be changed in the event that the time or place of such
hearings is changed.

Zoning and Rezoning Petitions (only) - At least thirty
(30)days notice of the time and place of a public
hearing on zoning and rezoning petitions shall be given
by at least one publication in a newspaper of general
circulation in El1 Paso County.

Adjoining Property Owners - The Land Use Department
shall notify all adjoining property owners of the date,
time and place of the public hearing on each petition.

Agenda - The agenda of the Board of County Commissioners'
meetings shall be made available to the news media and the
public no later than three (3) days prior to the meeting.

Prior to any action, the Board shall review the plans,
reports, recommendations, and commenis from the Land Use
Department, the Planning Commission, the petitioner or a
representative of the petitioner, and interested citizens.
Action of the Board of County Commissioners:

(1) Action

(i) The Board may approve, approve subject to certain
conditions, or disapprove the petition.




D-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive
Upper Mariboro, Maryland, 20870

October 14, 1982

sy

xihur 1IJ.tl:ha2I:ersp1 - . OCT 181982
ropolitan Area Planning Departmen

City Hall - Tenth Floor METROPOLITAN PLANNING
455 North Main Street ROUTEQ__de—
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Chambers:

This is in response to your inquiry of September 29, 1982, regarding
our experience with the posting of signs for zoning applications.

We, rather than the applicant, have been posting such signs since
1965, and since 1978 have charged $25.00 for each sign. A recent review
of the costs indicate that we spent $12,878 an¢ . 'lected $15,115 in fees
during the 12 month period of 5/1/81 - 4/30/82. The major cost was for

staff time ($9,080), whereas the supplies and truck maintenance came to
approximately $3,800.

Judging by the extensive public involvement in zoning decisions, we
believe that the posting of signs is the most effective means of informing
the public. The Zoning Ordinance specifies that such signs shall be Tocated
on all property frontages at no more than 1,000' intervals and it is rare
that we receive a complaint that our signs are not visible.

In the case of subdivision applications, we supply the applicant with
a sign and it is his responsibility to post it and furnish us with a photo-
graph of the posted sign. There have been a few complaints of missing signs
or difficult-to-see signs.

Generally speaking, we think that it works better to post the signs
ourselves.

Sin 1y,

John F. Downs, Jr.
ince George's County
Planning Director

beautiful, historic . . . and progressive
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§ 30.3 ZONING § 308 .
ment by the persons preparing the technical staff report that
a new report is unnecessary or inappropriate. Requests for
such amendment shall be directed to the Planning Board at
least ten (10) days prior to the date of its action, or within
ten (10) days after the date of tha Planning Board action if
recommended by the Planning Board. Such amendment shall
not be permitted if more than ten (10) days have elapsed
since the date of the Planning Board’s recommendation.

(d) Notification of any amendments made pursuant to
this Section will be furnished to any person, corporation, or
association having requested a copy of the technical staff re-
port in writing. (Adopted 7,/18/67)

¥
s e

30.3 Public Hearing and Notice Thereof (Amended 10,/29/74)

Within a reasonable time after receipt of application for
Zoning Map Amendment and the Prince George's County
Planning Board's recommendation thereon, the Chief Zoning
Hearing Examiner shall designate a date for public hearing
and shall notify the applicant and the Planning Board thereof.
Notice of the time and place of the hearing, a description of
the property, and the proposed zoning reclassification shall be
published by the Clerk of the Council two (2) times in at
least the three (3) newspapers of record. The first notice
shall be published at least thirty (30), but not more than
sixty (60), days prior to the scheduled date of public hearing.
During the period after advertisement and prior to the hear-
ing, the application for Zoning Map Amendment and the map
showing the area included within the proposed amendment
and all other record evidence pertaining to the proposed
amendment shall be available for public examination in the
Office of Zoning Hearing Examiner and in the Prince George's
County Regional Office of the Commission (Planning Board).
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30.31 Posting of Signs
30.311 Prior to Public Hearing

Upon receipt of notice of hearing date on a proposal for
Zoning Map Amendment, the Commission shall post the sub-
ject property with a sign or signs at least thirty (30) days
prior to the hearing date, which signs shall contain the fol-
lowing information:

Supp. # 3, 12-T4
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AMENDMENT PROCEDURE § 30.4

(a) Zoning Map Amendment application number.

(b) Present and proposed zoning classifications.

(e) Total area of the property.

(d) Date, time and place of public hearing.

(e) Instructions for obtaining further information
regarding the application.

All such signs shall be posted in such a manner as to
be conspicuous and legible. There shall be one (1) sign near
each improved public road which abuts the property, and if
no improved public road abuts thereon, then the sign shall be
placed so as to be most readily seen by the public.

In addition, there shall be one (1) sign posted for each
one thousand (1,000) feet or part thereof, of frontage on any
one road on which the property has frontage. If the land does
not abut a public road then, in addition to the sign placed on
the property, a sign shall be placed within the right-of-way of
the nearest most traveled public road. This sign shall contain
the following information:

(a) Zoning Map Amendment application number.

(b) Present and proposed zoning classifications.

(¢) Name of owner of property.

(d) Date, time and place of public hearing.

(e) Instructions for obtaining further information
regarding the application.

(f) Statement that this sign is not on the subject
property and is intended to call attention to the fact that a
property having no road frontage is the subject of this appli-
cation. (Adopted 7/18/67)

The applicant shall be responsible for the reasonable
maintenance of all signs posted pertaining to his application.

30.4 District Council Action on Proposed Amendment (Amen-
ded 10/29/74)

30.41 Comprehensive Design Zone Approval
The District Council may approve, approve with modifi-
cation, or deny an application for a Comprehensive Design
Zone, including the basic plan. Approval of the application
and basic plan shall be an approval of the land use types, land
use relationships, and maximum and minimum land use quan-

287
Supp. # 8, 12-74
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nature of the matter before the hearing body. Such notice shall be the responsibility of
the hearing body.

75 Written Notice to Appellant/Applicant:

Al

With respect to an appeal from an order, requirement, decision or
interpretation made by the Zoning Administrator, the Clerk of the BZA shall
cither (a) send to the appellant by registered mail a notice of a hearing on such
appeal. or (b) cause such notice to be served personally on the appellant, in
cither case at least ten (10) days before the time of said hearing. A copy of
such notice shall be sent to the County Attorney.

With respect to an application for a variance, the hearing body shall submit
written notice to the applicant by first class mail, such to be postmarked at
least twenty (20) days before the day of the hearing.

With respect to an application for amendment to the Zoning Map, when the
proposed amendment involves a change in the zoning classification of twenty-
five (25) parcels or less of land, the hearing body shall submit written notice to
the property owner(s) of each parcel involved, and the applicant if different
from the property owner(s), such to be postmarked at least twenty (20) days
before the day of the hearing. Such written notice shall be by certified mail,
return receipt requested, delivered to the last known address of such owner(s)
as shown on the current real estate tax assessment books.

With respect to an application for a special permit or a special exception, the
hearing body shall submit written notice to the applicant, and owner(s) of the
subject property if different from the applicant, by first class mail, such to be
postmarked at least twenty (20) days before the day of the hearing.

The Zoning Administrator shall, at least fifteen (15) days before the date of
the hearing, post on the land or building involved in any application or appeal
a notice of the public hearing.

Said notice shall be posted at reasonable intervals along every street abutting
the subject property, or, if there is no abutting street, then along the exterior
boundary lines of the subject property and within a distance of 300 feet along
every street providing access thereto.

Said notice shall contain the date, location and time of the public hearing, the
nature of the proposed change, the property affected, such other information as
may be necessary to provide adequate identification of the application, and
additionally, where futher information on the application may be obtained.

Said notice may be placed on ivate property if such is necessary to provide
tdeqn:lepating.mdinmyi:;p:lunu.anponwdmﬁmshubemovednn
hu}hmmmmdanmumemdmdmm;mwmm

pertain.

For the purpose of distinguishing between hearing bodies, said notices shall be
printed on posters of differing colors and posted on yellow signboards in
mﬂ.meep:‘ithth:fnlhwmguheduie:

Color Hearing Body

Yellow Board of Supervisors

Orange Planning Commission - Zoning Map
Amendment

Green Planning Commission - Site Approval for
public facility & utility under Sect.
15.1-456 of the Code of Virginia




Blue Board of Zoning Appeals

Said notice shall be placed on all parcels of land involved in an application or
appeal, unless (a) the hearing involves an application for a comprehensive
amendment to the Zoning Map initiated by resolution of intention by the
Planning Commission or the Board, or (b) the hearing involves an application
for a variance or special permit involving twenty-five (25) or more parcels of
land, or (c) unless the hearing body may specifically waive or modify such
requirement.

Written Notice to Adjacent Property Owners:

A. With respect to an application for amendment to the Zoning Map, the
Planning Commission staff or its designee shall send written notice to all
owners of property abutting and immediately across the street from the subject
property. If such property owners total less than twenty-five (25), then written
notice shall be given to other property owners in the immediate vicinity so that
notices are sent to not less than twenty-five (25) owners. Such written notice
shall state the date, time and place of the public hearing, the present and
requested zoning of the property, the location and size of the property, the
nature and use of the land proposed, and the name of the applicant. Such
written notice shall be sent by certified mail, return receipt requested, and
postmarked not less than fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing, to the last
known address of the owner(s) as shown on the current real estate assessment
books. Notice as required by this Paragraph shall include notice to owners of
property abutting and immediately across the street which lies in an adjoining
county or city.

With respect to an application for a special exception, the applicant shall send
written notice to all owners of property abutting and immediately across the
street from the subject property. If such property owners total less than twenty-
five (25), then written notice shall be given to other property owners in the
immediate vicinity so that notices are sent to not less than twenty-five (25)
owners. Such written notice shall state the date, time, place and subject matter
of the hearing, and the name of the applicant. Such written notice shall be sent
by certified mail, return receipt requested, and postmarked not less than fifteen
(15) days prior to the hearing, to the last known address of the owner(s) as
shown on the current real estate assessment books. Notice as required by this
Paragraph shall include notice to owners of property abutting and immediately
across the street which lies in an adjoining county or city.

With respect to an appeal from an order, requirement, decision or
interpretation made by the Zoning Administrator, an application for a variaice
or special permit, the applicant shall send written notice to all owners of
property abutting and immediately across the street from the subject property.
If such property owners total less than ten (10), then written notice shall be
given to other property owners in the immediate vicinity so tiat notices are
sent t0 not less than ten (10) owners. Such written notice shall state the date,
time, place and subject matter of the hearing, and the name of the applicant.
Such written notice shall be sent by certified mail, return receipt requested,
and postmarked not less than fifteen (15) days before the hearing, to the last
known address of the owner(s) as shown on the current real estate assessment
books. Notice as required by this Paragraph shall include notice to owners of
property abutting and immediately across the street which lies in an adjoining
county or city.

Additional Notice: The hearing body may by resolution prescribe additional means and
forms of notices in connection with any matter falling within its jurisdiction.
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§ 59-201 ZoNiNG § 59-201

(2) All roads, streets, alleys, parks, governmental or other
public areas in public ownership or on public rights of way or
proposed therefor on a plan adopted by the commission, and all
streams and railroad rights of way within the area required to be
covered by the map, and the names thereof.

(b) A map or maps of the area prepared by a civil engineer,
surveyor or other competent person and certified by him to be
correct and in conformity with this subsection showing, if the
area lies in whole or in part within an area covered by a sectional
highway plan map adopted by the commission, a copy of such
map. The scale of the maps required under this subsection shall
be noted thereon and shall be an appropriate scale not less than
four hundred feet to the inch. A north direetion arrow shall
appear on such map. (Mont. Co. Code 1965, § 111-44; Ord. No.
T-23, § 3.)

Sec. 59-201. Same — Posting of propert;

(a) Erection of sign. Within three d after acceptance for
filing of an application for a local map amendment the applicant
shall ereet a sign, to be furnished by the department. on the land
proposed to be reclassified. Such sign shall be erected by the
applicant within ten feet of whatever boundary line of such land
abuts the most traveled public road, and if no public road abuts
thereon, then facing in such manner as may be most readily seen
by the public. If the land does not abut a public road then, in
addition to a sign placed on the property, a sign shall be placed
within ten feet of the right of way of the nearest most traveled
public road. However, if the owner of the property abutting the
nearest most traveled public road is unwilling to permit the
posting of any such sign, and the applicant files an affidavit
stating such fact, then posting shall be made in such manner as
the department shall direct. In addition to the aforementioned
posting requirements, where a parcel of land proposed to be
reclassified is five acres or more and abuts more than one road,
then a sign shall be posted within ten feet of the boundary line of
each public road which abuts the property. The bottom of the sign
shall be not less than two and ong-half feet from the ground. The
sign furnished by the department shall be of metal, wood or
masonite, shall have a height and width of not less than two and

37
Supp. # 3, 10-75
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§ 59-201 MonTcoMerY COUNTY, MARYLAND § 59-201

three feet, respectively, and shall bear conspicuously in lettering
in black on a yellow background not less than four inches in
height, the words:

ZONING
RECLASSIFICATION
APPLICATION
e PENDING

and the classification or two alternative classifications sought,
respectively. If the land sought to be reclassified lies within more
than one block, as shown on a plat recorded in the land records of
the county, then a sign shall be erected by the applicant on the
land in each such block. No sign shall be furnished by the
department to the applicant unless the applicant has first
delivered to the department a receipt of the director of finance
showing payment to the county of a deposit in an amount
prescribed by the county executive for such sign. On return of the
sign to the department by the applicant, as hereinafter provided,
there shall be repaid to the applicant on order of the department a
portion of his deposit as preseribed by the county executive. If the
applicant is a person other than the owner, his attorney, agent or
other representa-

* Or such other telephone designation as may be prescribed by resolution of the
county council.

** Insert one of the following or such other designation as may be provided
from time to time by resolution of the county council for the zone applied for:

(1) Single-family RE-2, RE-2C, RE-1, R-200,
R-130, R-90, R-60

2) Duplex R-10

131 Fourplex R-4Plex

(4) Town houses R-T

(5) Apartments R-30, R-20, R-10, R-H

Supp. # 3, 10-75
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(61 Offices C-P.C-0.0M

{71 Commercial ,C2,CLCT.C3

& Industrial 1-1, 12,13

(91 Mix use development {, T-8, P-D

(101 Central business district R-CBD, R-OCBD, CBD-1, CBD-2.
CBD-3, CBD-0.5, CBD-R

(11) Transit station development
(12) Hotel-motel

(131 Mobile home development
(14} Rural Zone

Supp. # 3, 10-75
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§ 59-202 ZONING § 59-202

tive or a person who has contracted with the owner for the
purchase of the land, or a person otherwise privy with the
owner, and the applicant files an affidavit stating such fact
and that the owner is unwilling to permit the posting of any
such sign, then posting shall be made in such manner as the
department shall direct. At the hearing, it shall be the duty
of the applicant to prove by affidavit that he has fully com-
plied with this paragraph and has continuously maintained
the sign or other posting up ‘o the time of the hearing.

(b) Removal of sign. Any such sign or posting shall be
maintained at all times by the applicant until a decision on the
application has been made public by the district council, and
then shall be removed by the applicant and, in the case of the
sign furnished by the department, returned to it within five
days thereafter. Any sign furnished by the department, not
returned to the department within twenty days after a deci-
sion has been made public on a zoning application shall
summarily be removed by the director of the department. It
shall be unlawful for any person, except the applicant or the
director or an authorized agent of either, to remove or tamper
with any sign furnished by the department during the period
it is required to be maintained under this section.

(c) Refunds on sign deposit. When a sign has been fur-
nished by the department and not returned to the department
by the applicant or his authorized agent within twenty days
after the district council has rendered a decision in connection
with any zoning application, the applicant shall not be entitled
to a refund on his deposit. When a sign is returned to the
department by the applicant or his agent within twenty days
after the diatrict council has made public a decision in connec-
tion with any zoning application he shall be entitled to a re-
fund as prescribed by the county executive. (Mont. Co. Code
1965, § 111-45; Ord. No. 6-200; Ord. No. 6-225, § 1; Ord. No.
7-25,§38.)

Sec. 59-202. Commission recommendation.

Within a reasonable time and not more than five days in
any case after acceptance for filing of any application under
section 59-195, the department shall promptly transmit two
copies thereof to the commission for its study and recom-

349




?‘ \_BUM Cp ; M\&'&W\‘I &'ﬁw’h Qf\gwﬂh\ﬁ
APe

If the deficiencies are not corrected within the 15 day period, the Department shall

return the petition to the petitioner and recommend to the County Council that the

filing fees be refunded.
Hearing Date—Notice—Posting of Signs: Upon filing with the Planning Director of a
petition to amend, supplement, or change the regulations, zoning district boundaries of
classification of property now or hereafter established, or upon initiation of a resolution of
intention by the Planning Commission or the County Council, the matter shall be studied by
the Planning Director and a written or oral report submitted to the Planning Commission
and a public hearing be set before the Planning Commission within 90 days. The Planning
Director shall:

( 1) Cause public notice of hearing to be given as follows: Publication at least once in some
daily, tri-weekly, semi-weekly, or weekly newspaper of general circulation in St. Louis
County which shall have been admitted to the post office as second class matter and
shall have been published regularly and consecutively for a period of three years.
Publication shall commence not more than thirty nor less than fifteen days before the
hearing date. Every affidavit of proof of publication shall state that said publication
and the newspaper in which notice was published has met the requirements of the
foregoing provisions and those of Chapter 493, R.S. Mo. 1969, governing legal
publications, notice and advertisement. Notice shall contain, in addition to the legal
description of the parcel of land, the approximate street location or address when
possible, the name of the person seeking the zoning change, and the present zoning
district classification and the zoning district classification sought.

( 2) Cause a sign or signs, not less than twenty (20) inches by twenty-six (26) inches, to be
placed on each parcel of land on which an zpplication for a zoning district change has
been filed with the Planning Commission. Said sign or signs shall be placed on such
land at least fifteen days prior to the public hearing to be held by the Planning
Commission, and shall be posted in a conspicuous place upon said land at a point
nearest to the right-of-way of any street or roadway abutting such land, and so as to be
clearly visible to the traveled portion of such street or roadway. The Planning Director
shall determine the number of additional signs to be placed that may be necessary to
carry out the intent of this ordinance. Any such sign shall bear thereon, in letters not
less than two and one-half inches in height and not less than three-eighths inch in
width, the following: “PUBLIC HEARING" and in letters not less than three-fourths
inch in height, and not less than one-fifth inch in width, the following: “ZONING
CHANGE OR SPECIAL PROCEDURE PERMIT” and in letters not less than one-half
inch in height and not less than onetenth inch in width the following:
APPLICATION FOR ZONING CHANGE AND/OR SPECIAL PROCEDURE
PERMIT FILED WITH THE ST. LOUIS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION.
PUBLIC HEARING WILL BE HELD ON (insert date and time) IN THE COUNTY
GOVERNMENT CENTER, CLAYTON, MISSOURI, 63105”. The Planning Director
may provide for such additional information to be placed on any such sign ch
would serve to fully inform the public as to the nature of such a zoning change pending
before the Planning Commission.

T —

Penalty for Removal or Defacement of Signs: Any person or persons, firm, association, or
corporation, who shall remove, mar, scratch, obliterate or in any manner deface, hide from
view: or tamper with any such sign or signs shall be deemed guilty of a violation of this
Ordinance and upon conviction shall be punished as provided for in Section 1003.410 of
this ordinance.

1003.300-2
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Notice Required: Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance that are of a general nature, not
pertaining to a specific property as in the case of a change in the boundaries of a zoning
district, shall require publication of notice at least once in some daily, tri-weekly,
semi-weekly, or weekly newspaper of general circulation in St. Louis County which shall
have been admitted to the post office as second class matter and shall have been published
regularly and consecutively for a period of three years. Publication shall commence not
more than thirty nor less than fifteen days before the hearing date, Every affidavit of proof
of publication shall state that said publication and the newspaper in which notice was
published has met the requirements of the foregoing provisions and those of Chapter 493
R.S. Mo, 1969, governing legal publications, notice and advertisement. Public notice fer
such general amendments shall not require posting of any signs. It shall not be necessary to
publish notice or hold public hearings on amendments to this Chapter pertaining to
procedural matters and to the duties and powers of officials, officers, boards, commissions,
and bureaus in carrying out the regulations of this Chapter.

The Planning Director's report shall be given to the Planning Commission prior to the
forwarding of a decision or recommendation by the Planning Commission to the County
Council.

Approval of Rezoning Portion of Property: The Planning Commission may recommend that
a petition for a change of zoning district classification be approved or denied for all or part
of the property described in the petition. The County Council may enact by ordinance such
a partial granting of a petition for a change in zoning district classification.

Approval of Different Classification: The Planning Commission may recommend and the
County Council may enact by ordinance a zoning district classification other than that
requested in the petition, provided that the recommendation or ordinance is for a district
classification of the same use type as that requested by the petitioner, District classification
of the same type as referred to in this section shall include “C-8" Planned Commercial
District in the “C" district classification and ‘“M-3" Planned Industrial District in the “M"
district classification when a petitioner proposes a particular use and presents plans at or
prior to the public hearing which are substantially similar to those required by the “C-8"
and “M-3"" rezoning procedures respectively.

Withdrawal: Any request for withdrawal of a legally filed application for amendment or
supplement to the St. Louis County Zoning Ordinance may be denied, approved with

prejudice, or approved without prejudice by the Planning Commission. (0. No.
9306—Adopted 8/2/79)

1003.300-3
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City Plan Commission

City of Kansas City, Missouri 15th Floor, City Hall
Heartl of America Kansas City, Missouri 64106 816 274-1844

June 17, 1982

Ms. Shirley Mast

Human Resources Department
City Hall, Second Floor
455 North Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Ms. Mast:

In response to your letter of 11 June 1982 the City of Kansas City,
Missouri relies on four routine procedures for notifying neighbor-
hoods and surrounding property owners of proposed zoning changes:

Advertising in a newspaper as required by law.

Notification by mail of all property owners within
185 feet of the subject property.

Posting of a sign on the premises which indicates that
a rezoning is pending, when and where the hearing will
be held and where to call for information.

City In Transition - summary of applications filed noting
the hearing date is mailed to those who requested to be
.on the mailing list which includes neighborhood groups.

In addition, the city attempts to notify any existing neighborhood
organizations in the area.

Sincerely,

Planner III
BEF:ml

Enclosures




CITY OF KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI
CITY PLAN COMMISSION

NOTICE OF HEARING

CASE NO.
AREA:
LOCATTON:

APPLICANT: -

REQUESTING:

PURPOSE:

A ﬁublic hearing to consider the above noted request has been
scheduled before the City Plan Commission

at
on Tuesday,

The hearing will be held in the Council Chambers on the 26th Floor
of the City Hall at 414 East 12th Street, XKansas City, Missouri.

A summary report prepared by the staff will be posted on the bulletin
board outside the Council Chambers (26th Floor) on the day of the
hearing. Additional information including any plans, drawing and
reports submitted by the applicant are available for inspection before
the day of the hearing in tﬁe office of the Department of City
Development (816-274-1844),

The Commission desires:that all persons interested in the matter be
informed of the public hearing. It would be appreciated if you would
contact your neighbors in the event they did not receive a notice.
Even if you do not wish to testify on this matter, you and your neigh-
bors are invited to attend.

Respectfully yours,

CITY PLAN COMMISSION

Richard E. Duncan,
Assistant Secretary

RED:m1
THIS IS A COURTESY NOTICE ONLY -- NOT REQUIRED BY LAW

The staff planner assigned to this case is




REZONING PENDING

Each applicant for rezoning shall, not later than fifteen
EJ days pri to the date of the hearing scheduled be-
ore the City an Commission, place a sign upon the lot,
tract or parcel of land for which:- the application was
filed. Said sign shall be furnished by the City to the ap-
plicant and the applicant shall firmly affix and attach

the sign to a wood or metal backing or frame and place the
sign as hereinafter set forth.

Said sign shall be maintained and kept in place by the ap-
plicant until the conclusion of the public hearing before
the City Plan Commission for such application, or until with-
drawal of the application, at which time the sign may be re-
moved by the applicant, but in any event, the sign shall be
removed by the applicant after final action on the applica-
tion. The applicant shall file an affidavit at the time of
said public hearing before the City Plan Commission that the
sign was placed and maintained to said hearing date. No ap-
plication shall be heard by the City Plan Commission unless
such affidavit -has been filed.

The bottom of said sign shall be a minimum of two feet above
the ground line. Said sign shall be placed within five feet
of tﬁe street right-of-way line, in a central position on such
lot, tract or parcel of land and shall have no visual obstruc-
tions thereto. If the lot, tract or parcel of land has more
than one street abutting thereto, the sign shall face the
street with the greatest traffic flow. If the lot, tract, or
Earcel of land is larger than five acres, a sign as required
y this ordinance shall be placed so as to face each of the
streets abutting thereto. e

* Approved by the lfity Plan Commission this 31st day of January,
©1978. -

E. CRICHTON SINGLETON

L
LY

e
CHAIRMAN, CITY PLAN COMMISSION
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AFFIDAVIT

'STATE OF

COUNTY OF

, being duly sworn upon
his oath, being of sound mind and legal age deposes and states:
That he is the (agent, owner, attorney) of the
lot, tract, or parcel of land for which the application was filed and
did not later than fifteen (15) days prior to the date of the hearing

scheduled before the Planning Commission, place a sign upon the lot,

. tract or parcel of land in compliance with City Plan Commission By-Laws

As Amended January 31, 1978 and that said sign or signs were maintained

to the date of the public hearing.

Subscribed and sworn to Sefore me this day of

e e e e

Notary Public :

My Commission Expires:




City In Transition
~Location Guide

® City Plan Coiinmission
Date Tuesday, June 15, 1982

& Board Of Zoning Adjustment
Date Tuesday, June 22, 1982
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A summoary of applications filed with the
City Development Department of Kansas C ity, Missouri

@ City Plan Commission
. (_che Location

A Board

Of Zoning Adj
Request—Appli

licant

7901-P | About 0.93 acre on the|To consider rezoning from District C-2

=1 E side of Prospect
between 78th St.
Terrace and 79th
Street

About 21 acres at the
southeast corner of
James A. Reed Road
and 87th Street

About 0.48 acre
(21,000 sq. ft.) at
811 W. 38th Street

The Sanctuary - About
3.25 acres at the NE
corner of Bannister
Road and State Line
Road

About 17 acres approx-
imately 900 feet W of
Hillcrest Road on the
sSouth side of 103rd
Strcet

(local retail business) to M-1-p (Light
Industry Limited) so as to continue the
use for wood cutting and the storage of
logs on the site and approval of a pre-
liminary development plan. / Robert J. §
Dennis L. Stevens

NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

To consider rezoning from District R-1b
(one family dwellings) to District R-dp
(low apartments, limited); and approve a
preliminary plan for the development of a
nursing home with 75,000 sq. ft., 30,000
sq. ft. of apartments and 2 convent
(12,000 sq. ft.). / Little Sisters of the
Poor

NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

To consider rezoning from District R-2a
(two family dwellings) to District C-2-p
(local retail business, limited) and
approve a preliminary plan to allow the
relocation of an existing carriage house
'and reducing the number of 'units in a
large residential structure on the site, /
U.S.B.A. Realty

NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

To consider its subdivision into ten (10)
lots in District R-la (one family dwell-
ings). / John H. Moffitt
NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

To consider rezoning from District R-la
(one family dwelling) to District R-5
(high apartments) to consider the rcuse of
Baptiste Junior High School for office use
and related activities. / Consolidated
School District No. 1

NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

ettt SR e
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A_surhmory of applications filed with the
City Development Department of Kansas City, Missouri

® City Plan Commission

287-S/
Ordi-
nance
38826/

Not Case location

THE CROSSTOWN REDEVE-
LOPMENT PROJECT -
About 14.6 acres
generally between
Baltimore Avenue and

Walnut Street (exclud-

ing the blocks east
of Walnut Street),
south of 12th Street
and north of the
Crosstown Freeway

About 2,74 acres at
7801 Blue Ridge
Boulevard

Alley SE of SW Blvd,
NE of Roanoke

34th Terrace between
Broadway and Washing-
ton

Portions of Broadway,
9th and Bank Streets

About 55.6 acres at
the NE corner of
Pleasant Valley Road
and N. Brighton

About 15.2 acres
generally between
117th Terrace, 119th
Street, Holiday Drive
and Newton Aveunue

A Board Of Zoning Adjustment

To consider an amendment to the approved
Crosstown Redevelopment Project as pro-
vided for in Chapter 36.10 of the General
Ordinances of Kansas City, Missouri. /
Crosstown Redev., Corp.

NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

To consider rezoning from District C-1
(local retail business) to District M-1p
(light industry, limited) and approve a
preliminary plan for a 3,440 sq. ft.
building for rental equipment and storage,
and off-street parking. / Eugene B.
Chambers

NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

Alley vacation. / A.J. Shirk Roofing Co.
NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

Street vacation. / Panhandle Eastern
NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

Street vacation. / R. Bradley Hansen §
Dwight Hartwick
NEW CASE - June 15, 1982

To consider rezoning from District RA
(agriculture) to District R-4 (low apart-
ments). / Dr. C.E. Kavanaugh

i UONTINUED CASE - June 15, 1982

To consider rezoning from District R-1b
(one family dwellings) to District R-4
(low apartments). / Dr. C.E. Kavanaugh
CONTINUED CASE - June 15, 1982
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A summary of applications filed with the
City Development Department of Kansas City, Missouri

® City Plan Commission A Board Of Zoning Adjustment |
No. Case Location eqguest—~Applicant :

8842-A| 8229 Brookside Request for variance of front yard setback
: requirements. / Aracelis Scarbrough
NEW CASE - June 22, 1982

5208 N. Bellefontaine |Request for variance of yard setback
requirements. / Ernest Besette
NEW CASE - e 22, 1982

4016 Washington . Request for a special use permit for a
customer/employee parking lot. / Ti Mi
Inc.
NEW CASE - June 22, 1982

10631 Wornall Road Request for a special use permit for a
school carnival. / Notre Dame De Sion,
rep. by Rosalie G. Doctor
NEW CASE - June 22, 1982

622 Benton Blvd Request for variance of rear yard setback
requirements and variance of parking
requirements. / James Privitt, rep. by
Terry Chapman
NEW CASE - June 22, 1982

540 W 56th Street Request for variance of rear yard setback
requirements. / Gary Butz, rep. by
Jeff Alpert
NEW CASE - June 22, 1982

1000 N.E. Barry Road Request for a church, / Christ Church
Unity North, rep. Bud Greene
NEW CASE - June 22, 1982

1815 E. 63rd, Request for a sign in a residential
district./ Nazarene Publishing, rep. by
Tom Ely
NEW CASE - June 22, 1982

1507 W. 47th Street Request for variance of yard setback
i requirements and variance of parking
requirements. / Act II, Inc., rep. by
Gloria Everhart
NEW CASE - June 22, 1982

> «_._..-&/--i..#.--_-— R
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A summary of applications filed with the
City Development Department of Kansas City, Missouri

@ City Plan Commission
ase Location

No.

8452-A

801 Fuller

528 Spruce

8238 N. Oak Trafficway

3729 Baltimore

A& Board Of Zoning Adjustment
Request—~Applicant

Special use permit for a church, / Mr.
George F. Cross
CONTINUED CASE - June 22, 1982

Appeal from the decision of the Codes
Administrator that property is in violatio
of the Zoning Ordinance and not to issue
a certificate of legal nonconforming use.
Robert C. Flagg

CONTINUED CASE - June 22, 1982

Appeal from the decision of the Codes
Administrator that property is in vio-
lation of the Zoning Ordinance. / Ties
Unlimited, rep. by George Crego
CONTINUED CASE - June 22, 1982

Appeal from the decision of the Codes
Administrator that property is in vio-
lation of the Zoning Ordinance and request
for variance of lot size requirements. /
Joseph Borich

-|REQUEST FOR REHEARING - June 22, 1982

N.W. corner of 46th
and Washington, N.E.
corner of 46th and
Pennsylvania °

Request for a special use permit for a
customer/employee parking lot. / Miller
Nichols

REQUEST FOR REHEARING - June 22, 1982
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INCOQ indian nations council of governments
?07south houston - tulsa,oklahoma 74127 - (918) 584-7526 or (918) 587-3178

CITIZENS, PARTICIPATION ormor

June 17, 1982 o .

Ms. Shirley Mast

Human Resources Department

City Hall, Second Floor g
455 North Main Street EliCopies to'%, 10
Wichita, Kansas 67202 O 'fie

Dear Ms. Mast:

As per your letter dated June 11, 1982, asking for information
as to our public notice procedures, 1 have enclosed a copy of
Oklahoma State Statutes and Tulsa City and County Zoning
Ordinances.

In summary, for a rezoning application, we require three forms
of public notice:

1. Publish in newspaper of general circulation (Tulsa Daily
Legal News).

2. Mail all property owners within 300 feet a public
notice. :

3. Post a rezoning sign on the property.

If we can be of any further assistance to you, please contact
me at (918) 584-7526.

Sincerely,

Pty . Gomt

Ricky L. Jones
Land Regulation Administrator

RLJ/kkm
Enclosures

a voluntary association of local governments serving creek, osage and tulsa counties
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'SECTION 43-106. ADDITIONAL  NOTICE  REQUIRE-
: MENTS FOR PROPOSED ZONING
CHANGES AND RECLASSIFICATIONS

A. In addition to the notice requirements of Sec-
tion 43-104, notice of a public hearing on any proposed
zoning change shall be given twenty (20) days prior to the
hearing by mailing written notice by the secretary of the
plenning commission or by the municipal clerk, if there is
no planning commission, to all owners of property within a
three hundred (300) foot radius of the exterior boundary of
the subject property. The notice shall contain:

I.  Legal description of the property and the street
address or approximate location in the municipality;

2.  Present zoning and clossification of the pro-
perty and the classification sought by the opplicant; and

3. Date, time and place of the public hearing.

In addition to written notice requirements, notice may also
be given by posting notice of such hearing on the affected
property at least twenty (20) days before the date of the
hearing.

B. In cases of proposed zoning reclassifications,
the governing body may require additional notice of the
public heoring by posting a sign on the property affected by
the proposed zoning reclassification. The sign and the
lettering thereon shall be of sufficient size so as to be
clearly visible and legible from the public street or streets
toward which it faces. The notice shall contain:

i 3 The date, time and place of the public hearing;
i 77”5 Mhsf. : . By whom the public hearing will be conducted;
S o Afﬂfﬂﬂ O ; - The desired zoning classification;
2040[4/6 SIG” ;  The proposed use of the [:roperty; and

5.  Ofther information as deemed necessary to pro-
vide adequate and timely public notice.

Jorsa City and Coonry onive Ogpmpaeces
1730.3 Notice Required : : S

*The Planning Commission shall give; Twenty (20) days notice of a public hearing on a proposed map

mendment by publication in a newspaper of general circulation; twenty (20) days notice of a public
hearing by posting of the property sought to be rezoned; and twenty (20) days notice of a rublic hearing
by ﬂ‘l'll|ln9 written notice to all owners of property within a three hundred (300) foot radius of the
exterior boundary of the property. The notice shall contain:

a.  Date, time and place of public hearing,
b.  Legal description of the property and the street address or approximate location of the property.

¢, Present zoning district classification of the property and the proposed zoning district classification
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LINCOLN CITY—LANCASTER COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

555 SOUTH IOTH STREET e 402/471-7491 e LINCOLN, NEBRASKA 68508-3992
June 21, 1982

Shirley Mast JUN 24 1982
Human Resources Department

City Hall, Second Floor O Sec.
455 North Main Street O Copies to
Wichita, KS 67202

R s
R e

Dear Shirley:

This is in response to your request for information about our notification method:
for zoning hearings.

The City of Lincoln and Lancaster County and the twelve small municipalities
in Lancaster County have the same general notification methods required by
Nebraska law and reflected in zoning regulations as follows:

1. Signs posted in a conspicuous place on or near the property.

2. Publication in a daily paper of general circulation in the municipality/
county.

The number of days prior to the public hearing, the notification must be given
varies between 5 and 10 days among various municipalities and the county.

In addition to those notification methods required by law, we endeavor to give
whatever other notice may be appropriate for the situation. For example, if
the change of zone request is in the area of a recognization neighborhood or-
. ganization, that organization is contacted by telephone.

One Lincoln City Councilperson has requested a change in our notification
methods that would include the notification by mail of all property owners
within 300 feet of proposed zone change. This method has not been approved
as of this writing.

Attached is a section from Lincoln's zoning ordinance and County's zoning re-
solution in regard to notification.

We hope you find this information helpful.

Sincerel

e
(AW
Jim Felton
Planner I

JF/bib

Enclosures




8,1979).

27.81.040 Amendments, The city council may from time to time on its own
motion, or on petition, amend, supplement, or-otherwise modify this title. Any such
proposed amendment, supplement, or modification shall first be submitted to the plan-
_ning commission for its recommendations and report. Said report shall contain the
findings of the commission regarding the effect of the proposed amendment, supplement,
or madification upon adjacent property and upon the Comprehensive Plan of the City of
Lincoln. After the recommendations and report of the planning commission have been
filed, the city council shall, before enacting any proposed amendment, supplement, or
modification hold a public hearing in relation thereto, giving notice of the time and place
of such hearing as provided in section 27.81.050 hereafter. ;

In the event that the proposed amendment or change is denied by the city council,
no new request shall be made for the same or substantially similar amendment or change
within one year of said denial thereof, (Ord. 12571 §423; May 8, 1979).

27.81.050 Notice of public hearings. Public hearings required under chapters 27 57
27.63, 27.75, and 27.81 of this title shall not be held until notice thereof has been given
in compliance with the following provisions: 1

(a) A notice shall be posted in a conspicuous place on or near the property upon
which action is pending, The notice shall be posted upon or as near to the subject pre-
mises as possible so that it is easily visible from the street, and such notice shall be so
posted for at least eight (8) consecutive days before the date of such hearing. It shall be
unlawful for any person to remove, mutilate, destroy, or change the posted notice prior
to the hearing; ; o 27.574n0

(b) For public hearings required under chapleuA27.81 only, at least eight (8) days
before the date of hearing, the city clerk shall have published in a daily newspaper having
a general circulation in the City of Lincoln a notice of the time, place, and subject matter
of the public hearing;

(c) No public hearing shall be held by the planning commission or the board of
zoning appeals as required in this title until the provisions of this section have been

complied with and notice has been posted pursuant thereto;
i (d) It shall not be necessary to give further notice of adjourned or continued public
earing.

.(e) Other notice, as may be deemed appropriate by the public body conducting the
hearing, may be given in advance of public hearings. Such notice is not mandatory or
required as a condition precedent to any such public heari N\l prrpur s ovorya ]

e ‘pr y such public hearing = s

27.81._60 Enforcement. It shall be the duty of the superintendent for codes
administration of the City of Lincoln to enforce this title. Appeals from a decision of the
superintendent for codes administration may be made to the board of 2oning appeals as.
provided in chapter 27,75, (Ord. 12571 §425; May 8, 1979).

27.81.070 Violation and penalty. The owner or agent of a building or premises in
or upon which a violation of any provision of this title has been committed or shall exist,
or the lessee or tenant of an entire building or entire premises in or upon which violation
has been committed or shall exist, or the agent, architect, building contractor or any
other person who commits, takes part, or assists in any violation or who maintains any
building or premises in or upon which such violation shall exist, shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor and shall be punished by a fine not to exceed one hundred dollars

' (8100.00). Each and every day that such violation continues after notification may
constitute a separate offense. . :

In case any buyilding or structure is erected, constructed, reconstructed, altered,
repaired, converted, or maintained or any building, structure, or land is used in violation
of this title, the appropriate authoritics of the City of Lincoln in addition to other
remedies may institute injunction, mandamus, or other appropriate action or proceeding
to prevent such unlawful erection, construction, reconstruction, alteration, conversion,
maintenance, or use or to correct or abate-such violation or to prevent the occupancy of
said building, structure, or land. (Ord. 12571 §426; May 8, 1979).

27.81.080  Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of

u::s title is for any reason held to be unconstitutional or invalid. such decision shall not
e gl 2 3 i
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ARTICLE 22
GENERAL PROVISIONS, LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS, PENALTY

22.001. Interprotation, Purpose and Conflict. In interpreting and
applylng the provisons of thls resolution, they shall be held to be the
mdnlmum requirerents for the promotion of the public safety, health,
convenience, comfort, morals, prosperity and guneral welfare. It is not

& ""'l"' 1 fntendod by this rusolution to interfere with or abrogate or annul any
,_:gzl cetives £asemciits, COAVenants or other agreemcnts betwocm parties, except that Lf
Foen . this resolution {mposes a groater restriction, this resolution shall control.

22.003. Amendmonts. The County Board may from eime to time on its own
motion or on patition, amend, supplement, cl nge, modify or repeal by resolution
the boundaries of districts or rogulatio: or restrictions herein established.
Any proposed amendmunt, supplement, change, modification or repeal shall first
be submitted to tha Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Commission for its
recommundations and report, such roport to be made uithin thirty (30) days
thercafter. Suld report shall contain the findings of the Commission

he effcct of the proposed amandment, supplement, change, modification
or repual upon adjacent property and upon the comprehensive zoning plan of
the County of lancastur, Aftur the recommendations and report of the Lincoln=
Lancaster County Planning Cowmission have been filed, the County Board, shall,
befare enacting any proposcd amendment, supplement, change, modification or
repeal, hold a puslic hearing in relation thereto, giving notice of the time
and place of such hearing. In the event the proposed amendment or change is
Cenied by the County Board, no new request shall be made for the Bame or a
substantiully similar amendment or change within one year of said denlal thereof,

22.005, Motice of Mearing, Hearing required under Articles 13, 19 and 22
©of this resolution shall not be held until notice thereof has been given in
cumpllance with the following provisions:

@) A notice shall ba pusted in a conspicuous place en or near the
Propecty upon which action fs pending. Such notice shall be not 1
than twencty-four (24) iuches in height and thirty-six (36) inches in
width with a yellow background and black letters, not less than ane and
one-half (1%) inclcs in height. Such posged notice shall Le so placed
upon such premises that it 1s easily visible from the street and shall
ba 5o posted at least five (5) days bofore the date of such hearing.
It shall be unlawful for any person to remove, mucilate, destroy or
change sueh posted notice prior to such hearing:

b) At least Five (5) days before the date of hearing the County
Board shall have published in a daily newspapor having a general circulation
in the City of Lincoln and Lancaster County, a notice of the time, place,
and subject matter of such hearing

€]} It shall not be necessazy to give further notice of adjourned
or continued meetings.

22.007. Enfarcement. It shall be the duty of ths Superintendent of Codes
Mainistralion to enforcs this resolution,

22.009. Violation and Penalty. If any person shall viclate any
- provisions of this resolution, such person shall be pun. d upon conviction
8 provided by the Statutes of tho Stats of Hebraska.
57
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Instructions for Posting Signs
MAPC Approved:  7-14-83
BCC Approved:  8-02-83
MAPC Reapproved: 5-03-84
BCC Reapproved: 5-29-84

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita
is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage. The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required. There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How to Post Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assurz that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are also acceptable. The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible
for insuring that the sign is not hidden and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed
on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10'
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be
posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above.

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

shalli remove the signs within three days from the date of the MAPC
meeting.,

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD.




Example of How to Post Sign

The following sketches show general examples
of where signs should be placed.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Instructions for Posting Signs
MAPC Approved:  7-14-83
BCC Approved: 8-02-83
MAPC Reapproved: 5-03-84
BCC Reapproved: 5-29-84

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita

is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage. The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required, There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How to Post Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assure that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are also acceptable. The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible
for insuring that the sign is not hidden and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed

on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10'
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be

posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above.

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

shallI remove the signs within three days from the date of the MAPC
meeting.

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD.
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METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEFPARTMENT May 21, 1984

TO

FROM

BUBJEST

Board of City Commissioners
Thru E. H. Denton

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Policy Statement #20: Zoning Signs

On May 3, 1984 the MAPC reconsidered Policy Statement Number 20 regard-
ing zoning signs. They were furnished the following information.

History:

In August, 1983, the City Commission adopted Policy Statement Number 20
that required a sign to be posted on property proposed for rezoning in
the City of Wichita. The policy was adopted with the provision that it
remain in effect until August 1, 1984,

Discussion:

During the first six months the policy was in effect, 55 City rezoning
requests were filed. A total'of 129 signs were to be posted.. Most of

the cases (51%) were required to post a double face sign. An additional
27% only posted one sign. The largest number of signs posted on one case
was ten.

Staff has not had any major problems with selling the signs or instructing
the applicant or agent about where and when to post the signs. Except for
two or three cases, the signs have been posted on time and in the right
location. Staff has indicated at MAPC meetings where they, or CPO members,
have noticed that signs were not posted. Based upon our conversation with
applicants and agents, there have been few problems in physically posting
the signs. We have not heard of any major problems with the signs being
vandalized or destroyed by the weather. In fact, one agent reuses signs for
different cases.

There has been an increase in telephone calls since the sign policy was
adopted. While no formal log has been kept, staff estimates that they
receive an average of three additional calls per case. The more visible
locations and controversial cases generate the most calls. There are some
cases that do not generate any inquiries from area residents. The increase
in calls has not made a distinguishable impact on the staff's work load.

CPO staff has indicated that the sign policy has generally worked very well.
The CPO Councils have not had problems with the signs and are supportive of
the policy.




Board of City Qmmiqsioners = Pa‘ge 2 O

MAPC Action:
After a brief discussion the MAPC adopted the following motion:

That Policy Statement #20: Zoning Signs be readopted
without the "sunset" provision. Goebel moved, Peters
seconded and it carried with a vote of 5 in favor
(Goebel, Peters, Chisholm, Hansen and Wilson) and 1
opposed (Bayouth). Crockett and Gardner were not
present. Banzer and Moore were absent.

Recommended Action:

That the City Commission concur with the MAPC's recommendation and
readopt Policy Statement #20: Zoning Signs without the "sunset" provision.

Y A /N

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:sad

cc: Stan Scott, CPO Coordinator

Wichita Area Builders Association, 730 North Main Street,
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Wichita Metropolitan Area Board of Realtors, Inc., 717 North
Emporia, Wichita, Kansas 67203

Wichita Chamber of Commerce, 350 West Douglas, Wichita, KS. 67202

Colleen Johnston, CPOQ

Howard Boys, CPO

Chuck Harris, CPO
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.“THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CiTIZEN RIGHTS & SERVICES DATE May 23, 1984

TO E.H. Denton, City Manager
FROM Annie Montgomery, Citizen Rights an.d Services Director
SUBJECT Policy Statement #20:
Zoning Signs

During the May meetings, the CPO Neighborhood Councils reviewed the report on
policy statement #20 which requires that a sign be posted on property proposed

for rezoning and the recommendation that the policy be readopted without "sunset"
provisions,

Listed below are the Council's comments and recommendations:

A - No recommendation

B - Voted 5-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions. !

C - Voted 7-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions, |

i D - Voted 4-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions.,

E - Voted 7-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions and to also recommend when signs are not posted on property as
required, that there be a provision for delaying the public hearing and if
there are no existing enforcement provisions, that such provisions be
incorporated into the policy.

F - Voted 8-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions.

G - Voted 5-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions.




E.H. Denton, City Man/ }r
Policy Statement #20
Page 2

H - Voted 7-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"

ﬁ

provisions.

I - Voted 5-0 to

provisions,
J - Voted 6-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions.,

endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"

K - Voted 6-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions.

L - Voted 6-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions.

M - Voted 6-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions.

N - Voted 5-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions,

O - Voted 7-0 to endorse policy statement #20 being readopted without "sunset"
provisions and to also recommend that the zoning sign policy be enforced and
used on all zoning related matters (reference to Board of Zoning Appeals
cases).

In summary fourteen Councils (B thru O) supported policy statement #20: zoning
signs being readopted without the "sunset" provision and the one remaining
Council (A), did not have an opportunity to make any formal comments.

Please advise the City Commission of the CPO Councils' comments and
recommendations when the matter is considered on May 29th,

bivstis A /) (78 iﬁnﬁ%u

Annie K. Montgomery ﬂl‘
CRS Director

AKM:SM:sm

cc: Robert Lakin, Director of Plannin
Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner ‘/q
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

April 16, 1984
TO: METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning
SUBJECT: Policy Statement #20: Zoning Signs

In August, 1983, the City Commission adopted Policy Statement
Number 20 that required a sign to be posted on property proposed for
rezoning in the City of Wichita. The policy was adopted with the provi-
sion that it remain in effect until August 1, 1984, The MAPC and City
Commission need to reconsider the policy and to decide whether it should
be coritinued or eliminated.

During the first six months the policy was in effect, 55 City
rezoning requests were filed. A total of 129 signs were to be posted.
Most of the cases (51%) were required to post a double face sign. An
additional 27% only posted one sign. The largest number of signs posted
on one case was ten.

Staff has not had any major problems with selling the signs
or instructing the applicant or agent about where and when to post the
signs. Except for two or three cases, the signs have been posted on
time and in the right location. Staff has indicated at MAPC meetings
where they, or CPO members, have noticed that signs were not posted.
Based upon our conversation with applicants and agents, there have
been few problems in physically posting the signs. We have not heard
of any major problems with the signs being vandalized or destroyed by
the weather. In fact, one agent reuses signs for different cases.

There has been an increase in telephone calls since the sign
policy was adopted. While no formal log has been kept, staff estimates
that they receive an average of two additional calls per case. The more
visible locations and controversial cases generate the most calls. There
are some cases that do not generate any inquiries from area residents.
The increase in calls has not made a distinguishable impact on the staff's
work load.

CPO staff has indicated that the sign policy has generally
worked very well. The CPO Councils have not had problems with the
signs and are supportive of the policy.




b=

Based on 'the observations of my staff, current budgef and
work load, and continued support of CPO, | see no reason why the
policy should not be made permanent and the Sunset provision removed.

Recommended Action:
That Poiicy Statement #20: Zoning Signs, be readopted without the
"sunset" provisions.

This will be on the MAPC Agenda for the meeting of May 3, 1984.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:blw

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Gene Denton, City Manager
Stan Scott, CPO Coordinator
Wichita Area Builders Association, 730 North Main Street,
Wichita, Kansas 67203
Wichita Metropolitan Area Board of Realtors, Inc., 717 North
Emporia, Wiclita, Kansas 67203
Wichita Chamber of Commerce, 350 West Douglas, Wichita, KS. 67202
Colleen Johnston, CPO
Howard Boys, CPO
Chuck Harris, CPO
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

April 16, 1984
TO: METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: Robert A. La.kin, Director of Planning
SUBJECT: Policy Statement #20: Zoning Signs

In August, 1983, the City Commission adopted Policy Statement
Number 20 that required a sign to be posted on property proposed for
rezoning in the City of Wichita. The policy was adopted with the provi-
sion that it remain in effect until August 1, 1984, The MAPC and City
Commission need to reconsider the policy and to decide whether it should
be continued or eliminated.

During the first six months the policy was in effect, 55 City
rezoning requests were filed. A total of 129 signs were to be posted.
Most of the cases (51%) were required to post a double face sign. An i
additional 27% only posted one sign. The largest number of signs posted |
on one case was ten. |

Staff has not had any major problems with selling the signs
or instructing the applicant or agent about where and when to post the
signs. Except for two or three cases, the signs have been posted on
time and in the right location. Staff has indicated at MAPC meetings
where they, or CPO members, have noticed that signs were not posted. |
Based upon our conversation with applicants and agents, there have |
been few problems in physically posting the signs. We have not heard
of any major problems with the signs being vandalized or destroyed by
the weather. In fact, one agent reuses signs for different cases.

There has been an increase in telephone calls since the sign
policy was adopted. While no formal log has been kept, staff estimates
that they receive an average of two additional calls per case. The more
visible locations and controversial cases generate the most calls. There
are some cases that do not generate any inquiries from area residents.
The increase in calls has not made a distinguishable impact on the staff's
work load.

CPO staff has indicated that the sign policy has generally

worked very well. The CPO Councils have not had problems with the
signs and are supportive of the policy.

5|
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Based on the observations of my staff, current budget and
work load, and continued support of CPO, | see no reason why the
policy should not be made permanent and the Sunset provision removed.

Recommended Action:
That Policy Statement #20: Zoning Signs, be readopted without the
"sunset" provisions.

This will be on the MAPC Agenda for the meeting of May 3, 1984.

St e,

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:blw

cC: Board of City Commissioners

Gene Denton, City Manager

Stan Scott, CPO Coordinator

Wichita Area Builders Association, 730 North Main Street,

Wichita, Kansas 67203

Wichita Metropolitan Area Board of Realtors, Inc., 717 North

Emporia, Wichita, Kansas 67203

Wichita Chamber of Commerce, 350 West Douglas, Wichita, KS. 67202
Colleen Johnston, CPO
Howard Boys, CPO
Chuck Harris, CPO
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July 15, 1983

Board of City Commissioners
Through E. H. Denton, City Manager

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Policy Statement No. 20 Posting Signs on property in the
City of Wichita proposed for rezoning.

Attached for your information is a copy of the above referenced
policy statement. Your motion on June 14, 1983, requiring

the posting of signs, directed MAPC to adopt guidelines on

how, when and where to post signs, and send a copy of the
guidelines to you for your information. However, it would

be preferable for you to concur with the policy and add it

to the BCC body of zoning policy.

Please note the policy has a sunset provision. We will be
responsible for rescheduling this item before the MAPC in
sufficient time to review the policy before its expiration.

We intend to require signs to be posted on August 12, for the
MAPC meeting of August 25, 1983.

RECOMMENDATION

Concur with MAPC Policy No. 20 and include the policy in the
BCC body of zoning policy.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:el
Attachment

cc: Clemencia Prieto, CPO
Coleen Johnston, CPO
Howard Boys, CPO
Chuck Harris, CPO
Wichita Board of Realtors, 717 N. Emporia, Wichita 67214
Wichita Area Builders Associates, 730 N. Main, Wichita 67203




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY ~ DATE

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT July 6, 1983

TO

FROM

BUBJECT

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Policy Statement No. 20 - Policy for Posting Signs

Attached is a revised proposed policy statement that provides instructions

on how, when and where to post signs on property within the City of Wichita
proposed for rezoning. The attached copy contains most of the changes
suggested at the informal MAPC meeting on June 30, 1983. Mandatory words
and phrases have been deleted where possible, and now the policy provides®
for guidelines., The attached policy authorizes MAPD to vary the guidelines
where there are special circumstances.

| have instructed the purchasing department to solict bids on the 22"x28"
sign shown at the informal meeting as there did not appear to be any
disagreement regarding the wording, color or size,

After the policy is adopted, we will need to have the signs printed, revise
application forms to include an acknowledgement and inform potential appli-
cants that signs will be required as per the adopted policy. We hope to
have everything ready by July 20, which is one week prior to the closing
date for the August 25, 1983 MAPC meeting.

We would recommend that you approve the proposed policy and authorize staff
to purchase signs, revise application forms, and proceed to implement the
policy.

et

Robert A, Lakin
RAL:ADC:sad

cc: Clemencia Prieto, CPO
Colleen Johnston, CPO
Chuck Harris, CPO
Howard Boys, CPO
Wichita Area Builders Association, 730 North Main, Wichita 67203
Wichita Board of Realtors, 717 North Emporia, Wichita 67214




Revised Draft 7/6/83
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Policy for Posting Signs
EFFECTIVE DATE:
BCC Approved: 6-14-83
MAPC Approved:

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita
is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage. The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required. There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How to Post, Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assure that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are aiso acceptable. The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible
for insuring that the sign is not hidden and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed
on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10'
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be
posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above.

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

shall remove the signs within three days from the date of the MAPC
meeting.

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD.

{over)

This policy shall be in effect until August 1, 1984.
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. Wichita Metropolitan Area Board of REALTORS®
‘ 717 N. Emporia
; Wichita, Kansas 67214 Note
d :k Telephone (316) 263-3167 : PaESWﬁFJ ot Infopmil
REALTOR® 5 P Meetme on Yfigh:

%

David D. Bayouth

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
455 N. Main Street

Wichita, KS 67202

RE: DR 82-18-Changes to Notification Procedures on Rezoning Request.
Dear Mr. Bayouth:

The Wichita Metropolitan Area Board of REALTORS®, Inc. is not in favor of
clogging up or bogging down the process of rezoning with a sign on the pro-
perty unless it is at the option of the owner of the property requesting
the change.

We believe rezoning should be approached in a positive manner. It is to

the advantage of the entire city and county to have the inflow of the industry
and business. The posting of signs for rezoning would, in our opinion be
notifying large numbers of disinterested persons who would appear and object
with no other motive that to negate the rights the business enterprise has

to be in the community.

As long as the applicant for rezoning does not destroy the character of the
neighborhood, we continue to believe that notification should be made only

to those persons within the legally required limits of the applicants pro-
perty. i

Sincerely,

MEAT\L—«
Michaél A. Wayne

Executive Vice President

MAM fww

REALTOR* — 15 @ registered mark which identiies 8 prolessional in real estalo who subscnbes 10 a sinct Code of Etfucs a3 8 member of the NANIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Instructions for Posting Signs
EFFECTIVE DATE:
BCC Approved: 8-02-83
MAPC Approved: 7-14-83

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita

is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage. The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required. There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How to Post Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assure that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are also acceptable. The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible
for insuring that the sign is not hidden and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed

on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10'
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be

posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above.

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

shall remove the signs within three days from the date of the MAPC
meeting.

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD.

This policy shall be in effect until August 1, 1984,

(over)




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Instructions for Posting Signs
EFFECTIVE DATE:
BCC Approved: 8-02-83
MAPC Approved: 7-14-83

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita
is filed, the applicant or agent will be required to acknowledge that he
or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post the
required sign(s). It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The
sign(s) will be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Sign(s)

Generally, one double faced sign will be required on the primary street
frontage., The sign should be located so it can be read from the street
and is not hidden by other signs, cars, shrubs, etc. For those areas
that are odd shaped, more than 400 feet wide, have unique circumstances,
additional signs may be required. There are sketches showing general
examples of where signs should be placed on the back of this sheet.

How to Post Sign(s)

It is suggested that each sign be affixed to two 2"x2", stock wood stakes,
driven into the ground approximately one foot or to a substantial depth

to assure that it will remain upright. Steel posts or other similar

supports are also acceptable. The distance from the bottom of the sign

to the ground should not be less than 3 feet. The applicant is responsible

for insuring that the sign is not hidden and for replacing the sign(s) if

it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs shall not be placed

on public street right-of-way. The signs should not be placed more than 10'
behind the property line adjacent to the street.

The Planning Department may vary any of the above guidelines where there
are special circumstances in order to insure that the sign will be visible

to the general public. The Planning Department will furnish the applicant
a sketch of the application area indicating where the signs should be
posted and any special circumstances that would result in the sign(s) being
posted in a substantially different manner than described above,

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the MAPC has made a recommendation on the rezoning
request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be responsible

for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The applicant

shall remove the signs within three days from the date of the MAPC
meeting.

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD.

This policy shall be in effect until August 1, 1984,

(over)
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July 1, 1983

Board of County Commissioners

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning
Posting of Signs on Property Proposed for Zoning Changes

The City's CPO (Citizens Participation Organization) lobbied for, and
was successful in obtaining a City Commission decision to require post-
ing of signs on property proposed for zoning changes. The thrust of the
argument is that even though we notify people by mail, that there is
even a greater interest in zoning changes than what might be reached

by mailing notices and newspaper advertising. In response to the City
Commission's direction we have prepared a draft policy which we will

be submitting to the Planning Commission at its meeting on July 14,

We have not proceeded to develop and make this policy effective outside
of the City.

In line with trying to keep our regulations similar, we would be more
than willing to develop this for submission to the Planning Commission
and the County Commission if there is an interest to do so. | would
like to discuss this matter with you and will be calling you for a

time to talk about this. A draft of an earlier policy statement is
attached, as well as the minutes of the Planning Commission that

were sent to the City Commission prior to the City Commission's adopt-
ing its policy. You will note the Planning Commission did not want

to do this, but was imposed by the governing body. You will also
note the staff did not support it, feeling that we do reach a reasonable
number of people, particularly those that we feel are more immediately
impacted by proposed changes. | am not recommending that we do this
on the County side just because the City is doing it, but | did not
want to ignore the possibiiity that both governing bodies might want
to do it irrespective of staff's previous recommendations and the
Planning Commission's judgment.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL:rme
Attachments
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National it i ‘
Snap.a.‘part "’ j ; O Quicki-Letter
FOLD AT (-] FOR WINDOW ENVELGPE ;
To i Jack H, Galbréiéhg,,,gh,ief Planner ,J,FF,C;"J Robert A.-.V Lakin, Director
L 2 | 3 e
Subject DR 82-18 Date  7,1/83
Message When we send transmittal copies of the zoning posting policy
to the City Commission, make sure that we include a copy of
the Michael Wayne Board of Realtors's letter to Bayouth.
Also when we send out the revised policy to the Planning
Commission next meeting, include a copy of this and note
that it was furnished to us at our informal session.
Lets discuss the changes that we can recommend to the Planning
Commission as a result of our informal session. You might
have Art work up some suggestions on that-
Reply

THIS COPY FOR PERSON ADDRESSED




- WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY N DATE

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT June 22, 1983

SUBJECT

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DR 82-18 - Changes to Notification Procedures on Rezoning Requests
(Posting Signs for Zoning Changes)

On June 14, 1983, the City Commission considered the recommendations

made by the MAPC on May 19, 1983 in regard to notification procedures

on zoning. Their action was to concur in the recommendations regarding
notification time and the use of a revised notice. Their action on

signs was to require signs to be posted on property proposed to be rezoned.
The City Commission indicated that the MAPC should establish the guidelines
for posting and that we should move to immediate implementation of such a
posting policy. They also indicated that the use of signs should be

simple and inexpensive.

Our first thought that probably the easiest and least expensive way to
handle the signs would be to have the applicant purchase the signs from
MAPD when the application was filed and make the applicant responsible
for posting the sign. As we talked to some printing firms, they

advised us that they would be willing to contract with the City for the
posting of all signs rather than the applicant having to post the sign.

While it would be easier for staff and most applicants or firm to post the
signs, it is likely that such a procedure would involve a higher cost to
the applicant.

A copy of a draft instruction sheet (to be used if MAPD sells the signs)
is attached. It lists guidelines for when to post, where to post and
how to attach the sign to the stakes. We intend to use a form to sketch
the application area and the location of the signs. There would be an
affidavit on the form stating that the applicant had read and understood
the instruction sheet.

If a sign company posts the signs, the applicant would need to sign an
affidavit stating that they understand and agree to have a sign posted
on the application area. We would inform the sign company where signs
should be posted after we had determined which cases would be heard for
a particular MAPC meeting.




MAPC Memo )
6/22/83
Page 2

We have scheduled this for your informal MAPC meeting on June 30, 1983 to
discuss the draft guidelines. If there are no major revisions, | would
anticipate placing this matter on the formal agenda for the July 14, 1983

| MAPC meeting. Then, assuming that signs can be delivered, or a contract

issued, signs would be required for those cases scheduled for the August
11, MAPC meeting.

AT obor

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:s-d

cc: Clemencia Prieto, CPO
Colleen Johnston, CPO
Chuck Harris, CPO
Howard Boys, CPO
Wichita Area Builders Association, 730 North Main, Wichita 67203
Wichita Board of Realtors, 717 North Emporia, Wichita
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

POLICY STATEMENT NO. 20 SUBJECT: Policy for Posting Signs
EFFECTIVE DATE:
BCC Approved:
MAPC Approved:

At the time an application for rezoning property in the City of Wichita is
filed, the applicant or agent will be required to sign an affidavit saying
that he or she has read this sheet and understands how and where to post
the required signs. It is the applicant's responsibility to insure that

the sign(s) remain on the application area for the specified time. The

sign(s) wiil be purchased by the applicant from the Planning Department
at the time the application is filed.

Location of Signs

At the time the application is filed, the Planning Department will provide
the applicant a sketch of the application area showing where the sign(s)
should be placed. Generally, at least one sign will be required for each
street frontage. Where a street frontage is in excess of 400' additional
signs may be required. When the application area is odd shaped or there
are unique circumstances or where physical elements exist that would hide
the signs, additional signs may be required.

The following sketches show general examples of where signs should be placed.

June 24, 1983
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Policy Statemen. 20
6/24/83
Page 2

How to Post Signs

The signs are to be purchased from the Planning Department and are
22"x28" cardboard signs that should withstand the weather for 120
days. It is suggested that each sign shall be affixed to two 2"x2"
pieces of wood, driven into the ground a minimum of one foot. Steel
posts or other similar supports are also acceptable. The distance
from the bottom of the sign to the ground should not be less than 3
feet. The applicant is responsible for insuring that the sign is not
hidden by weeds, poles, other signs, fences, etc., and for replacing
the sign(s) if it is blown off, removed or otherwise damaged. Signs
shall not be placed on public street right-of-way. The signs shall
be placed not more than 10' behind the property line adjacent to

the street unless specific written approval is provided by the MAPD,

Posting Time

The applicant is responsible for placing the signs on the application

area on the Friday, 13 days prior to the MAPC hearing date. The sign(s)
shall remain until the City Commission has approved or denied the
rezoning request or the case is withdrawn. The applicant shall be
responsible for maintenance of the signs during this time period. The
applicant shall remove the signs within three days from the date of the
final City Commission action on the case.

The signs are disposable and not returnable to MAPD.




WITHITA;SEDGWICK CAUNTY 6 O sune T0ss
METHOPOLITAN AREA PLANKING DEPARTMENT
' OFF/cE
The Board of City Commissioners COP/V
o Through E. H. Denton, City Manager :
FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SuBJECT DR 82-18 - Changes to Notification Procedures
on Rezoning Requests.

On May 19, 1983 the MAPC considered changes to existing notifi-
cation procedures that were proposed by the CPO Zone Change
Notification Committee. A copy of this memorandum to the

MAPC that outlined the background of this issue, the costs in-
volved, and my recommendations, is attached for your review.
Also, included with this memorandum are the attachments to my
memo to the MAPC which included CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee proposals, two tables listing notification informa-
tion from other cities and a revised notice that includes a
map. Minutes of the MAPC meeting are also attached.

-qug} The action of the Planning Commission was to approve a motion,
“,by a 7 (Chisholm, Gardner, Bayouth, Lofton, Moore, Parsons
gtrﬁ and Wilson) to 1 (Hansen) vote, that recommended:

Mf“fl‘ 5 That the notification schedule used by MAPD remain
the same;

That the revised notice that includes a map be approved;
and

That posting property not be required and that no
further consideration be given to the use of signs.

That the City Commission concur in the recommendations
of the MAPC and direct staff to: continue coordinating
activities to reduce scheduling conflicts; use the
revised notice that includes a map; and to not use signs
as a means of notification.

or

28 Take whatever action the City Commission deems to be in
the best interests of the City.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
RALIADC?el
Attachments

cc:  Continued on Page 2
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Page 2

BCC Thru E.H.Denton
June 1, 1983

ce: Clemencia Prieto

Colleen Johnston
Howard Boys

Chuck Harris |

Wichita Association of Builders, 730 N. Main, Suite 1% i

Wichita, 67203

Wichita Board of Realtors, 717 N. Emporia, 67214




WICHITA:SEDGWICK CAUNTY oatE
Dy 13, 1983
METROPOLITAN AREA PLA‘NN.NG DEPARTMENT

TO Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

sussect DR 82-18 - Changes to Notification Procedures on Rezoning
requests.

BACKGROUND :

In June 1982, CPO staff sent a memo (see attachment A) to

me regarding proposed changes to notification procedures

for zone change requests. The CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee endorsed three specific proposals for discussion
with the MAPC. The proposals were: 1) Increase the notifi-
cation period from two to three weeks in order to provide

more review time and to eliminate occasional conflicts with
meeting schedules; 2) Modify the notice to area property
owners and the notice published in the paper; and 3) Placement
of signs on property proposed to be rezoned.

On July 15, 1982, the MAPC held an informal meeting to discuss
the CPO Committee's proposals. In addition to MAPC members

and MAPD staff, there were representatives from the CPO Com-
mittee and CPO staff present. Prior to discussion of the three
proposals, the State Statutes regarding notification were review-
ed as were the current notification procedures used by the City.
In regard to increasing the notification time, it was decided

to notify the CPO staff as soon as possible so that if there were
conflicts in meeting dates, notices could be mailed earlier.
During the past months there have only been a few schedule
conflicts and I believe that area residents were notified about
the zone case prior to the CPO meeting. To extend the notice time
increases processing time and cost to development, this has been
objected to previously by the MAPC. I feel that the current
method of notifying CPO staff has worked successfully.

Much of the discussion dealt with modifying the notice sent to
area residents. It was suggested that the mailed notice be
written in simpler language and a map added. Everyone agreed
that the addition of a map would be very helpful for the

people receiving the notice in identifying the property proposed
for rezoning. A revised notice (see attachment B;, with a map,
was distributed to you prior to the April 21, 1983 informal session.
Other than a few suggestions about minor changes, everyone who
has seen the revised notice feels that it will provide a better
notice. As I stated in my April 14, 1983 memo, we intend to
begin using the revised notice around the middle of June.
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There was also some discussion about including a map in the
legal advertisement published in the paper. Although I init-
ially supported that suggestion, it became apparent that adding
a map would become very costly. It was felt that the map

should be published in the Wichita Eagle-Beacon. If a map was
published in the Eagle-Beacon, our costs would have increased
5.5 times to approximately $130 per case. Maps published in The
Daily Record would have been less expensive but would not be seen
by the general public.

Another major item of discussion concerned the posting of property
propnsed to be rezoned with a sign. I stated that the potential
problems with signs (vandalism, verification of posting, cost,
staff time, etc.) would outweigh the benefits of posting
(increased public awareness, identification of property, etc.).
Although there was no clear consensus on whether or not signs
should be used, a majority of ihe Planning Commissioners

present at the July 1982 informal meeting felt that signs

were not needed.

It was suggested that other cities be surveyed about the use,

cost and effectiveness of posting property. During the latter
part of the summer we requested information from planning schools,
Planning Advisory Service, and several cities and counties that
post property. The information received is shown on attachment |
C. Also included in attachment C is information CPO staff re- i
ceived from a similar survey. Attachment D is the information !
CPO Council "F'" presented to the City Commission on April 26, |
1983. Both surveys report favorably the use of signs with no sig- |
nificant abuses occurring. |

On April 21, 1983 a second informal MAPC meeting was held.

MAPD staff, CPO staff and CPO representatives were in attendance.
As was stated above, everyone thought that the revised notice
would provide a more meaningful notice, Much of the discussion
was about the advantages and disadvantages of posting property.
Two of the CPO representatives felt that signs were needed so
that people living in the area, but not within the notification
area, could be aware of pending rezoning cases. They felt that
the cost of the signs and the amount of staff time needed to
handle the signs would not be significant. While no consensus
was reached on the need for signs, it was decided to place the
CPO proposals on a formal MAPC agenda for recommendation to

the City Commission.
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COST:

One of the items discussed has been the cost of new notices and
the cost of signs. We have estimated that the new notices would
cost approximately $277 per year, versus $96 per year for the
existing notices. The cost was figured on an average of 35
notices per case with 150 City zoning, County zoning, Condi-
tional Uses and C.U.P.'s per year. The primary reason for the
increase is that the new notices will require xeroxing of both
sides, while the existing notice is run off on a ditto machine.
In addition, there will be additional staff time required to
prepare the map and to xerox the notices. I view this cost to
be relatively insignificant.

In 1982, my staff prepared a cost estimate of approximately
$2,400 for purchasing 100 signs. The signs were a '"real estate"
type metal sign and included replaceable vinyl strips to show
the proposed zoning. It was anticipated that City Staff would
be responsible for placing the signs on the property and for
insuring that they stayed on the property.

We also priced less permanent signs similar to CPO's suggestion.
An applicant- could be required to place a posterboard (coated
with a weather protector) sign on the property. The sign

would state that there is a proposed rezoning and give the

MAPD telephone numberto call for information. - Cost of

purchasing 100 of the printed 22"X36" signs has been estimated
at $257., The applicant would then be required to either nail
the sign (or signs as determined by MAPD) to a structure or
put it on stakes in a front or side yard. The cost here is
relatively insignificant as long as the applicant is responsible I
for posting. The costs occur if staff is to check for compliarnce

either initially or during the proceedings. There will also be
applicant cost in time (to post) and delay if any deferrals

occur due to lack of, improper or removed posting.

SUMMARY :

Judging from the discussions and meetings over the past year,

it seems that of the three CPO proposals the timing of notices and
posting of property are still unresolved. I believe the coordina-
tion between MAPD and CPO staffs appears to be satisfactorily
dealing with scheduling conflicts.

The revised notice that incorporates a map has been well received
and we will begin using it in June.




No agreement, either formally or informally, has been reached

on the use of signs. CPO representatives strongly feel that
posting property would result in significant benefits by in-
creasing the public's awareness of proposed rezonings., As I have
stated before, I do not feel that posting property will signifi-
cantly improve the quality or meaningfulness of our notice pro-
cedures. This is based on my observation of public attendance
and interest in zoning cases heard by MAPC. If the MAPC and

BCC want posting, we will work with CPO and the Legal Department
to develop a policy and/or ordinance to implement it.

BCC ACTION:

CPO Council "F" made a formal presentation to the City Commis-
sion on April 26, 1983 regarding the posting of property proposed
to be rezoned. A copy of the material presented to the City
Commission was also distributed at the April 21 informal MAPC
meeting. Attrachment D is a table summarizing the data Council "F"
collected, The action of the City Commission was to refer the
item to the MAPC for study and recommendation.

RECOMMENDATIONS :

This should be sent to the BCC with CPO Council "F"'s recommenda-
tion for a policy decision. I would recommend that the current
notification timing be continued and that MAPC work with CPO
staff to handle the occasional scheduling conflicts. I would
recommend approval of the new form of written notice.

Although I am not recommending "posting", if the Commission desires
to use this technique, I would recommend that we be asked (after
the BCC concur) to draft a written policy and/or ordinance change.
Features of the policy would be:

Posterboard signs,

Number to be posted.

Time for posting.

Posting responsibility to applicant.
Removal policy after hearing on case.

g




RECOMMENDED ACTION:

The MAPC should make recommendations on each of the issues

145 Timing of notices
2. Form of written notices
3k Posting on site of notice

sl RENN

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:el
Attachments

ce: Clemencia Prieto, CPO Aide
Colleen Johnston
Howard Boys
Chuck Harris
Builders Association
Board of Realtors




Attachment A

. THE CITY OF WICHITA
OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE June 18, 1982

TO Robert Lakin, Director of Planning

FROM Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide ITI

SUBJECT CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee Proposals

As you know, the CPO Zone Chaﬁge Notification Committee has been meeting
during the last year, to discuss concerns regarding the notification
procedure on zone change request and possible alternative and/or
supplemental notification methods.

At the Committee's June 8th meeting, three proposals were endorsed for
presentation to the MAPC in informal session prior to being presented
for formal consideration.

1) Increase the notification period from two to three weeks.
The Committee contended that this would allow residents
of the area and the CPO Councils more time to study the
proposed zone change(s), as well as eliminate the occasional
scheduling problems which occur with those CPO Councils that
meet on the first and third Thursday of each month. %

Modified notice to adjoining property owners that will use
language understandable to the average reading citizen and
include a map of the area to be rezoned, plus publication
of the zone change notice in the Eagle-Beacon Newspaper in
. the same format.

Placement of signs on property to be rezoned (responsibility
of the applicant). The City could lease the signs, the
applicant would be required to pay a deposit (part of
application process). The sign(s) would remain on the pro-
perty being rezoned during the 3 week notification period
or until the final disposition of the case (i.e. the matter
is disposed of by the City Commission). The sign(s) would
be visible from both directions of traffic and contain
general information, "this property to be considered for
rezoning, call MAPD # for more information."

Please advise the Committee of a time when the propesals can be discussed
with the MAPC in infarmal secaion, Committee representatives will be in
attendance of the scheduled meeting to discuss the proposals and raspond
to questions.

If you have questions, please contact me at 4516.
Shirley MasE
Administrative Aide III

A

Sarah Gilbert
CP Coordinator

g

cc: Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner

s el
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Attachment B

HITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY @
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1688

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
Case No. Z-0000

Location: Generally located at the southeast corner of 27th Street North
and Arkansas.

Address: Approximately 2760 Arkansas

Request: To change the existing "A" Two-Family zoning to the "BB" Office
district on property legally described on the back of this notice.

A public hearing to consider the above noted request has been scheduled
before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC),

On Thursday, March 24, 1983.

The hearing will begin at 1:30 p.m. in the City of Wichita City Commission
Meeting Room, First Floor, City Hall, 455 Norch Main, Wichita, Kansas.

As an owner or occupant of property im the area, you have the
right to appear at the MAPC meeting either in person or by agent
or attorney, to support or oppose this request. If you have no
interest or objection to the requested change, you have no
obligation to appear at the public hearing.

The Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) neighborhood council will
consider this case for the purpose of making a formal recommendation to the
MAPC and City Commission. If you have an interest in this case, you are
encouraged to express your opinions at your CPO Council meeting. The date,
time and location of the CPO meeting may be obtained by calling 268-4516.

1If you have any questions or wish additional information, please call
268-4421.

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLARNING COMMISSION

APPLICATION
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LEGAL DESCRI@ON OF THE AREA PROPOSED TO BE QNGED
CASE NO. Z-0000

Zone change from the "A" Two-Family Dwelling District
to the "BB" Office District

Lots 2, 4, 6, B, 10, 12, on Arkansas, McTaggarts Addition
to Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas. Generally located
at the southeast corner of 27th Street North and Arkansas.

HAME OF DISTRCT AND USES PERMITTED
(FOR COMPLETE REGULATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS - SEE TEXT OF OADINANCE)

Most Restrictive ONE FAMILY DWELLING

A TWO FAMILY DWELLING

‘One Farmily Dwalings. Parks, Schools. Goll Courses.
Hurserses, Farmag, Truck Gardening, Churches

Uses Permitted in ") District and
Two Family Oweliag, Care Homes (5 & Less)

Any Usa Pormitad in More Rostrichve Zones
FOUR FAMILY DWELLING b o i il

GENERAL RESIDENCE Any Use Permitied in the “A™ Disinci and Multple
DISTHICY Family Dwellings.

‘GENERAL RESIDENCE Uses permitted are idenbical with those in
DISTRICT 2 the “R.5" Dustrict

{nv Use Permiled in Wore esiitive Zones 49
MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLING MquI Family Dwelings. Boas ln%-nq
3. Hospials, Greenhousos, i Steet Baning.

Any Use Permified in More Restrictive Zones
OREICEIIE IPNCY) and General Oifices, Modical Laboratones.

Ofices, Limited Ml‘!muul Owlld
w-vmamm.mmu

-Mv Use Permiied in Residential and Office Zones
and Purely Retail Business Operated
Within A G uiding

Uses Permitted in All Preceding Zones
m.as mmm of Dusl. unu

Al Indusinal snd Commaercial Uses Excepl Those
”ﬂ'ﬂﬂ'mﬂ! Because of Noise, Dust. Smoke.
‘f ¥ Odors and Excepl Those Uses Firs PII' ted in

M.A.na.n-s.ﬂ-i.&anaawnu
Least Res_tricr.iva Any Use, Some

‘Upon
HEAVY INDUSTRIAL o Civ Commission Excenl T

Spectc
First Permitied in AA, A, mn—an«ou.we
Districts.

Special Districts CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT

Unversatios, T
Jr— Oihar mshisions o K s
Talaled uses

Shopgng Conter/Residential
COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN Permits Thosa I.Il. Groups AW -
Part of a Total Development Plan




Attachment C

Days Other Type of Al
Posting Size of Deposit Who Before Notice &

City or County Required Sign or Cost Posts Hearing Mail ‘Newspaper =

Lincoln, NE . 18"x24" None City

| Lancaster County, NE 24"x36" Unk Unk

Tulsa, OK 9 Sq.Ft. §50 Sign Co.
Oklahoma City, OK

Kansas City, MO 17"x22" None Applicant 15
St.Louis County, MO 20"x26" None County 15
Denver, CO 24"X36" None Applicant 10
E1l Paso County, CO 2 S5q.Ft. Unk County 14
Dallas, TX 24"X36"  None Applicant 10
Fairfax County, VA 32"x48" None County 15

Montgomery County, MD 24"X36" $50 Applicant 3 days after
A filing

Prince George County, MD Unk $25 County 30
Savannah, GA 30"x40" §2 Applicant 15
Topeka/Shawnee County, KS

Kansas City, KS
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3 NOTIFICATION
CITY/POPULATION ‘NEWSPAPER ~ SIGNS ~ LETTERS _ DISTANCE

Albuquerque, New Mexdico - 331,767 0 0 100 .
Alexandria, Louisiana - 51,565 0 100 ft.
Beckley, West Virginia - 19,884
Birmingham, Alabama - 284,413
Boise, Idaho - 102,451

Flint, Michigar - 159,611
Fresno, California - 218,202
Jackson, Mississippi - 202,895
La Crussc,_Wiscmsin - 48,347
Little Rock, Arkansas - 158,461
Louisville, Kentucly - 298,451
Memphis, Tennessee - 646,356
Minneapolis, Minnesota - 370,951
Orlando, Florida - 128,2§l
Peoria, Illinois - 124,160

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Phoenix, Arizona - 789,704
P‘;x:l:land,.()regm - 366,383 400 ft.
300 ft.
200 ft.
450 fr.
250 ft.
300 ft.

Reno, Nevada - 100,756

San Antonio, Texas - 785,880
Santa Barbara, California - 74,414
Sarasota, Florida - 48,868
Shreeveport, Louisiana - 205,820
South Bend, Indiana - 105,727,
400 ft.
100 ft.

Syracuse, New York - 170,105

‘c o © 6 ® ©o 0o O © © © ©°o
® % O 0 O © © ¥ ©o O ©O'©0 ©
o O % o © o ©o © ©

Tacama, Washington - 158,501

‘

Information from Survey made
by CPO Cuncil "F'.




EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF MAY 19, 1983

9. Case No. DR 82-18 - CPO Zone Change Notification Committee
roposals.

LAKIN apologized to the Commission and the Citizen Participation
members that have been involved in this proposal for the delay in
presenting it to them. LAKIN stated that one of the three main issues
raised by CPO is the notification lead time that is provided so CPO's
and others can have a chance to review the cases before they are put on
the Planning Commission agenda. That conflict essentially boils down to
the Planning Commission meeting every other week, while the CPO's meet
twice monthly. He said that the CPO's have asked for an increased amount
of lead time in order to reduce the number of scheduling conflicts. He
said that staff has tried to work with CPO staff to try to overcome that
to the greatest degree possible. He said that he was not sure it has
been totally resolved, but he felt that the problem has been reduced over
the last year. LAKIN said that although the time can be increased it
also adds time in the development process. This Commission and the City
Commission have been rather firm on trying to do those things which could
reduce the development time, thereby the holding time, cost, etc,, on
development projects.

LAKIN said the second proposal dealt with changing the notices that
are mailed out. He said that the notices have evolved over time. They
have been approved by previous legal counsel and meet all of the legal
tests, but in large part are not all that informative to people receiving
them. He said that staff has tried to rework those notices and are ready
to start using them in June. He said that they would like to use the
revised form for awhile to see what sort of response is received. LAKIN
said as near as he knows the CPO has been positive toward those changes,
and this Commission, in its last informal session seemed to be positive
on it.

LAKIN said the third issue was one of whether or not the application
areas should be posted physically with a sign prior to its public hearing.
He said that information given to the Planning Commission reflected
research that the staff had done by contacting other communities and by
contacting the American Planning Association Planning Advisory Service.
He said that some of the staff's concerns about defacement, vandalism,
signs being pulled off, etc., do not appear to be a problem in the cities
that staff surveyed. He said that when staff originally looked at
signage, the first thing that came to his mind was that they would have
to make sure that the signs were up and were solid so as not to be blown
over. LAKIN said that the Planning Commission had been given a cost
figure for what a metal "real estate" sign would cost. Staff time had
not been figured in the total cost. He said that he was not interested
in posting the signs and did not want the physical storage problem. He
did not want to have to go out to see if they are there three days after
they are put up. CPO members suggested putting up cardboard signs as a
less expensive way to post property.

LAKIN stated that based on the years that he has spent in meetings
and public hearings, he would be amazed if signs resulted in more
people involved in the hearings than what they currently get through
the existing notification process. He said that people learn about
zoning changes in number of ways.

WILSON asked if it would be too much of a problem to change the
CPO schedule to every two weeks which would help resolve the scheduling
conflicts.

LAKIN said that he would like for the CPO representatives to
respond to that when they make their presentation. Staff has
discussed that as a possibility over the last year.




WILSON commented that since it is the CPO that is proposing the
use of signs, why not have CPO post the signs, keep them up and be
responsible for them.

LAKIN felt that might be a possibility. He said he has not
discussed that with CPO staff. He felt the problem that they were
going to find was that CPO is going to lose a staff position. He
said that he was going to lose a staff position which would be in the
support area and frankly he would rather transfer the responsibility
to the applicant.

LOFTON said that he was inclined to agree with Lakin. He did not
know how much good signs would do, but he did have a little experience
with signs. He said if they didn't have a real good sign they would
be wasting their time. He mentioned the winds in Kansas, and said that
if they did not go to some type of metal sign they would not stay put.
He said if they were going to go to signs, he felt some type of pro-
cedure would need to be worked out as to how the signs would be placed.
LOFTON felt the applicant could pay for the sign and be responsible for
having someone that has had some experience put the signs up.

LAKIN felt that a metal sign could be used. If they used something
like a campaign sign that is intended to survive for a short period of
time, they would sell them at the counter when an applicant files a zone
case and add the cost onto the bill. He said he would give them a
diagram of that piece of land and say that a sign would have to be
posted every 300 feet, or whatever, and tell them to keep the signs off
of the property line. The person would sign an affidavit that he had
received the map, and it would be the applicant's responsibility to
post the property. He felt that if they had a rule that says it was the
applicant's responsibility to take care of the signs, most applicants
would make a reasonable effort to comply.

MOORE commented that there would not be a sign problem if it is
not voted in. He said that he would be totally opposed to the idea.

BAYOUTH stated that there were other alternatives. When the
Health Department quarantines something they put a sign on the building.
When a house is condemned, a sign is put on the building. BAYOUTH
proposed that the Planning Commission form another subcommittee and
let them be responsible for putting up the signs.

COLLEEN JOHNSTON, 4710 East 26th Street North, CPO Council Area
"I" representative, stated that the CPO had made three recommendations.
She said that they appreciated the effort of staff in making the letter
of notification that goes out to the property owners in the notification
area more readable. They support it very strongly. She said that they
would also like to continue their recommendations of increasing the
zoning notification period from 2 to 3 weeks. They realize there is a
problem in scheduling. She said her Council meets twice a month and
most CPO Councils, when an item comes up which needs to be taken care of,
will meet more often. So it was nol a matter of needing to meet every
two weeks, She said that their bylaws required them to meet twice a month.

JOHNSTON stated that the last recommendation they made, and it was
approved almost unanimously by all of the CPO Neighborhood Councils and
the Zoning Notification Committee, was that signs be used on properties
that were to be rezoned. Signs, according to the studies made by Plan-
ning staff and by the CPO Council, are not a major problem. She said
there were three cities in both studies that said they had minor problems
of vandalism, JOHNSTON said the fact was that for many zoning cases,
even though the zoning notification area has been increased in many
cases to 1,000 feet or more, more residents should be informed.

CHUCK HARRIS, CPO Council Area "F" representative, said that he
was one of the persons who did the extensive study to determine what
was fact and what was fiction, because they had heard a little of both
about signs. He said that a person who has ulterior motives in seeking
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approval of a development plan often can see the potential aggravation

if more people were notified and he would not want increasded notifica-
tion. He would want the least possible amount under the law. he said
that a lot of the people have the actual belief that it is their right

to do these things by virtue of their willingness to invest their money

to start a project. They do not feel that it is the right of the public

to know what they are doing. HARRIS said that was the reason why they
went to work on this. He mentioned that there were a lot of people in
their neighborhoods that have broached this very idea and said that they
were not being informed about what was about to happen to them until
after it had happened.

HARRIS said that was politics, and it will continue unless there
is somebody who takes issue with the current procedures and advocates
letting people have tools to work with to protect themselves. He did
not feel there had been much advocacy from this Planning Department
in that regard and even less from the Commission itself. He felt it
was time they started realizing that public officials have duties, by
law, to serve the public interest, should start thinking about how to
be able to serve the public better. Signs just happen to be one of
the things that they feel could be effective in informing the public.

He urged the Commission, before they vote, to look at their conscious.
He said that they were dealing with a lot more than the personal needs
of certain business interests, developers, promoters, bankers and
insurance people. They are involved now with something that involves
the welfare of the community. He felt the protection of the community
should be a consideration of this Council.

HOWARD BOYS, CPO Council Area "F" representative, stated that
he felt that the matters that had been proposed could be simplified
a little bit more. BOYS said that they see too many cases where
peop's come in that did not get a notice. He said that there have
been cases where the person who has the property also owns all the
property up and down the block within 200 feet. He is the only
person who gets an official notice. Signs would go beyond that, and
would give the Commission a clue as to how the neighbors perceive
a zone change. BOYS added in the early days of the CPO, they all felt
that they were taking a negative approach. Now a great improvement
has been added and he felt the CPO Council, by having people come in
and talk to them, get a better idea of proposed projects. He said in
having people come before them that they have found inconsistency
between what the applicant said he wanted to build and what the City
staff had given him permission to build. BOYS felt the sign business
was beneficial.

LINDA PERKINS, 309 North Market, Chairperson of CPO Council Area
"L" and also a member of the Zoning Notification Committee, stated that
they would like three weeks notification time in order to give the
neighborhood a chance to discuss the issue with each other. She said
that they liked the reworded notice very well. She felt the signs
were important to people who live outside the 200 foot notification
area.

HANSEN commented that she would support a recommendation to the
City Commission that they try the signs for a period of time. She
asked Lakin if there was any cost figures relating to the signs.

LAKIN pointed out that in his memo of May 13, 1983, to the Com-
mission, cost estimates were mentioned.

HANSEN said the basic cost of the signs does not trouble her as
much as enforcement.

LAKIN said that if staff was required to put up the signs and
check weekly to see if the sign is there, that was going to take
additional money,




BAYOUTH felt that this item should have been on the agenda before
the zoning cases were heard so that they could hear from both sides.
They only have one side and that was CPO's. He wanted to make it clear
that he still supports the present method of notification. He did not
feel that signs would make much difference and did not feel that people
six blocks away should have input on proposed rezoning.

LAKIN noted for the record that notification of this hearing was
sent to the Board of Realtors and to the Homebuilders Association.
He also noted that the question comes down to who legitimately has an
interest in rezoning requests. He felt that there were two approaches
to that. He said that the State statutes have defined where there is
an interest and they have defined it rather narrowly as those owners
with 200 foot. He said that the City Commission and Planning Commis-
sion have, in the past, said they think there are additional people who
legitimately have an interest and therefore they have gone from 200 to
1000 foot notification for certain size tracts. LAKIN said the real
issue before the Commission was were there other people who have a
legitimate interest who are not being notified.

GARDNER felt that several things needed to be said. He said that
on an annual basis the Planning staff produces a calendar that contains
closing dates for both MAPC and Subdivision meetings. They have in
addition to those meetings, meetings that they conduct with other
Departments, in particular Engineering, to discuss the various elements
of the cases that come before the MAPC. GARDNER said that because the
State statute provides for the time period of notification, and because
a large number of people are involved in the processing of the paper-
work necessary to these cases, that the one group that was out of sync
at this point was the CPO. He felt that it was something that could be
rectified with an annual schedule change. He said that he understood
the desire to be in better coordination but he did not think a three
week notification period synchronizes everything as well as the
present schedule. He felt that staff could accommodate within the
existing time schedule a better arrangement for the CPO. This has been
a problem since he was on the CPO several years ago. GARDNER said
that the number of cases involved for that is a small problem compared
to the number of cases the Planning Commission hears on an annual basis.
He said that to his recollection, he was not sure they could afford the
expense to make the system perfect. He felt they were dealing with
a small number of cases that pose problems.

GARDNER stated that most people when they get a zone change
notification do not really know what they have received from the
postman. He said that people probably engage in changing their
zoning less frequently than they engage in buying houses. So it is
something that is new and strange and they are not well educated in
terms of what the districts are, what the impact will be, or how it
affects them. He said one thing, however, is very obvious, they
are being notified that a change is being considered and discused.
GARDNER said, as a general rule that simple notification of a change
being considered, i= =nough to alert them to the fact that something
is occurring that could jeopardize their neighborhood. He said that
people respond in one of two ways to the notification. They either
become very concerned and call to ascertain what the scope and magni-
tude of the change is. That puts them at a juncture where they make
one or more decisions. The second response is that they acknowledge
the notice but are not concerned enough to call. He said that he
would bet that the Planning staff does not receive a call for every
notice they send out. He guessed that at least some of the people
believe that they are not being significantly jeopardized enough to
call and exhibit concern.

GARDNER said that those who do call respond in one or two ways.
They can say, "l don't believe it proposes a hazard to me or is some-
thing that is of iminent nature that would concern me." GARDNER said
that that was a minority group in terms of the number of people who
show up at this hearing to say, "It isn't going to bother me and I'm
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for it", or "it isn't going to bother me, I'm neutral®, GARDNER said
that the other response involves those people who are concerned, and
come down to the meeting. They generally are opposed to the rezoning.
He said that one would be absolutely amazed at the list of reasons upon
which they base their opposition. Some are factual, many are totally
hypothetical and a great number have a substantial emotional basis

GARDNER said that most of the cases that come before this bench
seem to be handled with a unanimous vote where there is not a signifi-
cant amount of opposition from the neighborhood. He said he was not
saying that all of the recommendations that tend to be peaceful are
necessarily unanimous or reflect a common agreement, but it is the
distinct minority of cases that cause controversy. GARDNER submitted
that the notification system that they have today was sufficient to
impact and totally stall out anybody's zoning change proposal until
basic questions are answered and basic issues are dealt with. He felt
the process presently works. He felt it was a good process, and felt
that the Planning Commission was pretty conscientious. GARDNER said
that the Commission does hear the issues, and by and large, they search
deeply for resolution. They are not hesitate to talk to members of the
City Commission about problems when they do concern them.

GARDNER said that he would like to submit that while other com-
munities use signs, we have gotten along for several years without
them being a necessity. GARDNER felt the process works. He said that
they were talking about adding some additional regulation and technical-
ities to a process that already works pretty well.  He did not feel
sufficient reason has been demonstrated in terms of positive impact to
justify the problems created by putting up signs.

GARDNER stated that he frankly felt that when people are forced
to post a property, they create a situation where they stand out and
are subject then to potential abuse by high emotion in the neighborhood.
He submitted that a sign on someone's front yard has the capacity and
the capability of being an aggravation to someone who says, "l am so fed
up with that thing being up there and those people pursuing that, that
| am going to do something about it." GARDNER did not feel that the
Commission has really weighed that and although other communities have
indicated it not being a problem, he was not sure how applicants in
those cities view posting. He believed it to be a risk and he con-
sidered it a serious one. He felt that vandalism has become a heighten
element in this world and unfortunately that might be something that
would aggravate it. He felt that signs were not necessary.

GARDNER said that the new notice staff has proposed would very
adequately address the neighborhood. He said that if a scheduling
change is needed, it probably needs to come from the group who is
expressing the concerns.

MOORE commented that the CPO's are a watchdog group, and if they
are so concerned, that they can watch the newspaper for advertise-
ments. Then if they think that someone ten blocks out of the way needs
notification, iet them do the notification. He said he still saw no
purpose i changing.

WILSON said he was not in favor of the signs because of the added
expense. He concurred with Commissioner Gardner. He felt the signs
might create more problems than benefits.

LOFTON agreed. He did not think signs were necessary.

CHISHOLM said that the system was not perfect. He said that he
has looked at some of cities that have utilized the signs, and he still
did not see that it would be much more beneficial. He said that he
objected to the fact that for some reason people constantly try to put
the Planning Commission and the CPO's in adversarial situations. He
said that he felt that they were working together to accomplish the
desired end result. The demands on the CPO's and on this Commission
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are extensive. CHISHOLM said from his point of view he would be totally
dependent on the staff as far as the timing of notices. He felt the

form has been adequately addressed and he was anxious to see it work.
He said that he was opposed to signs.

HANSEN commented that the Planning Commission has the paper in
front of them that shows that almost every CPO Council in the community
feel that signs would be a help to them. She said that it seems to her
there must be some perception that people are not getting notified or
they would not have come to the Commission again and again saying "what
are you going to do about it". She said that she would like to see them
give signs a chance.

BAYOUTH asked if the CPO was trying to tell the Commission that
they were not getting a complete hearing before the Planning Commis-
sion.

COLLEEN JOHNSTON said that she did not feel that any of the CPO's
were saying that they were not getting fair hearings before the Commis-
sion; except when they have been told informally that the decision had
already been made, and that their having an input was just an adjunct.
JOHNSTON said that she knew when she came today that the majority of
the Planning Commissioners were not going to accept signs. She said
that they all disagree on different things sometimes and in different
areas. She said that she did not feel that most of the CPO people who
come before the Commission, or who send people before the Commission,
feel that they get an unfair hearing.

BAYOUTH said that the procedural statement that he reads at each
Commission meeting states that if people feel that they have had an
unfair hearing they can submit it in writing to the City Commission.

He said he has this feeling that CPO believes that the Commission is
not giving the public what they want.

JOHNSTON said that if Bayouth was asking that as a question then,
no, the Commission is not giving the CPO's what they want. She said
the Commission rarely have 15 CPO's come before the Commission with a
unanimous vote. In this case they have all but three of the CPO's
unanimously supporting signs. Two of the other three have a concensus
vote in support of signs. So there obviously is a large majority of
the people who are elected to represent the neighborhoods of this city
who feel that notification is not getting out where it needs be.

GARDNER commented that he understood the feeling of the CPO's
that there should be additional notification. He felt it was possible
to so praise a proposition that when one goes forth to solicit support
for doing something better that it is almost impossible for people to
be opposed to that concept. He said he has the feeling that that is
what has happened on this issue. He said that he did not believe that
the general knowledge of the members of the CPO was so expensive that
they are aware of the length, duration or content of these meetings
and the extent of public involvment which does occur. He felt that if
they sat through several years of these meetings with the Commission
they would have a better feeling or at least fewer pangs of conscious
about whether the system was doing its job adequately.

BOYS said that Commissioner Gardrer indicated earlier that he saw
only the people coming here and that a lot of people got their notices
and decided it would be an improvement. He felt that perhaps Gardner
may have overlooked the fact that a lot of the people agree with the
rezoning so they don't see them. He said that there could be a lot of
people say that there is nothing that can be done about it and they
don't come. BOYS asked if it would be possible to, as soon as an
applicant indicates that he wants to change the zoning on a property,
he indicate to the CPO that this is taking place. He said that
perhaps even putting a sign up at that time would be helpful. Then




maybe they could make some suggestions on how to improve it for the
benefit of the developer rather than putting the CPO in a position

where they take a negative attitude that everything that comes up for

a zoning change was no good. He asked if the Commission felt that

a year's trial of using signs would be acceptable to see if they work,
BOYS asked the Commission if they ever have someone call them ahead of
time and say “this is coming up, can | depend upon your vote."

GARDNER responded that he received calls from people, ranging from
those who are thinking about zoning cases to people who are actively
involved in neighborhoods in opposition to zone cases. He said that
he was sensitive as to whether or not he was willing to give someone a
prior commitment on a case. He said that even though he may have feel-
ings and opinions based upon knowledge of the case, the neighborhood
and surroundings, that he felt that making commitments to people before
hand to some degree indicates a prejudice and whether or not he goes in
with an open mind. He said that is something that he feels strongly
about,

GARDNER said the aspect of trying something for a year leaves him
cold. He said there are a dozen operations around this city that they
took on trying for a year and they cannot shake them. He said that he
did not know how they begin to curtail things bugetarily unless they
just learn to say no. GARDNER said he frankly sees this as one of those
areas where somebody ought to say "no",

GARDNER said he did not believe that the people who receive notices
are bashful about coming down and talking to the Commission. Whether or
not they have their full say together when they hit the CPO is not for
him to judge. But everybody and his brother is anxious to come down and
provide input on major parcels and proposals without hesitation. He said
he did not see them having a problem or difficulty there in needing to go
out and beat the bushes to get more people in.

CHISHOLM stated that it was not frequent but sometimes, where there
is a problem with one of the cases coming before the Commission that
long before he knows it exist he gets telephone calls from opponents
as well as proponents.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission
recommend to the City Commission the
following:

That the current notification schedule used by MAPD remain
the same. They also suggested that CPO may want to investi-
gate the possibility of holding meetings every two weeks
instead of twice a month,

Endorsed the use of a revised notice that includes a may for
notifying area property owners.

That posting property not be required and that no further
consideration be given to the use of signs.

Gardner moved, Chisholm seconded and it
carried with a vote of 7 in favor (Gardner,
Chisholm, Bayouth, Lofton, Moore, Parsons
and Wilson) and | opposed (Hansen). Goebel
was absent. One vacancy.




TEE CITY OF WICHITA
" OFFICE oF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE May 17, 1983

L}
TO  Robert Lakin, Director of Planning
FROM .Clemencia L. Prieto, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT (PO Zone Change Notification
Recommendations

On Tuesday, May 10th, the CPO Zone Change Notification Committee met to
review its June 8th, 1982 proposals and the Notice of Public Hearing
redesigned by Planning staff, prior to the May 19th MAPC formal consideration.

The Committee was unanimous in 1) continuing its recommendation to increase
the notification period from two to three weeks; 2) supporting the "Notice
of Public Hearing" as redesigned by Planning Department staff, with the
addition of lot footage under the Legal Description, as it is presently
done; 3) recommending the use of signs on property to be rezoned.

The Committee is not recommending publication of the zone change notice
in the Eagle-Beacon newspaper.

Attached for your information is a memo listing the actions and or comments
by CPO Councils on the Council "F" Zone Change Notification Study.

The Committee asked to go on record as recognizing the need for expanding
the notification area.

Please provide the Committee's recommendation to the MAPC prior to its
May 19th meeting. If you have any questions, please call me at 268-4516.

Clemencia L. Prieto
Administrative Aide III

CLP:dm
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TTHE CITY 01 WICii A
. OFFICE OF (jtizen Iarticipation DATE April 18, 1983

TO CPO Council "F"
FROM Dean Kruithof, Administrative Aide TII
: suBJrct Council '"F" Zone Change Notificaticn
Study.
Listed are the actions and/or coments by other CPO Councr 1s concerning the
Council "F'" Zone Change Notification Study.
Area "A" - Voted 5-0 to support.

Area "B" - No vote was taken. The consensus of the Comcil was to support
: the study. ;

"'C" - Took no action on the study.

D" - Voted 8-0 to support.

"E" - Voted Q-O to support.

6" - Voted 5-0 to support.

""" - Voted 5-0 to support.

"I'"" - Voted 5-0 to Qupport.

"3 - Consensus of the Council was to take no action. Some members

indicated they did support sign notification and sone indicated

they were opposed to the use of signs.

"K' - Voted 5-0 to support.

"L - No vote wis taken. The consensus of the Council was to support
the study. 5 ;

"M - Voted 6-0 to support.
"N" - Voted 8-0 to support.

"0" - No vote was taken. The consensus of the Counsil was to support
_ the study,




May 23, 1983

Colleen Johnston, CPO Chairperson

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

DR 82-18 CPO Zone Change Notification Committee Proposals

On May 19, 1983, the MAPC considered the three proposals for changes to
the notification procedures submitted by your committee in 1982, Their
action was to recommend the following:

1. That the current notification schedule used by MAPD remain the
same. They also suggested that CPO may want to investigate the
possibility of holding meetings every two weeks instead of twice
a month.

2. Endorsed the use of a revised notice that includes a map for
notifying area property owners.

3. That posting property not be required and that no further
consideration be given to the use of signs.

This matter will be forwarded to the Board of City Commissioners for
consideration at their regular meeting on June 14, 1983. This meeting to
be held in the City Commission Meeting Room, First Floor, City Hall, 455
North Main, Wichita, Kansas. We would remind you that Planning items are
considered after all other matters of business.

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

Sincerely yours,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG:ADC:sad

cc: Clemencia Prieto, CPO Aide
Howard Boys, CPO Chairperson
Chuck Harris, CPO Chairperson
Linda Perkins, CPO Chairperson
Wichita Area Builders Association, 730 North Main, Wichita 67203
Wichita Board of Realtors, 407 South Oliver, Wichita 67218
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THE CITY OF WICHITA
OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE May 17, 1983

'

TO  Robert Lakin, Director of Planning
FROM Clemencia L. Prieto, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT CPO Zone Change Notification
Recommendations

On Tuesday, May 10th, the CPO Zone Change Notification Committee met to
review its June 8th, 1982 proposals and the Notice of Public Hearing
redesigned by Planning staff, prior to the May 19th MAPC formal consideration.

The Committee was unanimous in 1) continuing its recommendation to increase
the notification period from two to three weeks; 2) supporting the "Notice
of Public Hearing" as redesigned by Planning Department staff, with the
addition of lot footage under the Legal Description, as it is presently
done; 3) recommending the use of signs on property to be rezoned.

The Committee is not recommending publication of the zone change notice
in the Eagle-Beacon newspaper.

Attached for your information is a memo listing the actions and or comments
by CPO Councils on the Council "F" Zone Change Notification Study.

The Committee asked to go on record as recognizing the need for expanding
the notification area.

Please provide the Committee's recommendation to the MAPC prior to its
May 19th meeting. If you have any questions, please call me at 268-4516.

Clemencia L. Prieto
Administrative Aide III
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THE CITY O “’IQTTJ\
OFFICE OF (Citizen Participation DATE April 18, 1983

TO (PO Council "F'"
FROM Dean Kiuithof, Administrative Aide III
sunircr  Council 'F" Zone Change Notificaticn
Study.
Listed are the actions and/or coments by other CPO Councils concerning the
Council '"F" Zone Change Notification Study. :
Area "A" - Voted 5-0 to support.

Area "B" - No vote was taken. The consensus of the Council was to support
; the study. ;

Area "C" - Took no action on the study.

Area "D" - Voted 8-0 to support.

Area "E" - Voted §-0 to support.

Area "'G" - Voted 5-0 to support.

Area "H" - Voted 5-0 to support.

Area "I" - Voted 5-0 to support.

Area "J" - Consensus of the Council was to take no action, Some members
indicated they did support sign notification and scme indicated
they were opposed to the use of signs.

Area "K" - Voted 5-0 to support,

Area "L" - No vote wds taken. The consensus of the Council was to support
the study. : . ;

Area '"M' - Voted 6-0 to support.
Area "N" - Voted 8-0 to support.

Area ''0" - No vote was taken. The consensus of the Council was to support

~ the study.
Dean MW

Administrative Aide III
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May 13, 1983

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO

FROM

SUBJECT

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DR 82-18 - Changes to Notification Procedures on Rezoning
requests.

BACKGROUND :

In June 1982, CPO staff sent a memo (see attachment A) to

me regarding proposed changes to notification procedures

for zone change requests. The CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee endorsed three specific proposals for discussion
with the MAPC. The proposals were: 1) Increase the notifi-
cation period from two to three weeks in order to provide
more review time and to eliminate occasional conflicts with
meeting schedules; 2) Modify the notice to area property
owners and the notice published in the paper; and 3) Placement
of signs on property proposed to be rezoned.

On July 15, 1982, the MAPC held an informal meeting to discuss
the CPO Committee's proposals. In addition to MAPC members

and MAPD staff, there were representatives from the CPO Com-
mittee and CPO staff present. Prior to discussion of the three
proposals, the State Statutes regarding notification were review-
ed as were the current notification procedures used by the City.
In regard to increasing the notification time, it was decided

to notify the CPO staff as soon as possible so that if there were
conflicts in meeting dates, notices could be mailed earlier.
During the past months there have only been a few schedule
conflicts and I believe that area residents were notified about
the zone case prior to the CPO meeting., To extend the notice time
increases processing time and cost to development, this has been
objected to previously by the MAPC. I feel that the current
method of notifying CPO staff has worked successfully.

Much of the discussion dealt with modifying the notice sent to
area residents. It was suggested that the mailed notice be
written in simpler language and a map added. Everyone agreed
that the addition of a map would be very helpful for the

people receiving the notice in identifying the property proposed
for rezoning. A revised notice (see attachment B), with a map,
was distributed to you prior to the April 21, 1983 informal session.
Other than a few suggestions about minor changes, everyone who
has seen the revised notice feels that it will provide a better
notice. As I stated in my April 14, 1983 memo, we intend to
begin using the revised notice around the middle of Jume.
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There was also some discussion about including a map in the

legal advertisement published in the paper. Although I init-
ially supported that suggestion, it became apparent that adding
a map would become very costly. It was felt that the map

should be published in the Wichita Eagle-Beacon. If a map was
published in the Eagle-Beacon, our costs would have increased
5.5 times to approximately $130 per case. Maps published in The
Daily Record would have been less expensive but would not be seen
by the general public.

Another major item of discussion concerned the posting of property
proposed to be rezoned with a sign. I stated that the potential
problems with signs (vandalism, verification of posting, cost,
staff time, etc.) would outweigh the benefits of posting
(increased public awareness, identification of property, etc.).
Although there was no clear consensus on whether or not signs
should be used, a majority of the Planning Commissioners

present at the July 1982 informal meeting felt that signs

were not needed.

It was suggested that other cities be surveyed about the use,

cost and effectiveness of posting property. During the latter
part of the summer we requested information from planning schools,
Planning Advisory Service, and several cities and counties that
post property. The information received is shown on attachment

C. Also included in attachment C is information CPO staff re-
ceived from a similar survey. Attachment D is the information
CPO Council "F" presented to the City Commission on April 26,
1983. Both surveys report favorably the use of signs with no sig-
nificant abuses occurring.

On April 21, 1983 a second informal MAPC meeting was held.

MAPD staff, CPO staff and CPO representatives were in attendance.
As was stated above, everyone thought that the revised notice
would provide a more meaningful notice. Much of the discussion
was about the advantages and disadvantages of posting property.
Two of the CPO representatives felt that signs were needed so
that people living in the area, but not within the notification
area, could be aware of pending rezoning cases. They felt that
the cost of the signs and the amount of staff time needed to
handle the signs would not be significant. While no consensus
was reached on the need for signs, it was decided to place the
CPO proposals on a formal MAPC agenda for recommendation to

the City Commission.




COST:

One of the items discussed has been the cost of new notices and
the cost of signs. We have estimated that the new notices would
cost approximately $277 per year, versus $96 per year for the
existing notices. The cost was figured on an average of 35
notices per case with 150 City zoning, County zoning, Condi-
tional Uses and C.U.P.'s per year. The primary reason for the
increase is that the new notices will require xeroxing of both
sides, while the existing notice is run off on a ditto machine.
In addition, there will be additional staff time required to
prepare the map and to xerox the notices. I view this cost to
be relatively insignificant.

In 1982, my staff prepared a cost estimate of approximately
$2,400 for purchasing 100 signs., The signs were a "real estate"
type metal sign and included replaceable vinyl strips to show
the proposed zoning. It was anticipated that City Staff would
be responsible for placing the signs on the property and for
insuring that they stayed on the property.

We also priced less permanent signs similar to CPO's suggestion.
An applicant could be required to place a posterboard (coated
with a weather protector) sign on the property. The sign

would state that there is a proposed rezoning znd give the

MAPD telephone numberito call for inf-rmation. Cost of
purchasing 100 of the printed 22"X36' signs has been estimated
at $257. The applicant would then be required to either nail
the sign (or signs as determined by MAPD) to a structure or

put it on stakes in a front or side yard. The cost here is
relatively insignificant as long as the applicant is responsible
for posting. The costs occur if staff is to check for compliance
either initially or during the proceedings. There will also be
applicant cost in time (to post) and delay if any deferrals
occur due to lack of, improper or removed posting.

SUMMARY :

Judging from the discussions and meetings over the past year,

it seems that of the three CPO proposals the timing of notices and
posting of property are still unresolved. I believe the coordina-
tion between MAPD and CPO staffs appears to be satisfactorily
dealing with scheduling conflicts.

The revised notice that incorporates a map has been well received
and we will begin using it in June.




No agreement, either formally or informally, has been reached
on the use of signs. CPO representatives strongly feel that
posting property would result in significant benefits by in-
creasing the public's awareness of proposed rezonings. As I have
stated before, I do not feel that posting property will signifi-
cantly improve the quality or meaningfulness of our notice pro-
cedures. This is based on my observation of public attendance
and interest in zoning cases heard by MAPC. If the MAPC and

BCC want posting, we will work with CPO and the Legal Department
to develop a policy and/or ordinance to implement it,

BCC ACTION:

CPO Council "F" made a formal presentation to the City Commis-
sion on April 26, 1983 regarding the posting of property proposed
to be rezoned. A copy of the material presented to the City
Commission was also distributed at the April 21 informal MAPC
meeting. Attachment D is a table summarizing the data Council "F'"
collected. The action of the City Commission was to refer the
item to the MAPC for study and recommendation.

RECOMMENDATIONS :

This should be sent to the BCC with CPO Council "F'"'s recommenda-
tion for a policy decision. I would recommend that the current
notification timing be continued and that MAPC work with CPO
staff to handle the occasional scheduling conflicts. I would
recommend approval of the new form of written notice.

Although I am not recommending ''posting", if the Commission desires
to use this technique, I would recommend that we be asked (after
the BCC concur) to draft a written policy and/or ordinance change.
Features of the policy would be:

Posterboard signs.

Number to be posted.

Time for posting.

Posting responsibility to applicant.
Removal policy after hearing on case.




RECOMMENDED ACTION:

The MAPC should make recommendations on each of the issues

1. Timing of notices
25 Form of written notices
3 Posting on site of notice

Feter? Ak N

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:el
Attachments

cc: Clemencia Prieto, CPO Aide
Colleen Johnston
Howard Boys
Chuck Harris
Builders Association
Board of Realtors
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: THE CITY OF WICHITA
OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE  June 18, 1982
TO Robert Lakin, Director of Planning

i FROM Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee Proposals

As you know, the CPO Zone Change Notification Committee has been meeting
during the last year, to discuss concerns regarding the notification
procedure on zone change request and possible alternative and/or
supplemental notification methods.

At the Committee's June 8th meeting, three proposals were endorsed for
presentation to the MAPC in informal session prior to being presented
for formal consideration.

1) 1Increase the notification period from two to three weeks.
The €Committee contended that this would allow residents
of the area and the CPO Councils more time to study the
proposed zone change(s), as well as eliminate the occasional
scheduling problems which occur with those CPO Councils that
meet on the first and third Thursday of each month. %

2) Modified notice to adjoining property owners that will use
language understandable to the average reading citizen and
include a map of the area to be rezoned, plus publication
of the zone change notice in the Eagle-Beacon Newspaper in
the same format.

3) Placement of signs on property to be rezoned (responsibility
of the applicant). The City could lease the signs, the
applicant would be required to pay a deposit (part of
application process). The sign(s) would remain on the pro-
perty being rezomed during the 3 week motification period
or until the final disposition of the case (i.e. the matter

| is disposed of by the City Commission). The sign(s) would

be visible from both directions of traffic and contain
general information, "this property to be considered for
rezoning, call MAPD # for more information."

Please advise the Committee of a time when the proposals can be discussed
with the MAPC in informal sesaion, Committee representatives will be in
attendance of the scheduled meeting to discuss the proposals and raspond
to questions.

| If you have questions, please contact me at 4516.

Shirley Mas

Administrative Aide III
SM:dm

Noted:

M

Sarah Gilbert : J
CP Coordinator

cc: Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner




@ Attachment B

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1688

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
Case No. Z-0000

Location: Generally located at the southeast corner of 27th Street North
and Arkansas.

Address: Approximately 2760 Arkansas

Request: To change the existing "A" Two-Family zoning to the "BB" Office
district on property legally described on the back of this notice.

A public hearing to consider the above noted request has been scheduled
before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC;,

On Thursday, March 24, 1983.

The hearing will begin at 1:30 p.m. in the City of Wichita City Commission
Meeting Room, First Floor, City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas.

As an owner or occupant of property in the area, you have the
right to appear at the MAPC meeting either in person or by agent
or attorney, to support or oppose this request. If you have no
interest or objection to the requested change, you have no
obligation to appear at the public hearing.

The Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) neighborhood council will
consider this case for the purpose of making a formal recommendation to the
MAPC and City Commission. If you have an interest in this case, you are
encouraged to express your opinions at your CPO Council meeting. The date,
time and location of the CPO meeting may be obtained by calling 268-4516.

If you have any questions or wish additional information, please call
268-4421.

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

APPLICATION
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA PROPOSED TO BE CHANGED

CASE NO. 2z-0000

Zone change from the "A" Two-Family Dwelling Tistrict
to the "BB" Office District

Lots 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, on Arkansas, McTaggarts Addition
to Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas. Generally located
at the southeast corner of 27th Street North and Arkansas,

HAME OF DISTRCT AND USES PERMITTED
(FOR COMPLETE REGULATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS - SEE TEXT OF ORDINANCE)

= NN e e
Most Restrictive ONE FAMILY DWELLING ety Careieon Fark Ccbools: ot Coutu:

Uses Permifted in “AA " Disirict and
A TWO FAMILY DWELLING Two Family Dweliing, Care Homes (5 & Less)

FOUR FAMILY DWELLING

GENERAL RESIDENCE Use Permitied in the A" District and Multiple
DISTRICT Famiy Dratiogs.

‘GENERAL RESIDENCE permitied are ident those
DISTRICT “RA-8" Dhlll;!" S 2

g:;:“.’m in Morg MI:N:“ZW _and
Houses. Hospitals, Greenhouses, Off Sﬁ'mw

Any Use Permitted in More Resirictive Zones.
OFFICE DISTRICT and General Offices, Medical Laboratorias.

MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLING

OFFICE COMMERCIAL ﬁwﬁwWMH

Use Permitiod in
LIGHT COMMERCIAL mm Retail !Mmﬂ ffce zenes
a&m

i UIGHT INDUSTRIAL

Least Restrictive
HEAVY INDUSTRIAL

Special Districts CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT




@ ' STUDY RESULTS @

CITY/POPULATION NEWSPAPFR  SIGNS ~ LEITERS TS T
Albuquerque, New Mexico - 331,767 0 0 0 100 fe
Alexandria, Louisiana - 51,565 0 0 100 £t.
Beckley, West Virginia - 19,884 0
Birmingham, Alabama - 284,413 .0

0
0

i

500 ft.

300 ft.

300 ft.

300 ft.

160 ft.

up to 1,000 £t |
200 ft.

*

Boise, Idaho - 102,451

Flint, Michigan - 159,611
Fresno, California - 218,202
Jackson, Mississippi - 202,895
La Crosse.‘Wiscmsin - 48,347
Little Rock, Arkansas - 158,461
Louisville, Kentucky - 298,451
Memphis, Tennessee - 646,356
Minneapolis, Minnesota - 370,951
Orlando, Florida - 128.291
Peoria, Illinois - 124,160
Phoenix, Arizona - 789,704
Pc;rtland. Oregon - 366,383

Reno, Nevada - 100,756

San Antonio, Texas - 785,880
Santa Barbara, California - 74,414
Sarasota, Florida - 48,868
Shreeveport, Louisiana - 205,820
South Bend, Indiana - 109,727
Syracuse, New York - 170,105

.

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o
2

500 ft.
350 ft.
300 ft.
200 ft.

400 ft.
300 ft.
200 ft.
450 ft.
250 ft.
300 fc.

400 ft.
100 ft.

©c X O O © © o X o o oo o

‘o © © o © ©o O © © © © ©
o o M o O O o o ©o

Tacoma, Washingten - 158,501

0 - yes
X - o ; Information from Survey made
*Further explanation needed. . by CPO Cduncil "F"'.




Attachment C

Days Other Type of
Posting Size of Deposit Who Before Notice

City or County Required Sign or Cost Posts Hearing Mail Newspaper

Lincoln, NE Yes 18"x24" None City X

Lancaster County, NE 24"%36" Unk Unk

X
Tulsa, OK 9 Sq.Ft. $50 X
X

Oklahoma City, OK

Kansas City, MO 17"x22" Applicant 15
St.Louis County, MO 20"x26" County 15
Denver, CO 24"x36" Applicant 10
El Paso County, CO 2 Sq.Ft. County 14
Dallas, TX 24"X36" Applicant 10
Fairfax County, VA 32"x48" County 15

Montgomery County, MD 24"X36" Applicant 3 days after
filing

Prince George County, MD Unk County 30
Savannah, GA 30"x40" Applicant 15
Topeka/Shawnee County, KS

Kansas City, KS

P

prag—————
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THE CITY OF WICHITA
OFFICE OF C|TY MANAGER DATE  April 27, 1983

TO Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning
FROM Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager

SUBJECT CPO "F" Recommendations for
Notice to the Public of
Proposed Zoning Changes

On April 26, 1983, Mr. Chuck Harris, CPO Area "F" Council member, appeared
before the City Commission in behalf of a survey conducted by CPO "F" of
zoning notice procedures used by other cities and to recommend that sign
notification be a required part of public notification process for zoning changes
in Wichita.

Because the matter of changes to notification procedures on zZoning requests is
now being considered by the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the
City Manager recommended that the matter be referred to the MAPC for study
and recommendation. This action was directed by the City Commission.

Please bring the Area "F" CPO proposal to the attention of the MAPC for its

formal action. A copy is enclosed.

Robert G. Finch
Deputy City Manager

D

RGF/pd
Attachment

RECEWVE])

APR 2 7 1983
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE []
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ELDON W. MEYER
BB514 BUNTING DRIVE
WICHITA, KANSAS 67218

April 20, 1983

The Wichita Board of City Commissioners
Area "F" C.P.O.

Request for time under the City Managers agenda for the
B.C.C. Meeting Tuesday, April 26, 1983,

1. Agenda Item -- Report of the Area "F" C.P.O,
independent survey of 36 selected U.S, citles
on their methods of notifying the public of proposed
zoning changes.

Approzimately 10 to 15 minutes will be necded,
Each Commissioner and the City Manager will have

been provided a copy of the survey and C.P.0O.
Area "F's" posltion paper.

%Mf/
Eldon Meyer /LP

Chalirperson Area F

HEFERENCE: ITEM_2/-C2¢ - —
AGENDA FOR:____APR 261083




@itim Paper of CPO Council "F‘@
‘Régarding Zoning Notification Procedures

Background
In August, 1981, the CPO Councils began a study of the methods used by the City

to notify neighborhood residents of proposed zoning changes. The goal of the
CPO Zone Change Notification Committee was to determine possible changes in the
notification procedure which would increase citizen awareness of proposed

zoning changes.

Several steps to improve notification were developed by the Committee and reviewed
by the Councils. These methods included an expansion of the area notified,
increasing the length of time of notification, placing a notice in the Wichita
Eagle-Beacen, and requiring the posting of signs on property under consideration
for zoning.

In January, 1982, the committee met with Robert Lakin, Director of Plamming, and
Jack Galbraith, Chief Plameﬂ(!m:rml: Plans, to review the proposals. From that
meeting the Committee endorsed the newspaper notification .and the increase in
motification length. In June, 1982, the Comnittee also endorsed the sign posting
requit-enmt. 3 g

' Members of the Committee met with the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission in
July, 1982, to discuss the proposals previously endorsed. The MAPC asked its
staff to study the proposals. The Committee is currently awaiting a report from
the MAPC staff concerning alternative notification procedures.

Council "F" concern
CPO Council "F"' tock an active part in the CPO Zone Changes Notification Cammittee.
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It was the consensus of the Council that the proposal for posting signs did not
receive adequate consideration from the MAPC and its staff during the January md
July meetings. In September, 1982, the Council undertook its owm study, at members
expense, of the use of signs in various cities. The purpose of the study was to
determine the feasibility of the sign notification option.

Methodology
Council "F" selected 36 cities at random natiorwide for the study. The Mayor

of each city was sent a brief letter (attached) requesting information about
the methods of notification used. The letter indicated that the Gouncil was
taking the survey to determine how wideépread the use of signs was in various
cities.

Of the 36 cities sent letters, 28 (78%) responded. Two cities (Harrisburg,

Pennsylvania and Trenton, New Jersey) sent information unrelated to the survey
and one (Houston, Texas) had no zoning ordinance, that left 25 (69%) cities
sending usable responses.

Results ;
A table showing the responses is attached. A blank space in the table indicates

" that the respondent did not provide information concerning the specific method of

notification. A blank should not be interpreted as a positive or negative response
on the notification method,

Of the 25 cities responding, all indicated that they use same type of notification.
Delivered Notices - Twenty-one (84%) cities indicated they sent notices
to adjoining property owners informing them of the proposed zone change.
Twenty (80%) cities indicated the minimum notification distance which

averaged 285.5 feet, Twelve (48%) indicated the notu’ication length which
averaged 15 days.




Page 3 @

Newspaper Notices - Twenty-three (92%) indicated they printed the notice
in a general circulation newspaper. Nine (36%) indicated the notification
length which averaged 15 days.

Signs - Seventeen (68%) indicated the requirement that signs be posted on
't'.he property being considered for a zone change. Eight indicated the
required posting length which averaged 12 days.

Of those who commented on the practicability of the use of signs, typical comments

were: 'No difficulty with destruction", "Few difficulties-usually due to erronecus
real estate records", "No difficulties with signs", "Signs working well", "Signs
sometimes subject to weather damage (hurricanes) or vandalism”, “The posted notice

has been very effective-public complaints now minimal".

Conclusion

Council "F" has, as a result of this survey, unanimously concludes and recommends
that sign notification must be a part of the public notification process when
zoning changes are applied for.




Attachment #1

STUDY RESULTS
: NOTIFICATION
CITY/POPULATION NEWSPAPER ~ SIGNS = LETTERS  DISTANCE
Albuquerque, New Mexico - 331,767 0 0 100 ft.
Alexandria, Louisiana - 51,565 0 100 ft.
Beckley, West Virginia - 19,884
Birmingham, Alabama - 284,413
Boise, Idaho - 102,451
Flint, Michigan - 159,611
Fresno, California - 218,202
Jackson, Mississippi - 202,895
La Crosse, Wisconsin - 48,347
Little Rock, Arkansas - 158,461
Louisville, Kentucky - 298,451
Menphis, Tennessee - 646,356
Minneapolis, Minnesota - 370,951
Orlando, Florida - 128.29ll
Peoria, Illinois - 124,160
Phoenix, Arizona - 789,704
P&rtland, Oregon - 366,383
Reno, Nevada - 100,756
San Antonio, Texas - 785,880
Santa Barbara, California - 74,414
Sarasota, Florida - 48,868
Shree\repa:jt, Louisiana - 205,820
South Bend, Indiana - 109,727
Syracuse, New York - 170,105
Tacoma, Washington - 158,501

=

H W~

.

500 ft.

300 ft.

300 ft.

300 ft.

160 ft. :

up to 1,000 ft.
200 ft.

*

500 ft.
350 ft.
300 ft.
200 ft.

0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

400 ft.
300 ft.
200 ft.
450 ft.
250 ft.
300 ft.

400 ft.
100 ft.

© O © 0 © © © © © o o o
S XM © © © © © % ©o o oo o
o O M O ©O O o0 o o

0 - yes
X - o
*Further explanation needed.
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@ : Attachment #2

CPO ZONE CHANGE NOTIFICATION COMMITTEE ENDORSEMENTS

At the Committee's June Bth meeting, three proposals were endorsed for presentation
to the MAPC in informal session prior to being presented for formal consideration.

1. Increase the notification period from two to three weeks. The
Committee contended that this would allow residents of the area
and the CPO Councils more time to study the proposed zone change(s),
as well as accomodate the occasional scheduling problems which occur
with those CPO Councils that meet on the first and third Thursday
of each month.

Modified notice to adjoining property owners that will use
language understandable to the average reading citizen and
include a map of the area to be rezoned, plus publication of

the zone change notice in the Eagle-Beacon Newspaper in the

same format. C

Placement of signs on property to be rezoned (responsibility

of the applicant). The City could lease the signs, the applicant
would be required to pay a deposit (part of application process).
The sign(s) would remain on the property being rezoned during
the 3-week notification period or until the final disposition

of the case (i.e. the matter is disposed of by the City Commission).
The sign(s) would be visible from both directions of traffic

and contain general information, "this property to be considered
for rezoning, call MAPD # for more information.'




REPLY TO @

ELDON N. MEYER
8514 GUHTING DRIVE
WICHITA, KANSAS 67218

Attachment #3

September 21, 1982

Dear Sirs:

Our city 15 in the process of determining the most
cost-effective methods of notifying the public of
proposed zoning changes.

We would apprecliate knowling the procedures you use,
whether or not signage ls used to advertise, what i
difficulties, if any are incurred by use of signs, and
what other means of notification are used.

Thank you for the information. 2

Rgsphctfully yours,

Eldon W. Meyer
Chairperson, Cltizens q
Participation Organization
Area F. 3

e O A T
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK "DUNTY ey DATE |

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO

SUBJECT

April 14, 1983

Metropolitan Area Planning Commissioners

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DR 82-18 - changes to Notification Procedures
on Rezoning Requests.

Last year the MAPC met informally with CPO representatives

to discuss possible changes to the procedures used to notify
area residents of a public hearing on a rezoning request.

The proposed changes included increasing the notification time
by a week, including a map on the notice to adjoining property
owners and posting a sign on the site being rezoned. At the
informal meeting, there was a consensus that extending the
notification time would not be significantly more beneficial
than the present notification period.

We have redesigned the notice that is sent to adjoining property
owners, primarily to include a map. A copy of the revised notice
is attached. It has been shown to several Planning Commissioners,
CPO Staff and others. Everyone who has seen it has felt that

it is an improvement and will result in a more meaningful

notice. We intend to start using the new notice within the next
sixty days.

The third item that was discussed last year was the possibility
of posting property being considered for a zoning change.
Although there was considerable discussion about the cost and
effectiveness of posting property, no consensus was reached.

We have contacted other cities and counties that post property,
for information regarding cost, size of sign, etc. A table
summarizing the information is attached for your review.

All of the people we talked to thought that posting property
was an effective means of notifying people about a proposed
rezoning. The type of signs used ranged from a simple paper
sign posted by the applicant, to metal signs posted by a sign
company. Many of the cities and counties used a cardboard

type sign stating that a rezoning was proposed and gave a
telephone number to call for information. 1In every city and
county except Dallas, there were either state or local require-
ments for posting.

11 previous discussions I have statcd that it did not seem
that posting property would result in a more meaningful or




Page Two
Metropolitan Area Planning Commissioners
April 14, 1983

effective notice. The problems that I see associated with
posting include cost of purchasing signs, maintenance, vandal-
ism, and ensuring that the property is posted. I still have
doubts that posting property would significantly increase the
effectiveness of our notice procedure. The proof is in the neigh-
borhood response we currently get at our public hearings. Before
it is decided to post property, I would recommend that we evaluate
our new notice for six months to see if additional types of notice
are needed. At that time, the Planning Commission or City
Commission may wish to post property on a trial basis. I can not
at this time recommend additional procedures for posting, either
by the applicant or ourselves.

I have advised the CPO Staff that the Planning Commission will
have an informal session on April 21, beginning at 11:30 a.m.

to discuss this matter. If any of the Commissioners have
questions prior to the meeting, please feel free to call.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:el
Attachments

cc: Shirley Mast, Interim CP Coordinator
Clemencia Prieto, Administrative Aide III




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1688

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
Case No. Z-0000

Location: Generally located at the southeast corner of 27th Street North
and Arkarmsas.

Address:: Approximazely 2760 Arkansas

Request: To change the existing "A" Two-Family zoning to the "BB" Office
district on property legally described on the back of this notice.

A public hearing to consider the above noted request has been scheduled
before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC),

On Thursday, March 24, 1983.

The hearing will begin at 1:30 p.m. in the City of Wichita City Commission
Meeting Room, First Floor, City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas.

As an owner af property in the area, you have the right to appear at the
MAPC meeting eithar in person or by agent or attorney, to support or oppose this
request, If you liave no interest or objection to the requested change, you have
no obligation to appear at the public hearing.

The Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) neighborhood council will
consider this case for the purpose of making a formal recommendation to the
MAPC and City Commission. If you have an interest in this case, you are
encouraged to express your opinioms at your CPO Council meeting. The date,
time and locatiom of the CPO meeting may be obtained by calling 268-4516,

1f you have any questions or wish additional information, please call
268-4421.

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA. PLANNING COMMISSION

APPLICATION
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA PROPOSED TO BE CHANGED

CASE NO. 2-0000

Zone change from the Two-Family Dwelling District
to the "BB" Office District

Lots 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, on Arkansas, McTaggarts Addition
to Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas. Generally located
at the southeast corner of 27th Street North and Ark

(FOR COMPLETE REGULATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS - !iSF TEXT OF ORDINANCE)

————mTe T e e |
Most Restrictive OHE FAMLY DWELLING Favearion, ammamg i) Gantomag: Crurcras

in “AA" District and
A TWO FAMILY DWELLING Tous Famiy Dushing, Care Homes (5 & Less)

Any Uso Permitiod in Mors Restictive Zonss
FOUR FAMILY DWELLING ‘s Four Fi Dwelings.

GENERAL RESIDENCE Use Permitied in the "A” Dislrict and Muliple
DISTAICT %m,_ % o

GENERAL RESIDENCE plmllll!li are identical with thosa in
DISTRICT the “R-5"

Any Use Permilied in More Restriclve 26005 and
MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLNG  Mullio Famiy D-unm"un-'m:&"" 4 Loc
ses, Hospilals, Gresnhouses, Off Street Parking.

Any Uso Parmitiod in ore Resirictive Zones
CEPICE DEEaON A Generat Ofices. Moscar Laborarones

Limited
oerIoE AL mm. mws«wgmn

LIGHT COMMERCIAL

Y
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Odor, Smobe o Fie Dar
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City or County

Lincoln, NE

Tulsa, OK

Kansas City, MO
St.Louis County,MO
Denver, CO

El Paso County, CO

Dallas, TX

Montgomery County,MD

Fairfax County, VA

Prince George, MD

Size of Sign

18" x 24"
9 sq. ft.
17" x 22"
20" X 26"
24" X 36"
2 8q.: £t
24" X 30"

24" X 36"

32" x 48"

Unknown

Deposit
or Cost

None

$50

Who Posts

City
Sign Co.
Applicant
County
Applicant
County
Applicant

Applicant

County

City

Days before
Hearing
8
20
15
15
10
14
21

3 days after
filing

10

30

o g o g

Other Type

of Notice
Newspaper

Mail & Newspaper
Mail

Newspaper

Mail & Newspaper
Mail & Newspaper
Newspaper

Unknown

Mail

Newspaper
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK NUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

FROM Arthur D. Chambers, Senior Planner

SUBJECT DR 82-18 - Notification Changes

Attached is a copy of a draft "notice to adjoining property
owners" that has been shown to several Planning Commissioners
and CPO Staff. They all believe that it is better than our

existing notice and should work very well.

revised notice, it will result in a higher cost because we
will have to xerox both sides of the notice. It should not
require too much more time to prepare the notice, however.

The following table gives a breakdown of the costs for the

new notice and the old notice. It does not include secretary's

time to run copies.

Number of notices Existing Notices

10 .45
35 (average) .64 17
50 oI5
100 1012

We have been averaging 100 City zone cases per year with an
average of 35 notices per case. Cost of the new notice, i
based on the average, would run $185 per year versus $64 per »
year if the ditto machine was used. The cost to the Department
would be even more if we use a map on County zoning, conditional
uses and C.U.P. I do not feel that adding a map to the

thw ™4 notices for conditional uses or C.U.P.'s would be all that

! ¢~ useful. If a map was needed, we could insert an extra

oy sheet. If we add a map to City zone cases we probably

,Jl’ﬂ mﬂ should add a map to County zone cases.
m

ol

posted.

Mi‘/ Also attached is a table listing cities and counties that

W ;W ‘post property that is being rezoned. Generally, the planners
that I talked to, when compiling the information, felt that

signs were effective and beneficial. An interesting item is

that in pallas posting is "voluntary", but the Planning Com=-

mission has been deferring cases if the property was not

a DATE

April 12, 1983

If we use the

Revised Notices
.80
1.85 2T
2.20

4.10
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Page Two
Robert A. Lakin
April 12, 1983

Of the ten agencies surveyed, six handle the posting themselves.
Three of the agencies receive additional money or a deposit for
the sign. Several of the agencies said that their rezoning
fees were high enough to cover the cost of the signs. The
signs are all about the same size and are generally posted two
or three weeks before the hearing.

After talking to several people, it seems that the best way to
post property would be to have signs made out of poster board
(coated with a weather protector) and given to the applicant to
Post. Gary is obtaining some estimates on 100 non-returnable
signs. Basically, all they would do is state that there is a
Proposed rezoning and give a telephone number. I believe Gary
estimated 100 "real estate” signs that would have more infor-
mation and would be reusable and would cost approximately
$1400.

six months to see if anyone notices. After the six months an
evaluation should be done to see if most people like posting,
and then amend the zoning ordinance to require it. During
'Jl,?d’rv"ﬂvthe six months I would not post property involved in County

‘)WU ~7, cases, and maybe never.
w“” ’ Y
’%‘W I have attached a draft memorandum to the MAPC for an informal

2
tg',,,\mi;gjr Personally, I would recommend that we try posting property for
,'/

on April 21. 1Included in the memo is a possible schedule for
the sign issue to be considered by CPO, MAPC and the BCC on
a formal basis. If you have any questions or want to discuss

Mfr’jl this matter, just let me know.

atég“g.plchambers

Senior Planner
ADC:el

Attachments
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Metropolitan Area.Planning Commissioners
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DR 82-18 - Changes to Notification Procedures
on Rezoning Requests.

Last year the MAPC met informally with CPO representatives

to diséuss possible changes to the procedures used to notify
area residents of a public hearing on a rezoning request.

The prop.losed changes included increasing the notification time
by a week, including a map on the notice to adjoining property
owners and posting a sign on the site being rezoned. At the
informal meeting, there was a consenus.that extending the

notification time would not be significantly more beneficial

than the present notification period.

We have redesigned the notice that is sent to adjoining property
L e &

harod, " §
owners)to include a map. A copy of the p::opo;ed- notice is

attached. It has been shown to several Planning Cﬁmissione:és,
CPO staff and others. Everyone who has seen it has felt that

it is an improvement and will result in a more meaningful
notice. We intend to start using the new notice within the next

sixty days.

The third item that was discussed last year was the possibility
of posting property being considered for a zoning change. :
Although there was considerable discussion about the cost and

effectiveness of posting property, no consensus was reached.




We have contacted other cities and counties that post property,
for information regarding cost, size of sign, etc. A table

summarizing the information is attached for your review.

All of the people we talked to thought that posting property
was an effective means of notifying people about a proposed

rezoning. The type of signs used ranged from a simple paper

sign posted by the applicant, to metal sigr%s posted by a sign

company . lé?éfl:yof the cities and counties used a cardboard
type sign stating that a rezoning was proposed and gave a
telephone number to call for information. In every city and
county except Dallas, there were either state or local require-

ments for posting.

In previous discussions I have stated that it did not seem
that posting property would result in a more meaningful or
effective notice. The problems that I see associated with
posting include cost of purchasing signs, maintenance, vandal-
ism, and ensuring that the property is posted. I still have
doubts that posting property would significantly inerease the
effectiveness of our notice procedure. Before it is decided
to post property, I would recommend that we evaluate our new
notice after six months to see if additional tfpes of notice
are needed. At that time, the Planning Commission or City

Commission may wish to post propert:r on a trial basis.




I have advised the CPO Staff that the Planning Commission will

have an informal session on April 21, beginning at
to discuss this matter. If any of the Commissioners have

questions prior to the meeting, please feel free to call,

Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:el
Attachment
cc: Shirley Mast, Interim CP Coordinator

Clemencia Prieto, Administrative Aide III
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City or County

Lincoln, NE
Tulsa, OK

Kansas City, MO
St.Louis County,M0
Denver, CO

El Paso County, CO
Dallas, TX

Montgomery County,MD

Fairfax County, VA

Prince George, MD

Size of Sign

18" X 24"
9 sq. ft.
17" x 22"
20" X 26"
24" x-36“
2 sq. ft.
24" x 30"

24" X 36"

32" x 48"

Unknown

Deposit
or Cost
None
$50
None
None
None
Unknown
None

$50

Who Posts

City

Sign Co.

Applicant

County
Applicant
County
Applicant

Applicant

County

City

Days before
'ﬂearing
8
20
15
15
10
14
21

3 days after
filing

];o

£

Other Type

of Notice
Newspaper

Mail & Newspaper
Mail

Newspaper

Mail & Newspaper
Mail & Newspaper
Newspaper

Unknown

Mail

Newspaper




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
- METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1688

“NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

-Case No. Z-0000

Location: Generally located at the southeast cormer.of 27th Street North
-and Arkansas.

_ Address: Approximately 2760 Arkansas

Request: To change the existing "A" Two-Family zoning to the "BB" Office
district on property legally described on the back of this notice.

A public hearing to consider the above noted request has been scheduled
‘before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC),

On Thursday, March 24, 1983.

The kearing will begin at 1:30 p.m. in the City of Wichita City Commission
Meeting Room, First Floor, City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kanmsas.

As an owner of property in the area, you have the right to appear at the
MAPC meeting either in person or by agent or attormey, to support or oppose this
request. If you have no interest or objection to the requested change, you have
no obligation to appear at the public hearing.

The Citizen Participation Organization (CP0O) neighborhood council will
consider this case for the purpose of making a formal recommendation to the
MAPC and City Commission. If you have an interest in this case, you are
encouraged to express your opinions at your CPO Council meeting. <The date,
time and location of the CPO meeting may be obtained by calling 268-4516.

If you have any questions or wish additional informatienm, pi se call
268-4421.

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLIAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

M’Pﬁ'ﬂﬂﬂ : ; v C O!L
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SEE REVERSE SIDE




.LECAL DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA PROPOSED TO BE CHANGED

g

Zone change from the ":" Tyn-Family Dwelling District
to the "BB" Office District

Lots 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, on Arkansas, McTaggarts Addition
to Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas. Generally located
at the southeast corner of 27th Street North and Arkansas.

'HAME OF DISTRICT AND USES PERMITTED
(FOR COMPLETE REGULATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS - SEE TEXT OF ORDINANCE)

ONE FAMILY DWELLING Coe F ary Dweliwegs. Prka, Schoots, Goil Courses,

Most Restrictive Noursaries, Farmng. Truck Gardenng, Churches

Uses Parmined m AR Disinct and
A DO PN oL Two Famdy Dweting, Care Homes (5 & Less)

Use Permittad in Mors Resticove Zones
FOUR FAMILY DWELLING o P amty D

GENERAL RESIDENCE
DISTRICT

GENERAL RESIDENCE
DISTRICT

Ay Usa Prroutied o wore Resiocies Tomes and
MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELUNG  Mulrple Fariy Dueliogs,
Houses, Hospeials, mws«mmm

Use Permitted in More Resincirve Zones.
[rTcE Doxnet ‘Otices, Mecical Laborarones

Limvted Retail and Sennce Uses Operated
OFFICE COMMERCIAL.

i

b
Least Restrictive

»

EESF

Any Use Permitied m More Hesinclive Zones
CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT  Gihers mot Grfensive bocause of Lust, Nose
Special Districts B e e Fo Ceckzie el

. Semmaies.
‘ofher nstilutions of learning and
reiated uses

Shopp Resdental
Peimis Groups Apgroved as
Partola Daveicpment Plan
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. WICHITA-SEDGWICK MDUNTY

DATE
December 9, 1982

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO

FROM

BUBJECT

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Arthur D. Chambers, Senior Planner

DR 82-18 - Changes to notification procedures
on rezoning requests.

After the informal meeting on July 15, 1982 between the MAPC
and representatives of CPO, there were basically two issues
to be looked into: 1. Revising the notification form sent
to nearby property owners; and 2. Investigating the costs
and effectiveness of posting the property being rezoned with
signs. The other issue of increasing the notification time
from two to three weeks has been resolved between MAPD and
CPO staffs by CPO requesting early notice when they know that
a CPO meeting will be held prior to our notices being sent
out.

There were several comments made that the notices should be
written so the "average" person can understand them. T have
attached three different drafts of a possible revised notice.
They all contain basically the same information and a map.
In preparing the drafts I used the picture sheet map which
seems to be the least time consuming way to include a map.
The inclusion of the map will result in having to xerox the
notices instead of using the ditto machine.

Example #1 contains most of the information that is on the
current notice. Although the inclusion of the map helps, it
still seems like there is too much information and that nothing
has been gained. It is still difficult to pick out pertinent
information such as meeting date, address, etc.

Examples #2 and #3 seem to be the easiest to read and pick out
information. I would suggest that the meeting dates, times,
zoning districts, be all caps or possibly in the orator type.
One problem would be that we would have to run the legal on
the back and xerox the front. Either form could be revised

to put the legal on the front and some of the information,
such as CPO on the back. However, Zor some cases the legal
will be so long that it will need to be put on a separate
sheet.

Funice is compiling some cost figures on what it is costing
us now and what it would cost us to send out a revised form.

I feel that if the notice contains a map there would be little
benefit gained by publishing a map in the paper. Plus, it

o |
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December 9, 1982

would significantly increase our advertising costs.

If these examples are satisfactory, I will prepare a memo

to CPO asking for their comments. After we receive their
comments, I will prepare a memo to the MAPC for their approval
of a revised notification form.

In regard to signs, I have information from thirteen Cities.

Of the thirteen Cities, three do not require posting of proper-
ty. I have attached a table with the information regarding
signs that I have received. According to Shirley Mast one of
the CPO Councils has obtained some information on signs and
posting of property. If, and when I can get that information,
I will add it to the table.

After reading the responses from the Cities and Counties, it
appears that they are generally satisfied with the use of signs.
The costs range from $2 per sign (non returnable), posted by
the applicant in Savannah, Georgia to Prince George's County
spending $9,080 on staff time and $3,800 on supplies and main-
tenance. They also collected $15,115 in fees during that year.
Fairfax County has one staff person whose sole responsibility
is to prepare, install and remove signs (for approximately

600 cases).

Personally, I feel that posting property would be beneficial,

but only if the costs can be kept within reason. Gary indica-
ted that the cost of 100 signs would be approximately $2,400.

1f that money could be obtained from someplace other than our
budget (CDBG, CPO) the cost to the department would be minimal
if the applicant would be required to post the sign.

Before I proceed much farther on the sign issue, 1 would like
some direction, such as should I work up some cost estimates

on staff time, how the posting requirement would be adopted,

etc. Also, I would like to know if we should try to schedule
another informal with CPO or just try to resolve the issue

by memo

D Chomditnr

rthur D. Chambers
Senior Planner

ADC:el

Attachments




City or Posting Size of Deposit Who Days before Other type
County required sign or cost posts hearing of notice

e e D e e R R s e

Lincoln, NE Yes Unknown Unknown Unknown 8 Newspaper

Lancaster County, Yes 24"X36" Unknown Unknown 5 Newspaper
NE

Tulsa, OK Maybe Sufficient Unknown Unknown Mail and newspaper
size

Kansas City, MO Yes TUnknown Unknown Applicant Mail

St.Louis County, 20"x26" No County Newspaper
Mo

Montgomery County, 24"%36" $50/$137.50 Applicant 3 days after Unknown
MD

Returned filing
Fairfax County,VA 32"x48" No County Mail
Prince George,MD Unknown $25 City Newspaper
El Paso County,CO 2 5q.Ft. Unknown County Mail and newspaper

Savannah, GA 30"x40" 52 Applicant Newspaper

o




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION :
CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET DRAF’T
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1688

ZONING CHANGE NOTICE TO NEARBY PROPERTY OWNERS

This is a notice of a public hearing to be held to consider an application for
a zone change on property in your area. The MAPC will consider the application at
its meeting in the City Commission Meeting Room, City Hall, First Floor, 455 North
Main, Wichita, Kansas, beginning at 1:30 p.m. on .

As an area property owner you have the right to appear at the MAPC meeting to
support or oppose the application. If you desire to be heard at the MAPC meeting,
you are invited to do so, either in person or by agent or by attorney. If you
have no interest or objection to the application, you have no obligation to appear
at the public hearing. E

The Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) Neighborhood Council will consider
the application for the purpose of making a formal recommendation to the MAPC and
City Commission. 1If you have an interest in the application, you are encouraged
to attend the CPO Council meeting. The date, time and location of the CPO meeting
may be obtained by calling 268-4516.

If you have questions about the application, contact the Metropolitan Area
Planning Department (MAPD) at 455 North Main, 10th Floor, Wichita, or call 268-4421.

CASE NO. Z-0000
Generally located on the west side of Waco, in an area between 13th and l4th Street.
Zone Change from the "B" Multiple-Family Dwelling District
to the "BB'" Office District

Address: 1456, 58 & 80 on Rochester, and 1720, 22 & 24 on l4th STreet.
Legal Description: Lots 2-4-6 on Ave. D, now l4th St., Sherwood Addition. AND

Zone Change from the "A" Two-Family Dwelling District, The "RB"
Four-Family Dwelling District, The "B" Multiple-Family Dwelling District
The "BB" Office District and the "LC" Light Commercial District
to the "LC" Light Commercial District
Address: 1520 N. Waco, 17, 1], 13, 16 & 18 on l4th Street and the Dillons parking
lot on Ave. A.

Legal Description: Lots 8-10-12-14-16-18 on Ave. D, now 1l4th St., E 1/2 Lot 11,
Lots 13-15-17 on Ave. A, Lots 8-10-12-14-16-18 on Ave.A, all in Sherwood's Addition,
and that part of Lot 1, North High School Addition, lying east of the west line of
Lot 8 on Ave. D, extended north (Sherwood's Additiom).

APP“MhW
Area

Sl of
ROCHESTER (i12-3 )@
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NAME OF DISTRCT AND USES PERMITTED
(FOR COMPLETE REGULATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS - SEE TEXT ‘OF OADINANCE)

One Famidy Dweiings Pares Senoni. Goil Loursos,
M05+ t ONE FAMILY DWELLING Nursones. Farming, Truck Gardemng, Churches

Usus Feomated n AA° Distict and
RﬁimlcflvE T PANL Y OWEL Fa Famm Daian, Cate Homes (5 & Luss)

¢ u tted n More Aesinctive Zones.
FOUR FAMILY DWELLING e it

v
GENERAL RESIDENCE Any Use Permitied In the 4" District snd Multipie
DISTRICT "amily Dwellings.

GENERAL RESIDENCE ‘Uses permittod are identical with thoa in
DISTRICT the “R-5" District

Any Use Pormitied m Mare Resinclive Zones and
MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLING  Multiple Family Dwelings. Boarding and Lodging
Houses, Hospitals, Greenhouses, Off Strect Parking.

OFFICE DISTRICT

Usa Petmited in Resdontiol and Ollico Zones.
JIGHT COMMERCIAL Putely Retad Businass Operaied
Within & Budding

Least
: Restaichive

Ry Uso Pormied in More Resinclive Zo0es and

TRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT  Ofhors Not Otfensive Bucauss of Dust, Noisa
Sprcinl o 2 Odor, Smokm o1 Fie Danaen

f Mobdo Home Park When Compl ‘win Titte.
bist ricts 5 MOBILE HOWE e Gov Gt Shosy, Chuchar, Parks, Day
Hursar Homa Uccubatons

Urnversahes, Coilequs, Semnanes snd
UMIVERSITY uthnt mlitubions of fearning and
reialed uses

'P"w‘""i Chmu.llu'\-av:nlmw o
COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN Peennty Thise Usa Groups Approved o8
o ™ Part of & Totsl Doveioment Plan

1 .
Steps in processing a request for a zone change:

1. Notification of property owners in the arca (this notice).'
2. Neighborhood Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) meeting

3. M'etrnp;liltan Area Planning Commission (MAPC) meeting [ <% T
; s \¥2% rccommendsto the Board of €ity Commissioners,

that the application be approved or denied. ..

Bouzrd of City Commissioners (BCC)y mecting to concut with MAPC
recommendation, defer, or rcfer back to MAPC. Upon rcturn of
the casc to the BCC, they may approve, deny, or modify the
requested change ' T gy

~.
-~

The MAPC mecting constitutes the "Public Hearing" on this matter, and
thercfore, the City Commission has adopted the following policy with
regard to consideration of zoning change requests:

“A1l applications for change of zoning or amendments to the zoning

text shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission,
including staff recommendations, which shall be iorwarded to the City
Commission. The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or
opponents for clarification of any matter before the Commission. Re-
quests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and
filed with the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City lianager's
Agenda (by 5:00 p.m., on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday
BCC hearing). In all cases where such requests are submitted, the Board
of City Commissioners may refer said case to the Planning Commission for
rehcaring."




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION Example No. 2
CITY ALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET

WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1688
CHITA, KANSA DRAFT

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Case No. Z-0000

Location: Generally located

Address:

Request: To change the existing " " zoning to the
" "

district on property legally described on
the back of this notice.

A public hearing to consider the above noted request has been scheduled
before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC) .

&7;' at 1:30 p.m.
L)

on Thursday,

The hearing will be held in the City of Wichita City Commission Meeting
Room, First Floor, City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas.

As a property owner, you have the right to appear at the MAPC meeting,
either in person or by agent or attorney, to support or oppose this request.
1f you have no interest or objection to the requested change, you have no
obligation to appear at the public hearing.

The Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) neighborhood council will
consider this case for the purpose of making a formal recommendation to the
\MAPC and City Commission. If you have an interest in this case, you are
encouraged to express your opinions at your CPO Council meeting. The date,
time and location of the CPO meeting may be obtained by calling 268-4516.

1f you have any questions or wish additional informationm, please call
268-4421.

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

21
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION OFTHE& hREA
PROPOSED To RBE CHAGCER
CASE HO. Z-2276 g

Zone Chanpe from the ~AA" One Family rwellinp istrict
to tne A" Two Family iwelliap ristrict

Deginning at the JY cormer of Lot 2, 3lock Z, "Jorthwest Village
to Wicnita, Sedgwick County, iausas; thence parallel with and_
50.00 feet distant froa the centerline of Tyler Toad, being the
vest line of the 51 Quarter of Scetiom o, T 27 5, .1V of the
€th P.H., bearing » C°35'00 E, a distance of 435.00 fe'et to a
point 54.02' south of the 57 corner of Lot 1, L‘lor.knl. Jlorthwest
Village 3rd Additiou” to 'lichita, Sednuick Zounty, La2nsas: t;hence
parallel with and 64 feet distant Srom the south line of said Lot
1 bearing S «£°40'55° £, a distaance of 314.10 feect; the?ce Learing
§ 1°19'05 U, a distance of 433.95 feet to a point on tne north :
line of said ~Jorthwest Village  thence oa the north line of said
Horthwest Villase' bearing I 43°40'55' V. a distaace of 204.00
feat to the point of beginning.

HAME OF DISTRCT AND LISES PERMITTED
(FOR COMPLETE REGULATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS - SLE TEXT OF ORDINANCE)
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gENERAL iy ns Bocrimd g i add Lo

GENERAL RESIDENCE Uses i
SENERAL Uses parmted ate idantecal win thosa in

Any Usa Permitted i Mars flestngin
MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLING  Muwois Farmiy Owénnas, Bosebing and Lotomg.
Houses, Hostilals. Greenhouses, ONl Stisel Farkng.

OFFICE Any Ute Permiied in Mare Restrctive Zones
DEYRCT #nd Genaral Oltices, Medrcal Laboratones

- ;
Any Use Permitied in Resgential U
5 C UIGHT COMMERCIAL g Puces el Bunass Ooorsted

ing

Least
Restnictive

5 IGMI Ty Uso Permiied w Wore Resincive Zones and |

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT  Oiiers Hot Otftcrnve liocausa of Dust, Noiss
e,

o
ou
Districts Wobsls Homo Park Whan Complyng Wi Title

26 of the Cily Code, Schoois. Churches, Parks, Day
Nutsarms, Homa Uccupations

of fwe Danger

Unwersitws. Colieges, Leminanes. and
UNIVERSITY oimer insidubons ol kearing and
redateed uses

Shirg Londs ¢ Ruadenta
COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN Pornuts Theen Use Groues Anproved an
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1688
CASE NO. 2-0000. Generally located
Dear Property Owner:

An application to change the current zoning of the property legally

described on the back of this notice to the district has been

scheduled for a public hearing before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission (MAPC). As an area property owner, you are invited to
express your opinion at the MAPC meeting to be held on , beginning
at 1:30 p.m. in the Wichita City Commission Meeting Room, First Floor, City Hall,
455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas.

The Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) neighborhood Council will consider
this case in the immediate future for the purpose of making a formal recommendation
to the MAPC and City Commission. If you have an interest in this case, you are
encouraged to express your opinion at your CPO Council meeting. The date, time
and location of the CPJ, meeting may be obtained by calling 268-4516.

If you have any questions or wish additional information please call 268-4421,

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

3 Address:

A P‘phufwﬂ { o RES. C
AREA

FOURTEENTH
25

I=5)

ROCHESTER (fi7935)




LEGAL DESCRIPTION

CASE HO, 22276

Zone Chaage from the ~AA" One Family Twelldnp sistrict
to tne A" Two Family imrellinp ristrict

Beginning at the J¥W cormer of Lot 2, 3lock 2, ‘dorthwest Village
to Wicnita, Sedgwick County, iansas; thencz parallel with aad
50.00 feet distant froa the centerline of Tyler road, being the
west line of the SW Quarter of Scetiom 9, T 27 5, I 1 ¥ of the
¢th P.H., bearing ~ C°CG'00 E, a distamce of 439,03 feet to a
point 54.02' south of the SW cormer of Lot I, mlock 1, "iorthwest
Village 3rd Addition” to 'ichita, Sednuick “ounty, kamsas; tilence
parallel with and G4 feet distant from the south line of said Lot
1 bearing 5 v£°40'55 E, a distance of 314.10 feet; thence bLearing
§ 1°19'05 W, a distance of 438.95 feet to a point on the north
line of said “dorthwest Villase ' thence on the rnorth line of sald

forthwest Village bearing & 03°40'55° 1. a distance of 304.00
feet to the poiat of beginning.

NAME OF DISTRICT AND USES PEFMTTID
(FOR COMPLETE REGULATIONS AND EXCLPIIONS - SLE TEXT OF ORDINANCE)

Une | amaiy Uweihngs, Farks. Schoots, it
Most ONE FAMILY DWELLING Hiatsoncs, Farmng, iuth Goraena, Craiches

D FRY Uras Permiiiva m AR Drinet ang
h!fklc‘f IYE AL CDWELLIO, T Family Dwnihng. Care Homes (5 8 Less)
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Any Use Permitied in Resdenial and Othce Zones.
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Door o Smoke

A blusinal ar.. Commercial Uzes Except Thosa
Horse, Dusl, Smukg,

v Mozt Offensive Bucause of Howsa, Dusl, 3
LIGHT INDUSTRIAL Ocdors and Except Those Uses Fust Pormatied in

AA A AD H-5 R-6 b and G Dty
Least

Rest e ea -Gy Commessne Eacep Tngsn Uses
estrichive v AN & RO, A5, A6, B, and G
. Dusincts.
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D/stricts Mobla Home Park Ve Comalyng With Tike
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mw«‘m Uccupatons

Ty U Vermlied m Wore esirchve Zones &
Sox GMJ' CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT  Othurs Fiot Ulfensiva Gucaus of Dust, Nowe
P Odor, Smok

Unmorstrs. LOR<ITE. ST, 60
UNIVERSITY oiner malilulions of luaereng and
rotuted uses

by Contnr, Hewoeinal
COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN Pramets Thow Use Giougs Avproved as
Part of & Total Do omenl Fian




September 29,

Charles P. Kindleberger
Director - Planning and Programs
Community Development Agency

317 North 1llth Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Dear Mr. Kindleberger:

We are currently reviewing the possibility of requiring
applicants requesting a rezoning to post a sign on the appli-
cation area stating that a rezoning request will be considered
by the Planning Commission. Planning Advisory Service has
supplied us with a copy of the applicable local ordinance or
state statutes requiring the posting of the application area.

In order for us to determine the cost and effectiveness of
posting property, we would appreciate receiving any personal
views on this matter as well as information about cost, deposits
responsibility of posting signs, sign size, etc. If there is a
charge for any material please let me know before it is sent.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

Arthur D. Chambers,AICP
Senior Planner




September 29, 1982

Philip G. Yates

Zoning Administrator
Fairfax County

10555 Main Street
Fairfax, Virginia 22030

Dear Mr. Yates:

We are currently reviewing the possibility of requiring
applicants requesting a rezoning to post a sign on the appli-
cation area stating that a rezoning request will be considered
by the Planning Comnission. Planning Advisory Service has
supplied us with a copy of the applicable local ordinance or

state statutes requiring the posting of the application area.

In order for us to determine the cost and effectiveness of
posting property, we would appreciate receiving any personal
views on this matter as well as information about cost, deposits
responsibility of posting signs, sign size, etc. If there is a
charge for any material please let me know before it is sent.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

Arthur D. Chambers,AICP
Senior Planner

o
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September 29, 1982

Veda Nayak

Planning Policy Coordinator
County Office Building
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Ms. Nayak:

We are currently reviewing the possibility of requiring
applicants requesting a rezoning to post a sign on the appli-
cation area stating that a rezoning request will be considered
by the Planning Commission. Planning Advisory Service has
supplied us with a copy of the applicable local ordinance or
state statutes requiring the posting of the application area.

In order for us to determine the cost and effectiveness of
posting property, we would appreciate receiving any personal
views on this matter as well as information about cost, deposits
responsibility of posting signs, sign size, etc. If there is a
charge for any material please let me know before it is sent.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Arthur D. Chambers,AICP
Senior Planner
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September 29, 1982

John F. Downs, Jr.

County Planning Director - Prince Georges County
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive

Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20870

Dear Mr. Downs:

We are currently reviewing the possibility of requiring
applicants requesting a rezoning to post a sign on the appli~-
cation area stating that a rezoning request will be considered
by the Planning Commission. Planning Advisory Service has

supplied us with a copy of the applicable local ordinance or
state statutes requiring the posting of the application area.

' In order for us to determine the cost and effectiveness of
posting property, we would appreciate receiving any personal
views on this matter as well as information about cost, deposits

responsibility of posting signs, sign size, etc. If there is a
charge for any material please let me know before it is sent.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Arthur D. Chambers,AICP
Senior Planner




o e aa g rmrn

,,__.,_. AT

September 29, 1982

Ronald J. Simpson

Assistant Planning Director

El Paso County Land Use Department
27 East Vermijo

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903

Dear Mr. Simpson:

We are currently reviewing the possibility of requiring
applicants requesting a rezoning to post a sign on the appli-
cation area stating that a rezoning request will be considered
by the Planning Commission. Planning Advisory Service has
supplied us with a copy of the applicable local ordinance or
state statutes requiring the posting of the application area.
In order for us to determine the cost and effectiveness of
posting property, we would appreciate receiving any personal
views on this matter as well as information about cost, deposits
responsibility of posting signs, sign size, etc. If there is a
charge for any material please let me know before it is sent.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Arthur D. Chambers,AICP
Senior Planner




September 29, 1982

Arxthur A. Mendosa

City Manager

P.0. Box 1027

Savannah, Georgia 31402

‘Dear Mr. Mendosa:

We are currently reviewing the possibility of requiring
applicants requesting a rezoning to post a sign on the appli-
cation area stating that a rezoning request will be considered
by the Planning Commission. Planning Advisory Service has
supplied us with a copy of the applicable local ordinance or
state statutes requiring the posting of the application area.
In order for us to determine the cost and effectiveness of
posting property, we would appreciate receiving any personal

views on this matter as well as information about cost, deposits
responsibility of posting signs, sign size, etc. If there is a
charge for any material please let me know before it is sent.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Arthur D. Chambers,AICP
Senior Planner




August 16, 1982

Planning Advisory Service
American Planning Association
1313 East Sixtieth Street
Chicago, IL 60637

We are currently researching the use and effectiveness of
posting a sign on property that is the subject of a zone
change request. At this time the only states, that we are
aware of, that require a property to be posted are Nebraska
and Missouri. Oklahoma permits posting of property, but
does not require it. We are interested in what types of

signs (i.e., size, information, location, etc.) are used
and how the placement and maintenance of the signs are
enforced. Any information you could provide would be
appreciated.

Sincerely,

e

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning




August 16, 1982

J. Lee Rodgers, Jr., Chairman
Department Regional and City Planning
650 Parrington Oval

Norman, OK 73019

Dear Professor Rodgers:

We are currently researching the use and effactiveness of
posting a sign on property that is the subject of a zone
change request. At this time the only states, that we are
aware of, that require a property to be posted are Nebraska
and Missouri. Oklahoma permits posting of property but does
not require it. We would be interested in what types of

signs (i.e., size, information, location, etc.) are used
and how the placement and maintenance of the signs are en-
!grmg. Any information you could provide would be appre-
ciated.

Sincerely,

Arthur D. Chambers, AICP
Senior Planner
Current Plans Division
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University of Oklahoma St Lo

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
DEPARTMENT OF ROUTE [ AT
REGIONAL AND CITY PLANNING EeEEe
650 Parrington Oval, Room 205

Norman, Oklahoma 73019

(405) 325-6591 August 31, 1982

Mr. Art Chambers, Senior Planner
Wichita-Sedgwick County Planning Dept.
455 North Main Street, City Hall
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Art:

I do not have any written information on signs posted on
property, but have used signs as a method of notification with
several planning agencies in Oklahoma and the process was as
follows:

The city or county involved initially had signs prepared
at government expense out of permanent materials, Standardized
lettering from 2"- 3" high was used with blanks left so that
specific detzils of the proposal could be added. These addi-
tions were usually made on cardboard fastened to the face of
the wood or metal. The signs range from 3' x 3' to 4' x 6' in
size and were installed and removed by city staff. Three to
four signs were required on large tracts, i. e., more than 10
acres, and were located facing the street or sidewalk. Details
could not easily be read from the street but the notice of zon-
ing change in larger letters could be read by passing motorists.
Where large corner lots were involved signs were placed on both
streets.

The total cost of the posting was charged to the applicant
by making a rental charge on the permanent sign, plus having the
applicant bear the full cost of additional printing required for
the specific rezoning. This means that cost of this type of post-
ing will normally run $50 - $100 per sign, or more in some in-
stances. However, city rental of signs is far less expensive
to applicants than to require the applicant to furnish a sign for
each new zoning. We used signs with the Oklahoma County Pianning
Commission when I served as their planning consultant in the
1950's.




Page 2 - Art Chambers

Both the City of Norman and the City of Ada currently
use signs posted on property. The City of Norman's signs are
red and white metal signs with 3" lettering that give the date
and nature of the hearing, and a phone number to call for addi-
tional information. They use a grease pencil to add specific
pertinent material. The charge for the sign is included in the
cost of the zoning hearing, which ranges from $50 - $200. The
City of Ada uses a sign printed on cardboard with additional
hand-written information written on the cardboard. This is
affixed to a permanent standard and placed on the site. Some
vandalism has occurred with cardboard signs, but they are rela-
tively inexpensive and can be replaced at a small cost. Al-
though this method involves staff responsibility and is somewhat
troublesome, I think it is an excellent process of notification
in large urban areas, but not in suburban and rural areas. This
procedure obviously will add some expense. I would suggest that
you write the Planning Advisory Service of APA and see if you
can obtain the names of towns or cites that may utilize this
posting method.

Our fall program is just getting under way. Planning
enrollment is off a bit, a reflection of greater competition
for planning jobs and a reduction of support of planning activ-
ities at the federal level. Employment opportunities here in
the Southwest seem to continue to be quite good, but I notice

more agencies are receiving larger numbers of applications from
East and West Coast planners than occurred two or three years
ago. The long term future for the planning profession looks
very bright, but I think we will be in for a period of short
term problems.

I hope this material will be helpful.
Sincerely,

Lee Rodgers,
Chairman




Liniversity qf Oklahoma

DEPARTMENT OF Wichita-Sedgwick County Planning Dept.
REGIONAL AND CITY PLANNING 455 North Main Street, City Hall
Norman, Oklahoma 73019 Wichita, Kansas 67202

Mr. Art Chambers, Senior Planner
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE July 22, 1982

TO Art Chambers, Senior Planner

| FROM Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT Information on Zone Change
Notification Methods used
in other Cities

As indicated during our telephone conversation, earlier this year, the
Citizen Participation Office contacted different cities regarding the type of
zone change notification methods they use (with emphasis on "signs").

Provided are copies of the material received from the cities that responded to
the request. I hope the information will be of some assistance.

Shirley Mas

Administrative Aide III
Noted:

Sarah Gilbert
CP Coordinator

Attachments

cc: Robert Lakin, Director of MAPD
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
—en s AP CLAWNNG COMMISSION

INFORMAL AGENDA

JULY 15, 1982

11:30 a.m.

1. Discussion on CP0 recommendations as to zoning notices.
(MAPC & CPO members)

Other Matters

Robert A. Lakin
Secretary

Lunch will be served to MAPC & CPO Committee Members.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK ”UNTY 6 DATE
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT February 18, 1982
| 7O Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning
| FROM Gary L. Pierce, Graphics Supervisor
sUsJECT Notice of Zone Changes

The cost breakdown on adding a location map to the legal publication
varies considerably from paper to paper.

Using a 30 line legal description and a map that is square to two
columns of copy, we would have the following costs for each legal
published:

Derby Daily Reporter

Current publication cost § 9.00
Adding the map $14.00
Total §23.00

for a map and a two-column description 2.5 times as much

Daily Record

Current publication $22.44
Adding the map $20.00
Total $42.44

{ 2 times as much

Wichita Eagle-Beacon

Current publication $23.40
Adding the map $80.64
New publication rate for $50.40

legal Total §131.04

5.5 times as much

{
} Eagle personnel say their rate goes to the display copy rate instead
{ of the legal publication rate when we add the map.

There would possibly be two hours graphic time to make up the map. We
would probably draw it up each time, but no big problem.

&
| The signs proposed would be 24" x 36" with double support legs on each
| end of the sign. These would be driven into the ground.
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Page 2
February 18, 1982

The cost for 100 signs with stands and printing costs would be $23.52 each
or a total of $2,352.00. The identification changes to the zoning class-
ification would be made with adhesive backed vinyl and would cost §$.72
each time the designation was changed.

The main problem with the signs are:
- Lack of staff time to maintain, past and remove
(physical ability to post the signs i.e., frozen ground would be
almost impossible to drive into the ground)
- Legal responsibility for the signs.
-Vandalism.
If there is an insistance on using the signs then have the cost come out
of CPO funds and have Sarah Gilberts group maintain the signs and check

them out to the applicants who would be responsible for placing the sign
on the site.

Gary L. Pierce, Graphics Supervisor

GLP:vn
cc: Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans Division, MAPD
Arthur D. Chambers, Senior Planner, Current Plans Division, MAPD




July 7, 1982

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
Robert A, Lakin, Director of Planning

DR 82-18 - CPO Zone Change Hotification Committee Proposals

over the last year, there has been a CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee meeting and discussing ways in which they believe noti-
fication procedures for zoning should be changed and/or improved.
Attached is correspondence that we have had with that group.

I have wentioned this briefly to your Chairman on one or more
occasions. I met with the Committee on at least one occasion to
discuss with them their proposals, pointing out those items which
I believe that I could support as Director of Planning, and those
which I felt were inappropriate.

Wotification procedures are now conducted in what we believe is
a statutorially correct fashion. In short, we notify by, 1)
publishing in the official paper of either the City or the
County, and 2) mailing notices to all property owners within the
statutory notification radius of 200 feet (or County up to 1,000
feat). In addition, for County cases we publish in the nearest
small city newspapar, and for City cases, we send written
notices to property owners based on a notification radius based
on the size of the property requesting a change. This can range
from the statutory 200 feet up to 1,000 feet. A sample of a
typical notice which we send is attached for your information.
You will notice it contains the time and place of the meeting, an
identification of the case involved, a description of the type
or types of zoning requested, and a general location, as well as
the legal description. We also provide information ooncerning
CPO meetings and who to contact, as well as the policy on deferrals.
On the back of the notice is a short summary of the various
zoning districts to acquaint those who are not familiar with
them as to the types of activities that might be involved.

These are mailed out of our office approximately fourteen days
in advance of the public hearing so that most people have
approximately one and one-half week's actual notice. We found
that sending them out much earlier, that some of them were being
disregyarded. A shorter time is insufficient. A certified owner-
ship list provided by an abstract company and paid for by the
property owner requesting the change is used as the basis of who
we mail notices tc. Addresses are to be on the ownership list,
but we check City directories, cross-directories and telephone
books for address for those names without addresses.

A8 to the CPO recommendations, I feel that the increase in
notification time length from 2 to 3 weeks is essentially




Metropolitan Area Flanning Commission
July 7, 1982
Page 2

in opposition to tha stated City Commission and Planning Com-
mission policy to shorten the procedure as much as possible.

The basic problem and conflict is that the Planning Commis-

sion meets every two weeks throughout the year, where CPO
Councils meet twice monthly. Sooner or later we run into the
two week yearly difference and the Council meetings are out of
synch with the Planning Commission schedule. I have suggested
as 2 counter-proposal that CPO go to an every other week meeting,
throughout the year.

As to modified notices, I would be pleased to examine and use
any language that is more understandable. I have also supported
the inclusion of a map to be put in the paper with the legal
notice. Generally, I believe the average citizen is unaware

or unable to locate property based on legal descriptions. The
use of maps would result in an increase in cost but may be worth
it for what I perceive to be a better notice.

As to the placement of signs on the property, I have generally
been opposed to this procedure. Part of the reason for using
signs on the propaerty is to get the attention of renters as
well as owners (though absentee owners would not benefit by it).
I view the signs to be a problem because they tend to become
spite items in a "zoning war". They are often defaced. If
they turn up missing, there is a question about the validity

of the proceedings and quality of notice, etc. There is also
the problem of maintaining a stock of signs, managing the cueck-
ing out of the signs, etc. There is no question in my mind that
signs would be more of a problem than they would be of a benefit.
I am sure, however, that this is one of the items that the CPO
group feels very strongly about and will want to speak to you
on this issue.

Several of these issues are policy in nature and can be accom-
plished without ordinance changes or without necessarily requir-
ing a formalized public hearing.

The CPO committee has requested that they be allowed to discuss
this with you in an informal session. I have advised the CPO
staff that we will be available on July 15 at a neeting begin-
~in¢ at 11:00 a.m. If any of the Comuissioners have questions
prior to the meeting on this subject, please fesal frae to call
either myself or Jack Galbraith.

Robert A. Lakin
RALirme Director of Pl
Attachuent

cc: Shirley, #sast, sdministrative Aide III
Sarah Gilbert, CP Cooxdinator
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISS
CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

__Julv 15. 1982

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS:

This is a notice of a request for a zoning change in your area and on property
legally described below. As an area property owner, you have the right to
appear before the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC) meeting in g
support or in opposition to this request. If you have no interest or objection
to the requested change, you have no obligation to appear or comment. If you

. desire to appear at the MAPC meeting, you are invited to do so, either in person
or by agent or attorney.

The MAPC will consider the following case at its meeting in the City Commission
..Meeting Room, City Hall, First Floor, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas, beginning

-~ at 1:30 p.m., on July 29,1982

CASE NO. Zz-2448

Zone Change from the "AA" One-Family pwelling District

to the "A" Two-Family Dwelling DiStrict
lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11, Block 11;
and lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7, Block 12, all in WESTWOOD
HEIGHTS SECOND ADDITION. Generallv located on the north
and south sides of 19th StTreet ana HOLLAWaeSst Parkwayv, between
Woodchuck and Nortnwest Parkway court,

The following is a sequence of events in the processing of a request for zone change:
Notification of adjoining property owners (this notice); then
Neighborhood Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) meeting; then
. -Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC) meeting (scheduled above); and then
Board of City Commission (BCC) meeting to concur with MAPC action, defer, or
refer back to MAPC. On return of the case to the BCC, they may approve or
deny or modify the change requested.

The Citizens Participation Organization (CPO) neighborhood council will consider
this case in the immediate future for the purpose of making a formal recommenda-
tion to the MAPC and BCC. If you have an interest in this case, you are encouraged
to express your opinions at your CPO Council meeting. The date, time and location
of the CPO meeting may be obtained by calling 268-4516.

It should be noted that the MAPC meeting constitutes the "Public Hearing" on this
matter, and therefore the City Commission has adopted the following policy with
regard to consideration of zoning change requests:

"All applications for change of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, includ-
ing staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commis-—
sion. The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for intro-
duction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with the
City Clerk prior to the closing of thé City Manager's Agenda (by 5:00
P-m., on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday BCC hearing). In
all cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commission-
ers may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

Additional information concerning this case and official protest procedures may pe
obtained from the Planning Department, 10th Floor, City Hall, or by calling 268-
4421, s

Robert A. Lakin
Secr~tary
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THE CITY OF WICHITA
OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE June 18, 1982

TO Robert Lakin, Director of Planning

FROM Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide IIT

SUBJECT CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee Proposals

As you know, the CPO Zone Change Notification Committee has been meeting
during the last year, to discuss concerns regarding the notification
procedure on zone change request and possible alternative and/or
supplemental notification methods.

At the Committee's June 8th meeting, three proposals were endorsed for
presentation to the MAPC in informal session prior to being presented
for formal consideration.

1) Increase the notification period from two to three weeks.
The €ommittee contended that this would allow residents
of the area and the CPO Councils more time to study the
proposed zone change(s), as well as eliminate the occasional
scheduling problems which occur with those CPO Councils that
meet on the first and third Thursday of each month.

2) Modified notice to adjoining property owners that will use
language understandable to the average reading citizen and
include a map of the area to be rezoned, plus publication
of the zone change notice in the Eagle-Beacon Newspaper in
the same format.

| 3) Placement of signs on property to be rezoned (responsibility
| of the applicant). The City could lease the signs, the
applicant would be required to pay a deposit (part of
application process). The sign(s) would remain on the pro-
perty being rezoned during the 3 week notification period
or until the final disposition of the case (i.e. the matter
ig disposed of by the City Commission). The sign(s) would
be visible from both directions of traffic and contain
general information, "this property to be considered for
rezoning, call MAPD # for more information."

‘ Please advise the Committee of a time when the proposals can be discussed
with the MAPC in informal session. Committee representatives will be in
attendance of the scheduled meeting to discuss the proposals and respond
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Robert Lakin, Director of Planning

CPO Zone Change Notification Committee Proposals
June 18, 1982 - PAGE 2
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If you have questions, please contact me at 4516.

Shirley Mas

Administrative Aide III

it

Sarah Gilbert
CP Coordinator

cc: Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner




July 6, 1982

Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide III
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DR 82-18 - CPO Zone Change Notification Committee Proposals

I intend to put your request for discussion of CPO zone change
notification committee proposals on an informal agenda before
the Planning Commission at its meeting of July 15. We will com-
mence at either 11:00 a.m. or 11:30 a.m., and go through until
we break to go to our regular meeting at 1130 p.m. The meeting
will be held on the 10th Floor in our large Conference Room,

We will furnish lunches to your committee and your staff attend-
ing. Please advise me as to how many you will need. I will
furnish you a copy of the agenda and a copy of my transmittal
memo as soon as they are ready.

Zrd —

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL: rme

cc: Sarah Gilbert, CP Coordinator
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February 18, 1982

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Gary L. Pierce, Graphics Supervisor
Notice of Zone Changes

The cost breakdown on adding a location map to the legal publication
varies considerably from paper to paper.

Using a 30 line legal description and a map that is square to two
columns of copy, we would have the following costs for each legal
published:

Derby Daily Reporter

Current publication cost § 9.00
Adding the map $14.00
Total $23.00

for a map and a two-column description 2.5 times as much

Daily Record

Current publication $22.44
Adding the map $20.00
Total $42.44

2 times as much

Wichita Eagle-Beacon

Current publication $23.40
Adding the map $80.64
New publication rate for $50.40

legal Total $131.04

5.5 times as much

Bagle personnel say their rate goes to the display copy rate instead
of the legal publication rate when we add the map.

There would possibly be two hours graphic time to make up the map. We
would probably draw it up each time, but no big problem.

The signs proposed would be 24" x 36" with double support legs on each
end of the sign. These would be driven into the ground.




Page 2
February 18, 1982

The cost for 100 signs with stands and printing costs would be $23.52 each
or a total of $2,352.00. The identification changes to the zoning class-
ification would be made with adhesive backed vinyl and would cost §.72
each time the designation was changed.

The main problem with the signs are:
- Lack of staff time to maintain, past and remove
(physical ability to post the signs i.e., frozen ground would be
almost impossible to drive into the ground)
-Legal responsibility for the signs.
-Vandalism.
If there is an insistance on using the signs then have the cost come out
of CPO funds and have Sarah Gilberts group maintain the signs and check

them out to the applicants who would be responsible for placing the sign
on the site,

Gary L. Pierce, Graphics Supervisor

GLP:vn
cc: Jack H, Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans Division, MAPD
Arthur D. Chambers, Senior Planner, Current Plans Division, MAPD
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METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT January 22, 1982
TO Gary Pierce, Graphics Supervisor
FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SussecT Notice of Zoning Change

The CPO group has a special committee looking at improving
notice procedure for zoning cases. Among items being considered
is the posting of signs on the property proposed to be changed.
Another alternative is to change the form of our notice in the
newspaper, including a small map to provide location for the
property. I know until we formalize a final procedure, exact
cost will be difficult to determine, but I would like for you
to look at what it would cost us to get into the business for
each of these alternatives. Be sure to determine what the cost
of publication will be with the increased mapping. See if there
is any processing cost in order to run a map that would be added
to the normal line rate.

Work with Jack and Art utilizing essential the same format and
amount of material that are in our current newspaper notices and

| look at producing a small map which would be published as a part
of an integral to that notice. Chambers has some material from
Hays (see attachment), and I also dummied up a map which could be
used based on the 200 sheets that we use for the front of our
zone cases. I really don't think we want a lot of busy lines on

| a map, and especially I do not want a land use or what have you,

| If we could just simply quickly trace an outline map of certain

| areas, cross-hatch it in and use that, I think that would be

| sufficient. I'm not interested in any larger map area than is

| needed to be adequately identifiable by the reader. I think the

| Hays' column inch and space seems to be adequate for nearly every-
thing that I know that we will be working with. I would think
that we need not worry terribly about scales. What I did was
take a 200 base map out of the files and xeroxed it on a reduction
basis until I got a map that I felt was a good size. Again, see
Art or Jack for the dummy copy I made.

Also develop a number for me for buildisg a sign which wouls
clearly identify that the site in question is a subject of a
proposed change. One of the CPO members had a draft layout of

a sign, but he was talking of a very small sign, almost a real
estate size. I am somewhat of the opinion that that is inadequate
in size and they had a lot of words on it, although it was pretty
well designed to carry the message. Sketch out something. Don't
spend much time on it as to a notification sign. Give me an idea
about size. Work with Jack on that. We might pick two or three




Gary Pierce
January 22, 1982 A
Page 2 -

sizes, but I would think at least a 36 or 42 x 24 or 30 would

be an appropriate size. After you have that done, give me an
estimate of what it would cost to build such a sign and have it
available here. I assume we are going to have to have something
that is fairly durable. The cost of doing the painting or
stenciling or whatever is used to create one of those. Something
sufficient to withstand weather and wind. See also how its going
to get into the ground; whether it can be driven in or whether
there will have to be holes drilled for it to be put in. I would
prefer something that can be driven in the ground and then pulled
back out. Insofar as the zone case number, if that is determined
appropriate to put on the sign, the CPO person suggested that some-
thing like a bumper sticker, where you just tape that over the old
number and the new sign is then applicable to that site. I am not
sure whether or not a zone change number is really needed or :
whether if you have questions call "X" number. Talk with Jack and
see what you think you need for a number of signs to be built so
that we can get a handle on the total cost involved. I would
estimate that a minimum of two, maximum of four signs would
probably be needed for each case. The average would probably run
about three. Since we have ten cases a meeting, and the cases
should be posted at least a full meeting ahead, and will be slow

in getting some back in, I would think that we would need to cover
at least .three meetings worth of cases, if not four. If we have a
maximum of ten, plus one or two that are carry-overs, that is 12
times 3 signs, times 3 meetings, or something like 72 signs. The
bottom line is how much does it cost us. Give me any other thoughts
that you have either pro or con about using that as a notification
device.

Please give me a response back in about the next week.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL:rme

cc: Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans Division
+ Art Chambers, Senior Planner
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DEC3 1981
TO Robert Lakin, Director of Planning METROFGJT»’\{N\ PLAN
ROUTE [] ¢

FROM Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide III D

SUBJECT CP0O 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 Jefined area notification (the property owners to be notified of
a zone change) as "all property owners in all directions of all immediately
adjacent 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 ar2 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 .rom MAPD staff were requested
on proposals numbers 1, 3, and 4.

I1f you have additional questions about this matter, or would like me and/or a
Committee representative to explain the proposals to the MAPC members in informal

session, please contact me at 4516.
!é:ﬂ /

Shirley
Adninistrative Aide III

SM:mw .
cc: Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans -

LA A .

Sarah Gilbert
CP Coordinator

Noted:

AR
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'CPO ZONE CHANGE NOTIFICATION COMMITTEE PROPOSALS

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.

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 will notify area residents
through the use of door hangers. The notice would contain a state-
ment to the effect "if you are renting property please forward noti-

‘fication to your landlord".

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.

:

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 acre, property
owners within 200 feet are notified, over 1 acre to 6 acres, property
owners within 350 feet are notified, etc.
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Navainba: 19, 1981

Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide III
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

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.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL:rme

cc: Harold Peterson, Human Resources Director
sarah Gilbert, CPO Coordinator
Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans Division
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THE CITY OF WICHITA
OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE November 18, 1981

TO Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner
FROM Shirley Mast, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT CPO Zone Change Notification
Committee Proposals

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.

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 Office, upon receipt of zone change notices,
immediately notify the area Chairperson. The Chairperson
will then notify the other Council bers. Council bers
will notify area residents through the use of door hangers.
The notice would contain a statement to the effect "if you
are renting property please forward notification 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.

(See attached diagram)
The Committee would like to hear your comments on proposals Numbers 1, 3, and 4,
and request that you attend their next Committee meeting on Monday, November 30th
at 7:00 p.m. in the Board Room, First Floor of City Hall.

If you have questions regarding thic matter, please contact me at 4516.

oders U

Shirley
Administrative Aide III

SM:dm
Noted

Sarah Gilbert
CP Ccordinator
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Extend notification,

Council notify area residents/

Sign Notification

Area Notificatlion

3 wks. minimum door_hangers

‘A - endorsed

B - endorsed

C - endorsed

D - endorsed

E - endorsed

F - endorsed

G - endorsed

H - did not endorse

| - endorsed

J - endorsed

K = endorsed

L - endorsed

M- endorsed

N - endorsed

0 - endorsed

did not endorse

did not endorse

: did not endorse

MAPC should be responsible for
notifying area residents directly

endorsed with deletion of Council
members notifying residents
through use of door hangers

" took no action

endorsed

did not endorsed

did not endorse

did not endorse

took no action

did not endorse

did not endorse

endorsed

endorsed

endorsed

endorsed-provided

easily seen, in-

cludes zone change

endorsed

endorsed

endorsed

took no action

endorsed
requested more
information on
item

endorsed

endorsed

took no action

endorsed

endorsed, cost
should be part
of fee, opposed
deposit

endorsed

endorsed, should
establish time

endorsed a broader notifi-
cation area

endorsed

endorsed

ask for area definition

endorsed

did not endorse - favor if
"area' determined by MAPD

endorsed

endorsed, suggested that
definition of area and its
limits should be clear

endorsed a broader notifi-
cation area

asked that MAPD look into
expanding the present dis-
tance notification

supported, area definition
should be specific

endorsed

endorsed

endorsed
endorsed




