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APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 20, 1985 TRAFFIC COMMISSION MINUTES AS MAILED

Commissioner Estes made a motion, reconded by Commissioner Cox, that the Minutes
of the February 20, 1985 Traffic Commission meeting be approved, as mailed. The
motion passed unanimously.

*****

-:.52*'NA

RESULTS OF SPEED AND TRAFFIC COUNT STUDY ON ROCKHILL/BROADMOOR

At the February 20, 1985 Traffic Commission meeting, the Traffic Commissioners
directed the Traffic Engineering staff to install chevron signing through the
Broadmoor/Rockhill curve and conduct a traffic study.
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The Wichita Traffic Commission met on Wednesday, March 20, 1985, at 1:30 p.m.
in the City Commission Meeting Room, First Floor of City Hall, 455 North Main,

Wichita, Kansas.

V #f';4-qktate
f.661*525DLF,R,#"N= ROLL CALL

President John Zie6elmeyer, Jr. was in the chair and called the meeting to order,
and the following Commissioners were in attendance: Robert Cady, Maurice
Coulson, Marvin M. Cox, Jr., Sue Horn Est ls, David Farnsworth, and 01·lets
Winkler. Commissioners Robert Edmiston, Colleen Kelly Johnston and Michael D.
Relihan were absent.

Staff members present included: Bill McKinley, Traffic Engineer; Paul E. Taylor,
Traffic Operations and Maintenance Director; Bob Mielke Associate Traffic
Engineer; Captain S. L. Brown, Wichita Traffic Bureau; and Joyce Blanchard,
Recording Secretary.

*****

Bill McKinley, Traffic Engineer, stated that Traffic Engineering personnel
installed the doubled-backed chevron signs which direct motorists through the
curve, no matter which direction motorists are driving, and he thought they wore
effective. He presented slides of the Broadmoor/Rockhill streets showing the
chevron signs installed on the curved area near Tallyrand Street.

He explained that Traffic Engineering staff made a 24-hour traffic count at

Broadmoor, just south of 21st Street, which revealed 3,650 vehicles. In com- 443

parision with two other traffic counts that were taken at the same time on the

same day, there were 1,986 vehicles traveling through the Broadmoor/Rockhill
curve at Tallyrand; the count at Rockhill was 1,147 vehicles. He said that a

?144

lot of traffic enters and leaves the subject neighborhood because there are two - ·a
apartment complexes on either side of Tallyrand. He explained that both Broad-
moor and Rockhill Streets were designed to be collector streets, able to carry
7,000 to 8,000 vehicles per day, and their purpose is to collect the traffic in
the neighborhood and bring it out to the major arterials, 2]st Street and Rock
Road. 1€re

bus

He continued by saying that there was a count taken on a Saturday and Sunday,
41

which showed a lower traffic counts but he explained that no matter where a
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traffic count is made in the City the volumes are normally lower on the weekends.
He stated that a radar study was also made on Rockhill at Tallyrand, and the
radar picked up the speed of the vehicles before they reacted to the curve; the
average speed being 32 miles per hour, with the 85 percentile being 37 miles per
hour.

I

He stated that a motorist can drive through the subject curve at 40 miles per
hour without any real problem, and it is safe at 35 miles per hour under normal
weather conditions. He also explained the future growth that is contemplated for
the subject area, individual homes, apartment complexes, duplexes, offices,

commercial developments, etc., and the projected traffic volume after the new
residences and offices are built would be close to 6,600, but not all those
vehicles would travel over the subject streets.

He concluded by saying that he knew of two accidents that occurred in the curves

themselves on days when the pavement was slick. He stated that the legal speed
in residential areas, according to Kansas law, is 30 miles per hour unless posted
otherwise. He stated that Traffic Engineering's recommendation would be to
leave the chevron signs at the subject site because he felt it gave motorists a
better alignment of the roadway, especially to those motorists that have never
driven through the curves.

25
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Steve Marshall, 1944 Tallyrand, thanked Mr. McKinley and his staff for the fine
job they did. He stated that the average speed limit that Traffic Engineering -,1-=£-aK-a---

came up with was not accurate, because the Police car equipped with radar was
sitting directly in front of his home and the motorists could see the car waiting

61 there as the motorists started to enter the curve. He stated that because be             -

sees the traffic traveling through the curve in front of his home every day, he ic'.dieliallifelt he could judge the difference between vehicles traveling 30 miles per hour
and one traveling 45 miles per hour, which he felt was a more accurate speed .mle-li.#I'lthrough the curves.

He wanted to see some speed limit enforcement, perhaps in the form of two speed --AF. /(·©.
4,3khic.

humps; one north of Tallyrand on Broadmoor, and one east of Windstead on
-PI lisall.kRockhill. He felt motorists would not want to drive over the speed humps, which ...4-

might put the traffic back on 21st Street and Rock Road where it should be. . 43/'ll.
.$ 0:41:?FI'll'

He explained that one of the apartment complexes in the neighborhood is getting 91--I

ready to open a new approach for a parking lot, which is situated across from •m•Elt. 4, 41//I"-

Tallyrand on Broadmoor; and he hoped the City would make the management move the
approach north of Tallyrand where it enters Broadmoor and possibly close off the
approach south of Tallyrand on Rockhill. He continued by saying that money was
being spent to keep barricades on his property, for chevrons, and for law

- enforcement measures to lower speed limits, etc., but he thought it could be
spent more wisely on the construction of two speed humps and post 25 miles-

*imil# per-hour signs. He concluded by saving that he had incurred three structural
4/.1 damage accidents in his front lawn in the last two years. Last summer he had

picked up a motorcycle from the corner of Tallyrand and Broadmoor because it was
speeding and could not stop, and the driver o f the motorc) cle was injured.
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Lou Anderson, 1922 Tallyrand, stated that he felt his neighborhood resembles a
raceway at times. He said he and his wife take their dogs for a walk each after
noon and they walk up Tallyrand and cross Broadmoor to either walk east to Rock
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Road or north to 21st Street. He stated th

fast that they can't cross the streets, but
life into your hands crossing Tallyrand to
was dangerous to cross Rockhill where a dri
lot. He thought the City should investigat

er_**_7

at Broadmoor

at the traffic does not travel too

occasionally you would be taking your
reach Bro.,dmoor. He also thought it
veway enters the street from a parking
e installing a stop sign for Tallyrand

President Ziegelmeyer - asked Mr. McKinley if he would give a copy of the City's
Speed Hump Policy to Mr. Marshall.

*62 4:

Mr. McKinley - replied that the City had not formally adopted a policy; it was
more like guidelines 1-:r. he would see that Mr. Marshal received a copy of the
guidelines. He continued by saying that when the committee met to formulate a
speed hump policy, the committee agreed that the City would not build speed humps
on collector streets. He stated that if Mr. Marshall. received his copy of the
guidelines, the Traffic Commission might want to change that section in some
manner to circumvent that problem. He stated that if the Traffic Commissioners
desired to place speed humps in the subject area, he felt that the other residents
living there should be notified that the City would be holding a public hearing
with regard to the matter, because the cost of speed humps have to be borne by
the citizens requesting them.

Commissioner Farnsworth - stated that a motorist has to drive through two curves
to get to the main curve on Tallyrand, and as he recalled, speed humps cannot be
installed in curved street. He suggested that perhaps a speed hump could be
installed on the other approach.

MOTION

02«
Commissioner Coulson made a motion that the City leave the chevron signs in place
on Tallyrand, but not to take any further action. Seconded by Commissioner
Winkler.

Commissioner Estes -asked if there was going to be any selective police enforce
ment continued in the area.

Captain S. L. Brown, Wichita Traffic Bureau, stated that if the Police Depart-
went sent a police car with radar visable to the motoring public, or if they sent
out a police car with flashing red lights, or a car that had police identification
on it, most motorists would slow down to 20 miles per hour instead of traveling
the average of 27 to 32 miles per hour. He stated that realistically and eco-
nomically he did not have the manpower to have a police car parked at the
subject curves permanently, and to catch a few motorists that might be speeding
was not a viable alternative.

4 4/.
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AMENDED MOTION

Commissioner Cady amended the motion by requesting the addition of curve warning
signs at each end of the chevron signs, both northbound and south-bound.
Seconded by Commissioner Estes.

The amended motion passed unanimously

The original motion passed unanimously
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1985 ARTERIAL SIDEWALK PROGRAM 6111'll2@

1
The Traffic Engineering Division has been compiling requests for arterial
sidewalk locations from the Citizen Participation Organization Councils, Wichita
Public School Administrators and concerned citizens. A list of these sidewalks

and recommendations for priorities of installing them were presented by the

Traffic Engineering staff.

af. f'
1.4.Al=.·uL··WIU.32»r

Paul Taylor, Traffic Operations & Maintenance Director - explained that he was . -}I/
requesting the Traffic Commission to consider postponing the discussion until fif.1"5//Im
their April meeting so that they could compile more information, which in turn .7/1-
would help the Traffic Commissioners make more knowledgeable decisions on which ..M*QRP#.

E".6 s.dewalks would be selected for construction. He st:' :d that there were
ammill.....Nk.

last-minute changes which might effect their decisions. He also described the 
Woodlawn sidewalk location that carried over from the 1984 Arterial Sidewalk

Program which has not been let to bid because of the extreme amount of time

3912.16 involved in the designing the sidewalk.

1 tc

He continued by saying that the City would be taking bids on Friday, April 12,
1985 which would be the Friday before the next Traffic Commission meeting, and

if the Traffic Commissioners would postpone the discussion of the 1985 program, =

the sidewalks that are on the 1984 list that do not get funded could be considered 
in 1985. He thought there were several locations on the 1984 list that were very

=24 P &important to the Board of Education and the City of Wichita, and they might be of ----* ..:al'Ii....

a higher priority than some that will appear on the 1985 list.

*

MOTION

4 .9/5.
Commissioner Winkler made a motion that the Traffic Commission postpone the

discussion of the 1985 Arterial Sidewalk Prograni until the April 17, 1985 Traffic

e .Al Commission· meeting. Seconded by Commissioner Cady. The vote in favor was
14 *2 unanimous.

13, Na
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Mr. Taylor - then presented slides of a particular location on the north side of

13th Street, east of West Street, that involved a request for sidewalks near West
Park Tower, a low-income apartment complex for the elderly. He continued by

saying that the request was to relocate the existing sidewalk back to what is now
today's property line, because years ago the property line was different and
presently there is more right-of-way available. He stated it was an unusual
request because the existing sidewalk is in good condition, but some elderly
tenants have a difficult time walking to the shopping center at 13th and West
Street and it would be safer if the sidewalk could bc built away from the street
and curb. If an additional 150 feet could be constructed to join the existing
sidewalk that runs directly in front of West Park Tower, the cost would be 1
approximately $1,500, and perhaps. lower, through. the Arterial .Sidewalk Program. . +====d

MOTION Am-
; ils=am

Commissioner Winkler made a motion that the Traffic Commission recommend to the

City Commission that the sidewalk near West Park Tower be extended an additional
150 feet as soon as possible, as part of the 13th Street and West Project.

Seconded bv Commissioner Cox. The vote in favor of the motion was unanimous.
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REVIEW OF THE TOP TEN ACCIDENT LOCATIONS BY NUMBERS AND RATES FOR 1984

Bob Mielke, Associate Traffic Engineer, gave an in-depth report on each of the
high-accident locations for 1984 and then explained the recommended action to
improve the safety at each location:

Number of Accidents

Kellogg and Broadway (59)
Kellogg and Topeka (48)

E. 1 McLean and Seneca* (43)

*; 1 Kellogg and West (40)

Hillside & 2lst St. N.* (39)

Kellogg and Rock (35)

Kellogg and Woodlawn (33)

Kellogg and Main (33)

Grove and 2 lst St. N. (31)

Oliver and 13th St. N. (29)

In January of each year, the Traffic Engineering Division requests the Police
Department to provide a computer listing of all intersections where one or more

=-r-:p*
--- reported accidents have occurred during the preceding year. The Traffic

Engineering Division reviews this listing to establish the top 50 accident

intersections based solely on the total number of reported accidents, as well as
to determine the top 50 accident intersections based on the accident occurrence
rate. Both the accident numbers and accident rates are studied to determine

.,A predominant accident patterns and to initiate action, where possible, to reduce
the occurrence of accidents. Such action ranges from making relatively simple
signal timing changes to initiating projects for intersection geo-metric changes.
From this list projects are selected for Hazard Elimination Safety funding which
the Kansas Department of Transportation administers, the funds being provided by
the Federal Highway Administration to reduce the number of hazardous locations
throughout the State.

Accident Rate

(Accidents-Million Vehs.)

Emporia and 11th Street N. (4.67)
I 135 and 1st Street (West) (4.12

Cleveland and Murdock (4.03) 170"
Hillside and 2lst St. N.* (3.97) . 49=
MeLean and Seneca* (3.96) 41.
Seneca and 55th St. S. (3.28) aNCI'

Market and Murdock (3.22) , 'f#

Edgemoor and Mt. Vernon (3.20)
:413''Emporia and Murdock (3.18)

Mosley and 17th St. N. (3.09) 24 J.

42?4.-..

*Note that two of the above intersections are included on both lists

resulting in a total of 18 individual intersections reviewed.

*****

DIRECTIONAL SIGNS FOR EPISCOPAL CHURCHES ALONG MAJOR STREETS

Mr. Timothy Paul, the attorney representing the Episcopal Churches in Wichita,

requested permission to place signs on City streets to direct people to nearby

Episcopal Churches located off the major street system.

m

i

*f*254*227'434Sls

*te

Mr. Paul appeared on the public agenda of the City Commission's March 5, 1985 44**I
meeting to present his request. The City Commission directed that the matter be 24*92
referred to the Traffic Commission and the Planning Commission for their review %3%54'/

32*G*12¢kt#

and recommendation. The City Code does not allow such signs to be placed on City

right-of-way; therefore, Mr. Paul requested tl.at the City Code be changed and

guidelines be established for the installation of such signs. -2.- 3331
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Timothy Paul, Attorney at Law, stated that his firm has been retained by seven of .4

the eight Episcopal Churches in Wichita in order to request directional signs so 74:ilim-
that citizens seeking to attend Episcopal church functions in Wichita will be :*ME

able to locate the churches. He stated that many of the older churches were 1/Wmail.....iMBM
$--*........

built in neighborhoods that are now mostly residential and they are difficult to
BOW<li:90 :13' find. The newer churches being built today offer convenience to the participants

many of them being ',uilt on major arterial streets which include large parking
lots and, because they are highly visible, the people can find them easily.

He stated that he was pleased that the City Commissioners voted unanimously in
favor of the directional signs, and they also requested that the matter be
expedited. He stated that St. Mark's Episcopal Church was one of the most
difficult to locate, as it is bounded on the east by the Big Arkansas River,
bounded on the west by Interstate 235, and it is ].ocated on Westridge near 2 lst
Street and West Street. Motorists need directional signs on West and 2lst Street
in order for them to locate St. Mark's which requires m;:king the correct turns on
Westridge because the church building is situated in the middle of a residential
area. All they were requesting were directional signs which would include the
name of the church, an arrow pointing in the direction of the church along with
the number of city blocks tHe· motorists would drive to reach the church. He con-
cluded by saying that he hoped the Traffic Commission would endorse his request,
as he was to appear before the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission the
following day.

Commissioner Coulson - asked Mr. Paul, if the Episcopal Churches in Wichita were
prepared to pay for the signs and the eventual maintenance of them in the future.

1233,9.4.
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6 Mr. Paul - stated that after the City Commission meeting, Mr. Lakin of the
f Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPD) arranged for him to meet with two
6 individuals from MAPD and two from Traffic Engineering the following day and they
. discussed who would pay for the signs, who would pay for the installation and who

would bc responsible for maintenance. He stated that there were architects and
engineers that were members of the Episcopal parishes and they would comply with
the City specifications and they did not expect it would cost the City money, but, it was suggested that there should be an administrative fee charged.
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Commissioner Estes - asked Mr. Paul if all eight churchs were requesting the
directional signs.

Mr. Paul - answered by saying that the two major churchs, St. John's and St.
James, did not have the same problem as the six parish churches that are
difficult to find. St. John's and St. James will support the request because
it has been reouested by the majority of Episcopal churches. b stated that Mr.
Lakin had proposed that there would be a maximum of two signs for each church
and they would be located at a distance not to exceed one half mile from the
church grounds.

Commissioner Coulson - inquired of Mr. Paul if the request was for transient
people passing through Wichita on a weekend or Sunday, or was it for the citizens
of Wichita.

3#31 I Mr. Paul - stated that the proposed signs would be a benefit of people visiting
Wichita, but the primary concern is to help lost Episcopalians that do not attend
church on a regular basis. He continued by saying one citizen called his church' s
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office and said that she had tried to find St. M
three attempts.

1

S
ark's and gave up after

EM« ,442

Z..6 ·....1%

Commissioner Cox - stated that the City would have to set up a descriptive sign
code, and according to Mr. Lakin of MAPD, other informational devices may be
reasonable alternates to signs on the streets; he wondered what they would be.

144(74
f»?4

E

Mr. Paul - stated that in Mr. Lakin's memorandum dated March 13, 1985 with regard
to possible City Code amendments, one criteria was that if the request were to be
approved, the signs shall not exceed five square feet of surface area as defined
in the zoning ordinance. He stated that most churches in Wichita have major
advertising programs around Easter and Christmas, as do the Episcopalian
churches, some of which is on radio and television but even though all kinds of
information is printed in the newspapers about the church services, it woull be
hard to print the instructions for finding the hard-to-find Episco:.lian
churches. He concluded by saying that Mr. Robert Lakia was an excellent Planner,
but Mr. Lakin had not enlightened him as to how the problem could be solved other
than Mr. Lakin is opposed to putting more signs than necessary in the City of
Wichita.

00-

Commissioner Farnsworth - wondered if the City Attorney had dealt with the
question of the City using public property for identifying churches because of
separation of church and state.

9%*

Mr. Mielke - answered that he had not received an answer yet.

Mr. Paul - stated that he had hoped to get some decision regarding placement on
public property before Easter, because if the signs were to be permitted on
private property, the zoning code would need amendments which would take 90 to
120 days to accomplish.

Commissioner Cox - stated that he feared that the other 300 plus churches in
Wichita, and all the other non-profit institutions might request consideration
for directional signs for their facilities.

Bob Mielke - stated that he wanted the Traffic Commissioners to know that the
specific request could not be granted to one church group without giving equal or
due consideration to all the other church demoninations. He wanted to remind
them during their consideration of the matter that it would establish a

precedence if the request was to be approved, and the possible applications to
signing requests from the myriad number of non-profit organizations and even
for-profit businesses that could probably qualify.

ft##He continued by saying that the City Code is specific in denying the use of
public right-of-way for signs other than those installed to warn, regulate and
direct the general motoring public. He stated that Traffic Engineering receives
many requsts each year for permission to install signs such as Mr. Paul
requested, and most are handled administratively by referring to the codes and
signing regulations governing such signs. Traffic Engineering staff can only
recommend that Mr. Paul's request be denied, not because his request for 10 or 12
signs might severely impact the safety of the City streets, but rather with the
forethought of the handling of all future similar requests.
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Mr. Mielke explained that the right-of-way on major streets already has a
multitude of traffic control signs as required by law, poqsibly more signs than 3
the averrge motorist can compreltend, and the addition of irrelevent signs will
only demand that much more for the motorists' attention. He stated that if the
Traffic Commis9ioners did feel that Mr. Paul's request was in the best interest
of the public, then the Traffic Engineering staff and the Metropolitan Area
Planning Department staff suggest that such signs be pernitted by issuing a minor
street privilege permit subject to the ten conditions set out in Mr. Lakin's
memorandum aated March 13, 1985. He stated that the City Attorney's verdict is 3
that the City has no authorization to issue permits to allow private signs on i
public right-of-way.

Commissioner Cady - stated that he did not know if the City had the right to be
in the business to decide between church and state; if signs were errected, which
he personally opposed, they should be a generic sign which doesn't favor the
Episcopalian church at all. He mentioned the problem of some churches having the
ability to pay for signs, whereas the low-income churches that cannot afford to
advertise, have large buildings, or have large signs on the church building
itself, could not afford a program such as this.

apa.:
F.rk @-1· A

An in-depth discussion followed between the Traffic Commissioners regarding the
question of using public property for religious reasons; it would put the City of
Wichita in the position of determining what the church's message would be on
signs, and it could set a precedent for other organizations and businesses
reqesting the same privilege.

MOTION

Commirsioner Coulson made a motion that the Traffic Commission postpone
discussion of the subject until such time as the Traffic Commission can have a
legal opinion from the City of Wichita's Legal Department as to whether this
request is permissable or not. Motion died for lack of a second.

Mr. Paul - asked the Traffic Commission to bear in mind that if they prohibited
an action it may result in consequences if they did not have the right to make
that prohibition. If you try something and it doesn't work, you then have the
basis to prohibit, and he suggested that they would be far better off setting the
criteria upon which activity could occur, such as the size of the sign, the
generic sign, the location or distance from the church proper. It is not a
prohibition to require insurance, to require hold-harmless agreements, to require
that the church be responsible for maintenance of the signs; they are reasonable
requirements and could be readily supported by your respective staffs. By
entering into it by saying "no, we won't let you do it", means that he would have
to go back to the eight Episcepal parishes he represents and they would have try
to find a solution to the problem they have because of where the churches are
located, not because of their finances.

4

Mr. McKinley - stated that the Planning Commission would be holding their meeting
after today's Traffic Commission meeting, and if they had an opinion out of the
City Attorney's office, they might take some action one way or the other, and
then it would be presented to the City Commission on April 2, 1985.

8
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MOTION

Commissioner Cady made a motion that the Traffic Commission take the first
Recommended Action" that Mr. Robert Lakin suggested in his memorandum of

March 13, 1985 concerning the possible code amendments: Concur in the

recommendation that the ordinances not be amended to permit directional
signs for churches on public right-of-way. Seconded by Commissioner Farnsworth.

Commissioner Estes - stated that she was concerned the signs could be put up with
a Minor Street Privilege, but she was assured that the second alternate which
was to permit signs to be installed with a Minor Street Privilege, would be killed
automatically.

The vote in favor was unanimous, 7 to O.

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

March 26, 1985
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

91&

TO: E. H. Denton, City Manager

FROM: Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SUBJECTi DR 85-7 - Possible Code Amendments
Re: To permit directional signs tor churches

on public right-of-way.

In accordance with the instructions of tile City Commission on March 5,
1985, the request made by Mr. Timothy Paul on behalf of several
Episcopal Churches for directional signs on public right-of-way was
referrecl to the Traffic Commission and the PlanninG Commission for their
consideration at the earliest possible date. This matter was discussed
by the Traffic Commission on March 20, 1985, and by the Planning
Commission on March 21, 1985. Copies of the minutes of both meetings
are attached for information of the City Commission.

In o meeting on March 6, 1985 with Mr. Paul and representatives of the
Traffic Engineer's Division and the Planning Department, it was agreed
that consideration of signs on public riglit-of-way could be expedited
more rapidly than could changes iii the ordinances for directional signs
on private property. It was on that basis that this matter was referred
to the Traffic and Planning Commissions for their consideration. A copy
of the memo to tile Planning Commission is attached for your information,

It was the unanimous recommendation of tile Traffic Commission that the
ordinances not be amended to permit directional signs for churches to be
located on public right-of-way. The Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission also recuininended that such signs not be permitted on public
right-of-way. The Planning Commission did, however, by concensus
opinion, ask the staff to review the zoning ordinance and consider
amending the text to permit directional signs for churches on private
property along major streets. It was noted that any such amendment
would take 90 to 120 days to process.

Botli commissions were concerned about the use of public right-of--way
for private purposes, The statf concerns are set out in my inemo to the 1210
MAPC. At the Traffic Commission, it was noted that there has also been
litigation over the use of public right--of-wny for private signs.
Comments from the Lav,· Department re: the legal issue is being requested
on this matter.

L
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" E.' 1-1. Denton -) March 26, 198M

DR 85-7 -Page 2

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1. Concur in the recommendation of the Traffic Commission and

Planning Commission and not change the ordinances to permit
directional signs for churches on public right-of-way.

2. Such other action as the Commission may deem appropriate.

Robert A. Lai<in

Director of Planning

RAL:GEL:sad

Attachments

cc: John Dekker, Director of Law

Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection
David Stowe, Director of Operations & Maintenance
Bill AlcKinley, Traffic Engineer
Timothy Paul, Attorney, 400 North Woodlawn, Wichita

L
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Chhita Traffic Commission Meetirn
Larch 20, 1985

0 DIRECTIONAL SIGNS FOR EPISCOPAL 01!URCHES ALONG MAJOR STREETS

3%0:2.

Mr. Timothy Paul, the attorney representing the Episcopal Churches in
Wichita, requested permission to place signs on City streets to direct
people to nearby Episcopal Churches located off the major street
system.

Mr. Paul appeared on the public agenda of the City Commission's March
5, 1985 meeting to present his request. The City Commission directed

that the matter be referred to the Traffic Commission and the Planning
Com-mission for their review and recommendation. The City Code does
not allow such signs to be placed on City right-of-way; therefore, Mr.
Paul requested that the City Code be changed and guidelines be
established for the installation of such signs.

j

k#t?

Timothy Paul, Attorney at Law, stated that his firm has been retained

by seven of the eight Episcopal Churches in Wichita in order to request
directional signs so that citizens seeking to attend Episcopal church
functions in Wichita will be able to locate the churches. He stated ttrat

many of the older churches were built in neighborhoods that are now
mostly resi-dential and they are difficult to find. The newer churches
being built today offer convenience to the participants, many of them

being built on major arterial streets which include large parking lots
and, because they are highly visible, the people can find them easily.

, 4 : .32

He stated that he was pleased that the City Commissioners voted

unanimously in favor of the directional- signs, and they also requested

that the matter be expedited. He stated that St. Mark's Episcopal
Church was one of the most difficult to locate, as it is bounded on the

east by the Big Ditch, bounded on the west by Interstate 235, and it is
near 21st Street and West Street on Westridge, but motorists need
directional. signs on West and 21st Street in order for them to locate St.

Mark's which requires making the correct: turns on Westridge because
the church builiding is situated in the middle of a residential area. All

they were requesting were directional. signs which would include the
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name of the church, an arrow pointing in the direction of the church

along with the number of city blocks the motorists would drive to reach

the church. He concluded by saying that he hoped the Traffic

Commission would endorse his request, as he was to appear before the

Metropolitan Area Planning Com-mission the following day.

Commissioner Coulson - asked Mr. Paul if tl··3 Episcopal Churches in

Wichita were prepared to pay for the signs and the eventual-

maint. nance on them in the future.

Mr. Paul - stated that after the City Cl .imission meeting, Mr. Lakin of

the Metropolirm Area Planning Commission (MAPD) arranged for him to

meet with two individuals from MAPD and two from Traffic Engineering

the follow-ing day and they discussed who would pay for the signs,

who would pay for the installation and who would be responsible for

maintenance. He stated that there were architects and engineers that

were members of the Episcopal parishes and they would comply with the

City specifications and they did not expect it would cost the City

money, but it was suggested that there should be an administrative fee

charged.

Commissioner Estes - asked Mr. Paul if all eight churchs were

requesting the directional- signs.

Mr. Paul - answered by saying that the two major churchs, St. John's

and St. James, did not have the same problem as the six parish

churches that are difficult to find. St. John's and St. James w.£11

support the request be-cause if has been requested by the majority of

Episcopal churches. He stated that Mr. Lakin had proposed that there

would be a maximum of two signs for each church and they would be

located at a distance not to exceed one half mile from the church

grounds.

Commissioner Coulson - inquired of Mr. Paul if the request was for

transient people passing through Wichita on a weekend or Sunday, or

was it for the citizens of Wichita.

6
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Mr. Paul - stated that the proposed signs would be a benefit of people

visiting Wichita, but the primary concern is to help lost Episcopalians

that do not attend church on a regular basis. He continued by saying

one citizen called his church's office and said that she had tried to find

St. Mark's and gave up after three attempts.

ift J, .

Commissioner Cox - stated that the City would have to at up a

descriptive sign code, and according to Mr. Lakin of MAPD, other

informational. devices may be reasonable alternates to signs on the

streets; he wondered what they would be.

1
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Mr. Paul - stated that in Mr. Lakinds memorandum dated March 13, 1985

with regard to possible City Code amendments, one criteria was that if

the request were to be approved, the signs shall not exceed five

square feet of surface area as defined in the zoning ordinance. He

stated that churches cannot give directions in radio or newspaper

advertising so the directions would have to appear on the signs. He

stated that Mr. Lakin had enlightened him as how to solve the problem

other than he is opposed to putting inore signs than necessary in the

City.
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Commissioner Farnsworth - wondered if the City Attorney had dealt

with the question of the City using public property for identifying

churches because of separation of church and state.

Mr. Mielke - answered that he had not received an answer yet
.140
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Mr. Paul - stated that he had hoped to get some decision regarding

placement on public property before Easter because if the signs were to

be permitted on private property, the zoning code would need

amendments which would take 90 to 120 days to accomplish.

Commissioner Cox - stated that he feared that the other 300 plus

churches in Wichita, and aU the other non-profit: institutions might

request consideration for directional signs to their facilities.
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Chhita Traffic Commission Meetir"*
March 20, 1985

Bob Mielke - stated that he wanted the Traffic Commissioners to know

that the specific request could not be granted to one church group

without giveing equal or due consideration to all the other church

demoninations. He wanted to remind them during their consideration of

the matter that it would establ:ish a precedence if the request was to be

approved, and the possible applications to si.gning requests from the

myriad number of non-profit: organizations and even for-profit

businesses that could probably qualify.

. " f ''

He continued by saying that the City Code is specific in .tenying the

use of public right-of-way for signs other than those installed to warn,

regulate and direct the general. motoring public. He stated that Traffic

Engineering receivs many requsts each year for permission to install.

signs such as Mr. Paul requested, and most are handled

administratively by referring to the codes and signing regulations

governing such signs. Traffic Engineering staff can only recommend

that Mr. Paul's request be denied, not because his request for 10 or 12

signs might severely impact the safety of the City streets, but rather

with the fore-thought of the handling of all. future similar requests.

Mr. Mielke explained that the right-of-way on major streets already has

a multitude of traffic control signs as required by law, possibly more

signs than the average motorist can comprehend and the addition of

irrelevent signs will only demand that much more for the motorists'

attention. He stated that if the Traffic Commissioners did feel that Mr.

Paurs request was in the best interest of the public, then the Traffic

Engineering staff and the Metropolitan Area Planning Department staff

-                   suggest that such signs be permitted by issuing a minor street
privilege permit subject to the ten conditions set out in Mr. Lakin's

memorandum dated March 13, 1985. He stated that the City Attorney's

verdict is that the City has no authorization to issue permits to aUow

private signs on publk right-of-way.
m=a®%4=&=294 1.]
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Commissioner Cady - stated that he did not know if the City had the

right to be in the business to decide between church and state; if signs were errected, which he personally opposed, they should be a
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generic sign which doesn't favor the Episcopalian church at all. He

mentioned the problem of some churches having the ability to pay for

signs, whereas the low-income churches that cannot afford to advertise,

have large buildings, or have large signs on the church building itself,

could not afford a program such as this.

An in-depth discussion followed between the Traffic Commissioners

regarding the question of using public property for religious reasons;

it would put the City of Wichita in the position of determining what the

church's message would be on signs, and it could set a precedent for

other organiza-tions and businesses reqesting the same privilege.

MOTION

Commissioner Coulson made a motion that the Traffic Commission

postpone discussion of the subject until such time as the Traffic

Commission can have a legal. opinion from the City of Wichita's Legal

Department as to whether this request is permissable or not. Seconded

by Commissioner Fransworth. $41.

Mr. Paul - asked the Traffic Commission to bear in mind that if they

prohibited an action may result in consequences if they did not have

the right to make that prohibition. If you try something and it doesn't

work, you then have the basis to prohibit, and he suggested that they

would be far better off setting the criteria upon which activity could

occur, such as the size of the sign, the generic sign, the location or

distance from the church proper. It is not a prohibition to require

insurance, to require hold-harmless agreements, to require that the

church be responsible for maintenance of the signs; they are reasonable

requirements and could be readily supported by your respective staffs.

he would have to go back to the eight Fliscopal parishes he represents

because of where the churches arc· located, not because of their

finances.

9
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Mr. Mc Kinley - stated that the Planning Commission would be holding

their meeting after today's Traffic Commission meetings and if they had

an opinion out of the City Attorney's office, they might take some

action one way or the other, and then it would be presented to the

City Commission on April 2, 1985.

The vote on Motion failed unanimously (7 to O).

MOTION

Commissioner Cady made a motion that the Traffic Commission

recommend to the City Commission that the City not put up signs for

churches. Seconded by Com-missioner Estes.

Commissioner Cox - asked Commissioner Cady to amend the motion to

read "churches or any other not-for-profit organizations" ; Commissioner

Cady agreed.

President Ziegelmeyer - suggested a substitute motion that the Traffic

Commission take the first Recommended Action" that Mr. Lakin

suggested in his memorandum of March 13, 1985 concerning the possible

code amendments:

SUBSTITUTE MOTION

President Ziegelemeyer made a motion that the Traffic Commission

Concur in the recommendation that the ordinances not be amended to

permit directional signs for churches on public right-of-way.

Commissioner Estes - stated that she was concerned the signs could be

put up with a Minor Street Privilege, but she was assured that if she

agreed to the substitute motion, and withdrew her second from

Commissioner Cady's motion, the second alternate which was to permit

signs to be installed with a Minor Street Privilege, would be killed

automaticaJly. Com-missioner withdrew her second and seconded

President Ziegelmeyer's motion.
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The vote in favor was unanimous, 7 to 0.

There being no furthur business to discuss, the meeting adjourned.
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1985 nEXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF MARCH 21,

10. DR 85-7 - Consideration of Request to Permit Directional Signs
TEF-CHUrches on Public Property.

LAKIN stated that this request has been referred to the Planning
Commission and the Traffic Commission by the City Commission. He said
that Mr. Timothy Paul, attorney, representing the Episcopal churchs in
Wichita appeared before the City Commission asking for some authority or
permission to locate directory type signs for churches in street right-
of-way. LAK IN mentioned that a memorandum was prepared for the
Planning Commission giving some background on the request and staff's
views and recommendations which was that the City not get in the busi-
ness of allowing directory type signs in street right-of-way for the
Episcopal church or any of the other churches, which in staff's view
would lead to a proliferation of signs if you include all churches and the
various non-profit clubs that we have in the community. LAKIN said
that some of the reasons staff did not feel that this was a good policy to
do so was the number of signs and the potential confusion of the visual
elements along the roadways. The second one was the impractical one
which was the area in the parking between the sidewalk line and the
curb line where the signs would be was the same area where the City
allows utilities, such as the telephone cables and others, and the instal-
lation of additional signs could cause disruptions. He said that the

Traffic Commission took action on this request at their meeting, and
recommended that the signs not be permitted in the right-of-way area.
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BAYOUTH asked if this could be handled through the minor street

privilege permits.

LAKIN related that minor street privilege permits would be part of
the process if the Commission pursued signage.

L property instead of public property.BAYOUTH asked why could they not seek off-site signs on private

72,1
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LAKIN stated that Galbraith discussed this with Mr. Paul about

off-site signs on private property and felt it would not accommodate
their request as the ordinance is now written.

TIMOTHY PAUL, Attorney, stated that a member of their vestry
drove around the neighborhood for three weeks trying to find a church.
He said that this was a similar situation with 6 of the 8 Episcopal
churches. He said that they have come to the government saying that
they have a problem, what can they do. The response from the govern-
ment hopefully gives some idea of what can be done. He said that he

did not believe that this was an issue of church and State. There were

basically two problems that the Traffic Commission had at their meeting.
One was the argument of church and State. He also pointed out that
the Commission has a precedence for allowing directional signs, not for
profit organizations, that are sponsored by religious groups, namely
Wesley Hospital. PAUL said that there was also the argument at the
Traffic Commission meeting that if you were a small church you cannot
afford this, and if you are a big church, you do not need it. He stated
he had advised the rector of the action by the Traffic Commission. The
rector encouraged him to struggle on. He felt that the concern with the
utilities was a real one because he had hit them before in his own yard,
but as he recalled, by contacting the utilities, they will mark where
their lines are supposed to be. PAUL continued that there was some

suggestion given at the Traffic Commission meeting, without any speci f-
ics, that there was a case out of Donovan County that suggests that
such signage cannot be placed in the right-of-way. He said that he has
not had a chance to review that case, but his logical response was that
if a city was without the authority to state what may be placed in the
right-of-way, that it would seem that there was some question as to how
the city may prohibit what was placed in the right-of-way. PAUL said

that there was also the concern raised in Mr. Lakin's briefing paper as
to the number of signs. To suggest that 300 churches yield 600 signs

St. Johns and St. James are on major thoroughfares.

7-1-41*te.
*·41-2 Ji-9-455 :-
'&0# · - -'344*1· 4-2

begs a question

t.,22.C'.·<g*4·Ofi·I #*R' I--Ef.

lilililigsqhwailibe 'Al* ' I -T. -1.rb 3ffi 1 9.

da



·<12£B

21 

&' A

One of them has been here before the 1900's. PAUL said that he did
not believe that 600 signs would be erected in the City of Wichita. He
suggested that the pitrpose of having city government was to regulate a
use commensurate with a need. The Episcopal churches are suggesting
that they have a need and would appreciate some response other than
saying, "no, you can't do that". PAUL sa,J that lastl,· there was the
matter of liability. He said that immediately after the City Commission
meeting he met with a group of priests from the Southwest Convocation
which included all of the priests from the City of Wichita. That after-

noon he met with the Traffic and Planning Department individuals. They
made it very clear .hat the City would not assume any liability nor
maintain the signs.

MOTION: That Mr. Paul be given all
t6@-Tine he needed to finish his

presentation. Bayouth moved, Hansen
seconded and it carried unanimously.
Moore was not present. Banzer,
Chisholm and Goebel were absent.
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PAUL asked that the Commission recommend that this request be
approved by the Planning Commission with the conditions. First of all

an approval by the City Attorney's office. PAUL felt that the Director

of Law should have an input as to whether he believes that this was an
excessive liability, and if so, how it could be dealt with. That could

also involve a Director of Safety if there was one. The second condition
would be pursuantt to Mr. Lakin's proposals. He said that Lakin had
done an excellent job in outlining the concerns or the manner in which
this should be regulated. The third might well be that before any sign
be placed, it be sent directly back to the Citizens Participation Organ-
ization for their approval. PAUL said that the state of the law, as he
understands at this time, was prohibition. He suggested that they
consider responding to the need of some type of sign. In the event that

the Commission did not give this favorable consideration with whatever
conditions that might be appropriate, he would ask for some enumeration
as to the reasons for denial so that between ,now and April 2 he could
attempt to go back to the clerics and say that this was what was on the
City's mind.

,
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GARDNER asked Paul if he was troubled in the least by the prolif-
eration of hardware adorning the City's roadways presently.

PAUL felt that there were a considerable number of markings liter-
ally that may be less utility than should otherwise be provided. None of
the markings, unfortunately, tends to provide locations for churches.
He said that to consider large portable signs went against the dignity of
the church.
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GARDNER stated that they were dealing with an issue of some
degree to aesthetics, and felt that with all due respect to the appropri-
ateness of Mr. Paul's case as he had' stated it, that to some degree the
Commission was confronted with an issue of aesthetics as to where they
draw the line. He offered that there had been over the years a great

deal of change and thought in various churches, councils, dioceses and
so on as to what does or does not constitute an appropriate location for
a church. He said that he supposed that those theories, although he
was not sure that they were particularly refined, varY widely from one

church to another. GARDNER said that he believed Mr. Paul's problem
with an interior location in a neighborhood, although he felt that
churches make good neighbors and an interior neighborhood locations
were desirable, he was not sure that the wisdom of the past, was some-
thing that should cause other people to be afflicted with additional street
furniture in their front yards to help provide direction to the obscure
location. GARDNER said that a portion of the site selection process,
whetlier to be on a major arterial witii visual exposure or an interior
location was the sort of thing a church kind of assumed the burden of,
and he was not sure it was appropriate to request this kind of signage
to alleviate wiiat might be perceived as a mistake in locatiorlai theory.
He said that he has difficully whon they open the door to church organ-
izations or other not-for-profit institutions as to where they begin to
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draw the line for not-for-profit bingo games, or not-for-profit bazaars,
or other not-for-profit organizations. He said that he was really trou-
bled by the idea of opening the door to that specter.

432er
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PAUL said that Gardner's point was well made. He said that first

of all there was a very talented staff in the City which if there was a
way and if there was a suggestion that this be pursued, they can draft
whatever regulations were necessary to best protect the beauty of the
City which was everyone's concern. The separate balance was the ,
suggestion to go back to the CPO. He said that a study shows that
there are less Episcopalians than the national norm attending their
churches in Wichita. He said that he did not believe that means that . 7 #2
they have less Episcopatians. He did know for a fact that they had 42 - #.A<

trouble finding the church because they had told him. When they have
weddings it was almost like needing to print maps. He said that if any
of them caught the news the day of the City Commission meeting, they
actually gave the map to the newsperson and said, "find the church",
and it was marked and she could not do it. PAUL said that if the

neighborhood felt that it was of benefit or greater benefit, then perhaps
their opinion should be given deference.

WILSON stated that he had a personal problem. He was the past
senior warden of St. John's and had been on the vestry for 10 years,
and he and Mr. Paul had lunch yesterday, and he was wondering if he
should disqualify himself or not. If he did, they would not have a
quorum. He said that he was a little prejudiced on this matter, and
thought that he would not disqualify himself, but would not vote on the
matter.

11
CROCKETT speaking to Mr. Paul, stated that he thought the case

could do it even if they were otherwise inclined.

that he had reference from Donovan County was Stauber vs. City of
Elwood. He felt it was germaine to the Commission's decision, but the
findings was, "before a City may authorize the use of the public right-
of-way for private purposes, there must be a clear showing that the
primary use of the right-of-way will benefit the public, and any private
use must be incidental to the public purpose". He said that it seemed to
him that what that case was telling them was that they were going to
have to find that advertising or directional signs for a church was
actually in the public interest as opposed to private interest before they

i
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CROCKETT said his second concern was that he and Mr. Paul had

shared a couple of cases together over time, and he knew from experi-
ence that Mr. Paul was familiar with the manual on uniform traffic con-

trols. CROCKETT stated that the manual on uniform traffic controls was

a manual that was published for the purpose of guiding State and local
governments in the selection and placement of signs, and one of the
premises of that manual was that if you oversign or clutter that you
were actually creating a hazard. He said that he would be concerned

with the proliferation of signs on the right-of-way for fear that would
have exactly that affect.

PAUL asked what was being requested in the Stauber case?

CROCKETT said that apparently the City of Elwood authorized a
couple of private individuals to erect an advertising sign.

91

%93»07.-1

PAUL said that he did not believe, after yesterday's hearing, that
this request was any different from any other non-municipal not-for-
profit organization saying "couidn't we please put up a sign". If that
includes Cow Town, Onnisphere, and hospital, he did not see the
churches as being different. He said· that the signs that they were

suggesting were no where near the size of those signs. He pointed out
that it was stiggested yesterday that rather than "St. Michaels" and "All
Angels" two blocks, that it might be a sign that showed a steel)le with
an arrow. The extent to which there is a problem with placing tliis sign
in the right-of-way or on the City's property perhaps it would give rise
to consideration for allowing the placement of signs on private property.
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BAYOUTH felt that if the Commission allows this to take place they
would be opening il up for everybody. He felt that could amend some of
the billboard recommendations and allow churches to go in on private
properties without them being heavy commercial. He said that he has a

hard time with living with dedicating streets for signs.

PAUL stated that if St. Marks relocate, which was part of the
recommendation given to them, whatever church does acquire that prop-
erty, they would have the same need.

GARDNER commented that the entire locational system of the City
was based upon the presumption that people could take an address and a
street location and if they have a level of intelligence sufficient to
operate an automobile and read street signs, they ought to be able then
to eventually locate something. He said that he was offended by the
presumption that they have +0 put up a sufficiency of signage and
symbols and otherwise that people who are unable to find a given ad-
dress would then otherwise be unable to locate something. It was Sort

of "the sl<y's the limit" in terms of how much signage was adequate
presuming that people were unable to adequately locate things by a
simple addressing system. He said that he v.·as not sure he was wise

enough to say "hor, much is enough". He felt the problem was whether
or not an address was sufficiently clear and/or people were sufficiently
familiar with an area io locate something. GARDNER added that when

you get into areas where there are curvilinear streets, traversed by
major drainageways and only a few bridges, even the neighborhood
residents, until tilley learn the area, have trouble making their way
through things. He did not feel that the City needed to assume the
obligation for putting signs up to direct people. He asked if there was

a public need.
-1-fi«Ef3231
'04662*-441 PAUL stated that 25 years ago St. Marks met at OK school. They

now have a church proper. When the church building was built, the
only houses in the area was Lester Wilkerson's law office which was on
the river at 21 st Street and the farm house. Since that time the trees

have grown and the neighborhood has grown up around the church.
PAUL said that when they go back and ask tile Episcopatians if they can
find the churches, the answer inevitably comes back, "not without a
guide".

=· HANSEN stated that she agreed with Gardner. She could not · I'll/"7 93.(1=
imagine that if she wanted to go to church why she would not pick up 11-=4.t k Ue.AaE,/.-&

the phone book and call them and say that she lives roughly in the :ill»-I
neighborhood, and to please tell her how to find it. HANSEN related to

Mr. Paul that she found two of Episcopalian churches during Operation
Holiday with nothing but a map.

WILSON commented that he was not going to vote, but wanted to
make a statement. He felt that everybody was thinking about a great
big sign. He felt that basically all that Mr. Paul was requesting was a
small sign that iridicates where the churches are. He felt that if the

sign was placed on private property off of the sidewalk, if that was the
best that was available, it would help.

BAYOUTH asked what size sign was allowed for home occupations? I. 99441

LYTLE said that it was two square feet.

aF

PAUL said that as he recalled or,e of the recommendations was that
the surface area not exceed five square feet. It was certainly not
intended that it cost the City money to put the signs up or maintain
them. PAUL said that he was impressed that Commissioner Hansen could
find the two churches, but pointed out that there were eight churches
and until she has had the fortune to look for all of them, some of them
were hard to find.

HANSEN said that she was not very diligent, she just picked up a
phone book and found them.
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%r\. BILL McKINLEY, Traffic Engineer, stated that the concern of the
Traffic Commission about the private signs on public right-of-way, 'and
there has been some legal opinion, and it does show some precedence in
another case that it was not possible for them to allow private signs on
public right-of-way. They are concerned about the signs from a point
of view of safety. Depending on the sign and where it was placed, it
could interfere with the regulatory sign that was on the public street
system. He said that they would like to have some control over it if the
Planning Commission decided to approve the request. He believed the

best place for the signs would be on private property.

7

WILSON stated that he would not vote because of a conflict of
interest.

.J-

GARDNER asked McKinley if there was any place to submit a sug-
gestion that they reduce a number of signs that they presently have on
municipal rights-of-way.

4 - 1 6. '#4*-1,

931::4221:#i:

McKINLEY said that they would be happy to look at any case that
the Commission wanted them to look at. They would like to eliminate a
lot of the signs, and they have in some areas.

lu*962
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U
PAUL said that it would seem that as the Commission discharge

their public trust today and make their vote, he would ask that they
consider one thing. If they do have a loyal parishioner who was living
on the street that the church was trying to place their sign, and as
part of their mission they want to put a sign there row, not on public
right-of-way, but on their property, they are currently prohibited from
doing that. He asked that the Commission consider allowing that sign to
be placed on private property.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission
concur in the recommendation of the staff Ir
that the ordinances not be amended to

permit directional signs for churches in                        -
public right-of-way. Hansen moved, Crockett
seconded and it carried unanimously. Wilson
abstained. Moore was not present. Banzer,

. .GAL Chisholm and Goebel were absent.

CROCKETT did not feel that the Commission had material in front of
them to do what Mr. Paul asked them at this point which was essentially -
to make a recommendation in regard to a rewrite of the ordinances
governing signs on private property. He said he had no objections to -/*I-

looking at a proposal from staff, but would feel a little uncomfortable      -
trying to do it right now, because what staff had provided the Commis-
sion with was the maiices of putting them on public right-of-way. He

m said that he was inclined to think that Mr. Paul may have a point in
reference to private property, but until he saw what staff analysis was

'699
.A and have a chance to look at the current ordinances on signs on private

property, he really was not prepared to proceed this afternoon on that,
and he suggested that it be deferred for later consideration.
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GARDNER suggested asking the CPO for recommendations of placing
signs on private property.

LAKIN commented that one of the reasons the Planning Commission
was brought into this discussion was that it was unclear as to whether
or ,-lot Mr. Paul's intention was to try to deal with things as private
property or public. He said that the very first meeting with Mr. Paul
the indication was he did not have any interest on the private property
and thus it was brought forth in this way. LAKIN said that if they deal
with the issue of putting them on private properties, they are no longer
dealing with Title 24, they now have to deal with Title 28 of the code
and the statutes, and that means preparation of a text, and the adver-
tising of it, which meant about 90 days time trame iii order to implement
it, and that was the reason staff primarily dealt with public right-of-
way, and Mr. Paul's need for a timely dec;sion.
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During the discussion it was the consensus of the Planning Commis-
sion that staff study the possibility of signs on private property and
bring it to the Commission at a later date.
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WIC!{ITA--SEDGWICK COUNTY

March 13, 1985
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

FROM: Robert A. Lai<in, Di rector of Planning

SUBJECT: DR 85-7 Possible code amendments

Re: To permit directional signs for churches
on public right-of-way.

Mr. Timothy Paul, Attorney representing the Episcopal Churches in
the Wichita arch, appeared on the public acenda at the City Commission
meeting on Mai·ch 5, 1905. 50 recquested changes in the City codes to
permit the ercclion of directional signs on City streets to help the
public finel churches located away from major streets. It was the City
Conimission's decision to refer this matter to the Traffic Cominission

and tlie Planning Commission for their review and recommendation.

This matter will be considered by the Traffic Commission at their
mectine on Wednesday, March 20, 1985. Their recommendation and comments
should be available to the Planning Commission at the meeting on March
21, 1985.

The i·cquost macie hy Mr. Paul is only for the Episcopal Churches,
but any consideration sliould include all the churches (300+) within the
City of Wichita. It woitld also be expected that other nonprofit and
eleemosynary institutions v.'culd also request similar consideration.

BACKGROUND:

Signs pormitted on Pliblic right-of-wav by present requlations are
limitrd to traflic anc! regulatory devices installed and maintained by
the City :in[.1 State, ancl the installation of directional signs to public
buildincis and lises such as the indian Center, Century ll, Cowtown, etc.,

that al·c also n.,intained by Traffic Enc,incerinci. In order to accommodate
tile reclitest inade bv Alr. Paul, it vioilld bc nccessan, to amend several
sections of tile City cor!(. It would also depond oil the method or procedure.
that wotilr! lie used as to whether other emondinents minht be necessary, If

Signs are tri he per·initted m private propertv, the zoning code v.ould need
amendments. 0150. This would take 90 10 120 days, Alr, Paul has indicated

that he is not requesting the zoning code to be amended.

Althoticill directory and off-site signs mny be of assistrnce in locating
churches, it is felt t.hot other informotionn! clovices rm' bc reasoroble
alternates to sions on the streets. There are several renscns for not

allowinc directional signs on public right-of-way wo Id include the follow-
ill (1:
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Motropolitan A Planning Commission
DR 85-7 Page 2 March 13, 1985

1, Possible interference or confusion with traffic signs, exist-
ing or future, that ni-0 needed to instruct the public along
the streets (too many visual elements).

2. Installation of signs in an area in which many undergrotind
utilities are localed increases the posf:ihility of damage
to the utilitir,7 (we have lied recent cable cuts even with
traffic signs).

3. Increases the potential liability for damages or injury in
accidents it signs are not properly located or installed,

4. Potential conflict over the use of public right-of-way
adjacent to a property owner that is not receptive to
the sign baina located in front of their properly.

5. Cost of administration to assure that the signs will be
installed anc{ maintained in conformance with conditions

deemed appropriate.

Although the staff cannot recommend chances to open public streets to
sitinq of signs for church and other community based groups, we have pre-
pared conditions under which signing should be regulated if the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission, Tra ffic Commission and Board of City Commissioners
determine such action is in the public interest.

If such signs are to be pormitled, it is sit€!vested that sucli signs be
permitted by a minor· street portlit (Title 10.08 of the City code) anq should.
be subject to the following conditions:

1. Any application for a minor street permit must incliicle the signature
of the owner of record of the abutting property owner that they do not
object to the request.

2. Signs shall be liinited to churches that al·c located and addressed on
streets not designated as arlerials, collector, expressways or service
roads there to,

3. Not more thon two sicins shall be permitted for any one church and such
signs shan not exceed 5 square fect of grops surface area as defined
in the zoning ordinance.

4, Signs shall be located within one-half mile of the church property.

5. Signs shall be directional only ad the mesgge, letter size, Shrpe
ancl color shall be in accordance with standords adopted by tile
Traffic Commission.

6. Signs shall be located and installer! 40 as to not interfere with any
traffic sign or c'evice, anc{ in accorciancc With all r,ther standards
decmed ill)1)ropriate for the installalion of signs on public right-of-way.

7. Appropriate fees 51,711 1,2 eqtalilished that j·,ill adecumiely Cover the
cost foul· lite m.!ministralit.n wd in:,r,oction of each sign pcl-1:,illed
under i, minor street permit.
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• · Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
DR 85-·7 0 Page 3 tdarch 13, 1985

8, The instaltalion .ind mnintenancc shall be the re'ponsibility of the
church. This shall include the necessary liability insurance for the
sign.

9. Signs installed on public right-of-way without benefit of a minor
street permit or have beconin a hazard to tile public may be removed
by the Department of Operations and Maintenance without notice.

10, Signs that are not maintained in conformance with the conditions of
a minor street permit may be removed if tile owner· fails to maintain
the sign after 10 days written noticn of the violation.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1, Concur in the recommendation that the ordinances not be amended to
permit direel ional signs for churches on public right-of-way; or

2, Concur in the request bv Mr. Paul that the ordinances should be
amended to permit directionol signs for clifirches on public right-
of-way by minor street permit subject to conditions number 1 tliru
10 as sot forth above.

A

Robert A. Lai<in

Director of Planning

RAL:GEL:sad

cc: Robert Finch, Deputy City Manmor
David Stevie, Dire·clor of Operations & Maintenance
Monty I.obson, StiI,erinter,(lent of Central Inspection
Bill M:Kinley, Tratfic Engineering
Mr. Timothy Paul, Attorney, 400 North Woodlpun, Wichita 67208
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

March 26, 1985
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: John Dekker, Director of Law

FROM: Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SUBJECT: Legal opinion for signs on public right-of-way

There has been a recent request, made by Attorney Timothy Paul
representing the Episcop« Churches in Wichita, to locate directional
signs in public right-of--way. This matter was referred to the Traffic
Commission and Planning Commission for their recommendation by the
City Commission.

During the review by the Traffic Engineering staff and in discussion of
this matter with otlier communities, it was discovered that there has
been a fairly recent court case on the use of public right-of-way for
private signs. The City of Topeka also has furnished a copy of an
opinion issued by their Law Department. Copies of this material are
attached.

Since the recommendations of the Traffic ancl Planning Commissions are
being forwarded to tile City Commission for consideration on April 2,
1985, I would appreciate any comments that you might wish to make on
this matter. I understand that Bill Mci<inlay, Traffic Engineer, has
discussed this item with you.

Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning

RAL:GEL:sad

Attachments

cc: E. 14. Denton, City Manager
Bill McKinley, Traffic Engineer
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IN-1-1¤DEPARTMENT.AL COMMUNATION

M

TO: Dave Gingerich, Public Works FROM: Richard J. Lind, Legal QI'll:/21://im//

SUBJECT: Signs on public right-of-'way DATE: December 27, 1984

Dear Dave: -
..

This office was requested to render an opinion concerning the placement of directional
signs by a church on public rights-of-way. After researching the topic, I came across
btauber v. City of Elwood, 3 Kan App. 2nd 341, which would appear to be on point. Please
find attached a copy of said opinion.

Stabber holds that abLent a specific city ordinance providing for private use ofI signs on-thi public right-of-way, which the City of Topeka dces not have, a city in this state generally has no power to give permission to an individual to ilse the street (o-
tile right-of-way) for a purely private purpose.

23 There are exceptions to this rule, but they involve questions of interpretation
which I think are better left alone. Briefly, a city may au'.horize the use of the public
right-of-way for private purposes, if there is a clear showing that the primary use of
the right-of-way will benefit the public and any private use must be incidental :0 they.t public pu rpose. A careful reading of §.La.IJ.tgc reveals that the church in our situationil.M,JG'2* could not meet such a test.

.,N......'I.-ill-

5-' .2%97 , '.t -
Barring exceptional circumstances, cities cannot allow private use signs on the -

public right-of-way. If you have any questions, please contact me. I am
'Mil

Sincerely yours

O 0.19 k. ill
Richard J.'tind

Assistant City Attorney
RJL/sh

CC: Howard Uhi, Building Inspection

P.S.: FYI, in the future you might reference this case for your authority and not the
so-called Attorney General Opinion of 10-22-75. Upon close inspection, see attached
sheet, the paragraph you referenced is a legal captiorwel prepared by the League of Kansas
Municipalities and not an A.G. Opinion and would have little, if any, legal value

I *tos#MI
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DEC 2 8 1984

PUBLIC WORKS
TOPEI<A KANSAS

14/1,1.* 40.'·5>flt?ft,4;1)43...Ci-J . 2-.i5. .: „t, I. ,:-. ·.... -·.·. · t... 1,tnv.'.t:,

1 r''G Voip=-

F..p-/«Wrtrin'faylQ]m«glor? G.77?71*i **9/'ll"FI;3·97£r'll".1
:,1--Pr. .9.-9.,

·

......*8''.-&.....62'.%...

. i·. t'



e

y

0

i

11'Ii·,i{).Miumit. A-4 St it Biti..ind Mut' S. B,•1,1 1., Alit'i·//.·1·5.

Mit „. ht ,..4,;„·l/,mh.

14·1, i„/ for i.·ur.,1, Iii·d Dll  I i. 1 /4

iI

la, 1 /1 +·46 r .,1 F.,il, r .,ind Ei,1.·r. ·,1 ·1'i.,u fu, ilir .,tipt·11.ii,h

IL·t
S·.'N.11,1,1, J.: Defendailt:.,111„·:,1 from .m atiler gr:witiug .1

.Admin ilijiuiction requirilig Owin ti, relihivt· I'l·rt;,1,1 ·rtil·

ing „40: c{}11.trileted upim 1, public right-of-\I:,v in tht· {:11> 1,f

El\VI,1„1.

-I'lit·,1,·f,·id:nit(titv· af Elwood.inthorizedthedef,·ml.uit. J & 1.

Ar,y,

1:lilli 1 10. the i,1.unttlk Italph SI.nilier, Aii,u %1.inhel .MI 43·

pri·,1·lited, 11 111.tlidal,ir,· 11,1,1,11,1,11 inillinng thi· d,·frml,,11 0 Iii
nu·their "g" ' Ir ""21, Stri·t·t.ti,ti.u, 1 14„ irt„in th.it t·lijrnm·,1

tli•.ing i. the fill,irt· lin

.KiN ttlt}„· 01, Strl·t·tright-(11-u.t> {'m.titlitc an 1111|.mfl[| t., Ill"
of act:,4 m the pl:mit,th' propetty without dlic pruce- of law-

42) 11.1.·I the .ttil},tiri.'.1(101), miti.in ,inil „I.,inten:ince of the

.,gmi:, the nh Stri·t·tright-of-„.tv c,)11.titilte :Ul mt:twfill int,•r- -33
fer,·Ili·· with pbilitilfs' tibe .trid cl®>mellt of theit propertv .ind
thewhire c./.tituil· a ./iN:Ince?

r

f



0 .

F.

R
3·12 COURT OF .11'1,1 .\1.5 OF KANSAS

mitting cher,·in...1.0,1,·feild:int,to ,·rect and iii.Int:,in 111,·,lgie

*4201 in the pul,lic right-of-wav?
(·1) U':20 it crnir f,ir the tri:it c·imrt ti, ent,·r :m i,rder r,·,ilirnig

thi· (12•ft·mi.uit, 1,1 remnve tlit· 'igil' cti,1,11,,111,·il i'f ai,(1 1·1,1,"11:im:
lili· clt·fi·ildialit fram .in>· flitill,· crectinti of .iu:i: m dw nght·of·
W:i>,4 :l,ljoilling 1,1.tintiliC' prop,·ltv?

[ 1.11:1 ·1,111.tilm,g

iter,•% in 11,(· Cily „[ Elwood.\Ithe limethi. .ictit,in „:„ |iri,1,0|it

.„1,·ly fi,r ,,gric It„ r.,1 purtin.i·: i Ii,u·ever, thi· tr.u·l im 111 .·:i S

r

tlit· Cih gr·lilli·d 111{·,11'1,·Id:inl .\ IIi.+t I .riti,·11 1t·lii

permit M iii·,1 1,vili,·Citv. -11,14 11.1,1 11·iiI:tr Nien  arrit,4.„!i ,·rt-ne

13, , ..,4

C),111,·t Iii inchitit· ilifi,rin;11,1,1, Mw·r,ii,le Ilic 10,·.111•,1, 1,1 lili

k

11„1,1.tri.,1.'re:i·..111,·i,· iltl.·, mit ··t·t•mt.,1.·.illord,11.11!lt· tim]'|Ille

im 11'· pillilic right-of-u.,
1/w twi, .igm .tri· Inrat,·d m IIi· right· f-u·:i. m :th Str,·rt

1/1·



,·ii,i·iiI '11 11:,· Ii;:,i.

h..,ig thc Ir.ivelled i),irtiliu •,1 the .tri-t·t •ir hig|,u..,.,11,1 t|i, 1,•,t

Illt· t,1.11 u,lirt folind 111.11 ihi· sigir, congitult·d ,111 11:I|.1.11,1

c :in „1 1·.!,·.11•id lud ill,I,niper!>
1,1.ult/,A permiti lur prlvale ind,Vldli:11' ur Clirpor.1111,11'. to crect
47", in, pul,|14· 'tict·h Mr 1),iv:alt· pitifit. |'Mor ti, tii.i| 1,1.1,1,1,1[0

t·in d iii it, conch,gon >„i. h. i.i-,ti.

.110 K.,Ii..,. the gen,·r.11 rul,·111.It .tri·t·t..m·i),11,11<··,n. fur iN·In
·Iltit tiili 14 11:,re.n,11.1|,|t·i·ilt w./hme/! 4 to pl·rmit alt· Ir:lvt·1,

11„„in·ip.,1 l,iri)„ratitin, §.10.5·1 (lrd ed. 191>11). Th.it .i (:It> Ii.„
.unt|I,int• Iii cic<·1 urllet,Irt·, (111 111€· p.|,lic· light-1,1-,·.0.1, in willic

/30€
•,lit,·Itt·,1.' Al ti, ,guN iii Ii:/1.-ul./, tll· (ih gt·,irr.dh ... init

f |1 lt'11/L'lit' ./ tlt' It!/It..

I n} \1, c,'i Ilin. 11 „mop.,1 (-„rii,ir.,ticm. ; 30.41 Or.1 ed. 15,fifi). 1 1,
f':,4,4 j:*,i,verm r. //211;,/in·v, 1,12 K.m (,82,297 1'...712(1911),

tili· t „,i,t .t.,!t·d. '-(3„Ii,i.irily·.i t·ity in thi. .1.,t.· Ii.i: ni, p,nvt·; 1„

'pl/1[1 /(,·'11 1

mur,m.h „1 11„·/im. Im·. r CiA, f,j ll'i,·/im, 21.5 K.iii. 636.527

ittdo·

L



0

1

0

1.

f

Cor"TOF Al'1'1<Al.S 01·' KANSAS

100 1'.2,1 fib.) (19(,3), T,·Cogllizint: the ril:ht .f :i privat,· 112-,1, 1„
dep.%11 1,1.lit·rl.lk 1,1 1,1,1,1,1.· 111. 1,1.perti· im ., pMit· lin·,·t
tempornri|>· i w|,irct lo rea,fiti.thle· „·Ittilition. In ii,pifi warr,1,11:, j

4 2 fo
9 I

:ilit 1//,1, i}f I|le Cih iII |hill·11111%(,n In permit triflic .ign, ' ill,

l'hen· die court [ound Ih.tt p.' .di· a.1,·e:ttv„g perf,irmed 11,•

trnllic regulatian fiwirtifili.ind Ii,ire lic, ri·lali,m m liu· pillili#

1 welfart·. l'hernfor,·. 16,· t·,ilirt finin„! th.,t the C it. <·„·1'(·,14·,1 It.

*tatitan· :miliont. 10 -gul:itc 91:„: 0,1 the litil,|i The i·„„rtC UNIV

%
for pri'·:,tr printit. 61,te, i·r r,·l., r. ('im of //„f, hin„„n. :11 K.iii
700, 62 124 8(n {1!1.16).

1,3 thi· :1'·tion Ilit· defi·,ul,int. 11.'vi· .Itteinpted !,i ,|1"u 11'.11 116

diri·,·tiii,i t·,Hilaii,i·1 11„·rt·(li c.•c thi· Nite g·,tr·1 !,ir t|u· 1,1,1-

till

7. Ii·,igthv ./„·tel, „f Irt·,·t „t:ir il, f.,c·,litv in /<iwiwd In 1..,t. ii i.
Jibit

481'{, give, ilirt·etioni, tiothe I:lwood hu,ii,<·i.1 411'tri'·t I)'·111(1.1,11.

not imp,·de trnific.

al.ach,im fle .11„,inno w:i.· i.terfurt· with thelwl,lic .1.thev di,

4 6

1.int .. 11,/il,ir .·'/·wilit: the exerc·ile .f 1/,1,1·,· p,nu·r .1/1,

1..tt..
111,· C :it, ta rwwiw thi· pulit i· pinver .lid Ilwit Iht• wgi,1.111•,1, iiI

(:rze sh i# r .Witi·hum. 191 K.,1,
2'}i N) P 2,1 ;6.1 (194.D, i·,·rf. di·ni.·d .175 t.' S, 1}1 6 4 1911.1 i, r,·lit·,1

ii,irt, Ihe court ·.4/1.

¢ffiU
P

t



---1

115

;r

1 11".

f 1<1

P
1, r.

i·d inalli·.n iii the thiv. .Ind 111.11 It W.B .lin illiptine· i € 1.

12·t.ilite intert·01. 111'winn, thi. „ tot:i||> lilli.Itt·rl.i] 1,1

p,in,: !,i t,introl 111, crt·.Ii,w .luct ittaii,t.·11.mu· „f ptivall· .,191-
t,

15% law u t!,•·it becouu·> the t!„e. i,f the  oint·, ta iIi·1(unini· 4 1}le

Cit,/ i / 1 f Itchin %,m. Lit K,1,1 70(l th irt

I'.It,%.·irwth, t|/· (:it> 4/ -thout pin•·er hi .11,111,itin· th,·ir lk.
·il,:

iIi.· pin.,1,· 1.·wm t. m·,1 III• .ign.. chir -·,ipt· „f fi·,i... ,in
1

.11,1»·.li I. la di·tell

. w, il„·1,·i,t ,·udem·r hi wi.;, irt the trial wirt'+ liti,11,44.. 11,·C.'i/·

ill L

1

-El th

.th···



0
290.27

11

i

./.

4

(:()t'It'I'OF .\PPI·:,\1.S ')17 KANS./S

1'2,1,4,12 (1!1-,TL /fak,·i c. Han/,ilf, t K.m, App. Cd 2'il, S ' 2.

|)11.ine- (il,trle| .111(1 might :Iii! the 1,11|dic· ill |t,L·.Ititli tit:· huu-
helit·lit i,rn.,h':Ilverti>wr. .ind not thi· plil,llc· 1,·11„ 11.,· tile m.1{14 -4
way m 11.· vicinity of Ihi· signs. 1 11<· 41<'friltl:ti,1. 11.„i· fail,·d ti,

..111·1%

rwrciwpil}w Zinli,·i· pinver We hold !}uit tli tri.d i·nort i r•,11,·rl,
hnnid that 111,· 1-1.inct· 01 1|u· permiti wag al, improp,·r twa·iM·

Ditlll:22,,HI.It·it#· iii:V i,1!!JIL'!10'_112.1111 1 'f 111'· 1,1:.1:1113

puni.„1 te .wi ./11'.rwiu· prop,·r e.'row of Ill· t.dia· pnurr
Ilult 11„

I lilgm 1,1 i. :illirn"·d.
N

$'11
t

i

I :04/



f

@

March 22, 1985

Timothy E. Paul, Attorney
400 North Woodlawn

Wichita, Ks. 67208

Re: DR 85-7 Possible Code Amendments
to Permit Directional Signs for Churches
on Public Right-of-Way

Dear Mr. Paul:

The Planning Commission at its meeting of March 21, 1985 considered the
above-captioned item. Their action was to concur in the recommendation
of the staff that the ordinances not be amended to permit directional
signs for churches on public right-of-way. The consensus of the 9*
Commission was that the staff should review the zoning ordinance and
consider amending that text to permit directional signs for churches on
private property. It was pointed out that amending the zoning
ordinance is a 90-120 day process and that there are several other items
being reviewed by staff at this time.

The action of the Planning Commission will be forwarded to the Manager's
Office to be scheduled for consideration by the Board of City
Commissioners on April 2, 1985 in the City Commission Meeting Room.
First Floor, City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas and begins at
9:00 a.m.

If you have questions on this matter, please call.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

cc: Robert Finch, Deputy City· Manager
David Stowe, Director of Operations & Maintenance
Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Bill McKinley, Traffic Engineering

*-1.I]
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March 13, 1985
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Wichita-Sedgwick Coilnty Melr·opolitan Area Planning Commission

FROM: Robert A. Lakin, Director of Plani ing

SUBJECT: DR 85-7 Possible code amendments

Re: To permit directional signs for churches
on public right-of-way.

Mr. Timothy Paul, Attorney representing the Episcopal Churches in
the Wichita area, appeared on the public agenda at the City Commission
m,eting on March 5, 1985. He requested chinges in the City codes to
permit the erection of directional signs on City streets to help the
public find churches located away from major streets. It was the City
Commission's decision to refer this matter to the Traffic Commission

and the Planning Commission for their review and recommendation.

This matter will be considered by the Traffic Commission at their
meeting on Wednesday, March 20, 1985. Their recommendation and comments
should be available to the Planning Commission at the meeting on March
21, 1985.

The request macie by Mr. Paul is only for the Episcopal Churches,
but any consideration should include all the churches (300+1 within the
City of Wichita. It would also be expected that other nonprofit and
eleemosynary institutions wolild also request similar consideration.

BACKGROUND:

Signs permitted on public right-of-way by present regulations are
limited to traffic and regulatory devices installed ancf maintained by
the City. and State, and tlie installation of directional signs to pubtic
buildinfis and uses such as the Indian Center, Century 11, Cowtown, etc.,
that are also maintained by Traffic Engineeriiig. In order to accommodate
the reatiest made by Atr. Paul, it would be necessary to amend several
sections of tile City code. It would also depend on the method or procedure
that would be used as to whether other amendments; might be necessary. If
signs are to be permitted on privale property, the zoning code would need
amendments also. This would take 90 to 120 days. Mr. Paid has indizated
that lie is not requesting the zoning code to be amended.

Although directory and off-site signs may be of assistance in locating
churches, it is fell that other informational devices may be reasonable
alternates to signs on the streets, There are several reasons for not
allowing directional signs on public right-of-way would include the follow-

L
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1. Possible interference or confusioii with traffic Digns, exist-
ing or future, that are needed to instruct the public along
the streets (too many visual elements).

2. Installation of signs in an area in which many underground
utilities are located increases the possibility of damage
to the utili.ies (we have had recent cable cuts even with

traffic signs).

3. Increases the potential liability for damages or injury in
accidents it signs are not properly located or installed.

4. Potential conflict over the use of public right-of-way
adjacent to a property owner that is not receptive to
the sign being located i:, front of their property.

5. Cost of administration to assure that the signs will be
installed and maintained in conformance with conditions

deemed appropriate.

Although the staff cannot recommend changes to open public streets to
siting of signs for church and other community based groups, we have pre-
pared conditions under which signing should be regulated if the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission, Tra ffic Commission and Board of City Commissioners
determine such action is in the public interest.

If such signs are to be permitted, it is sugoested that such signs be
permitted by a minor street permit (Title 10.08 of the City code} and should
be subject to the following conditions:

1. Any apptication for a minor street permit must include the signature
of the owner of record of the abutting property owner that they do not
object to the request.

2. Signs shall be limited to churches that are located and addressed on
streets not designated as arterials, collector, expressweys or service
roads there to.

3. Not more than two signs shall be permitted for any one church and such
signs shall not exceed 5 square feet of gross surface area as defined
in the zoning ordinance.

4. Signs shall be located within one-half mile of the church property.

5. Signs shall be directional only and the message, letter size, shape
and color shall be in accordance with standards adopted by the
Traffic Commission.

6. Signs shall be located and installed so as to not interfere with any
traffic sign or device, and iii accordance with all other standards
deemed appropriate for the installation of signs on public right-of-way.

7, Appropriate fees slialt be established that will adequately cover the
cost for the administration and inspection of each sign permitted
under a minor street permit.

1 r
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Metropolitan A;; Planning CommissionDR 85-7 Page 3 March 13, 1985

8. The installation and maintenance shall be the responsibility of the
church. This shall include the necessary liability insurance for the
sign.

9. Signs installed on public right-of-way without benefit of a minor
street permit or have become a hazard to the public may be removed
by the Department of Operations and Maintenance without notice.

10. Signs that are not maintained in conformance with the conditions of
a minor street permit may be removed if the owner fails to maintain
the sign after 10 days written notice of the violation.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1. Concur in the recommendation that the ord nances not be amended to
permit directional signs for churches on public right-of-way; or

2. Coi,cur in the request by Mr. Paul that the ordinances should be
amended to permit directional signs for churches on public right-
of-way by minor street permit subject to conditions number 1 thru
10 as set forth above.

Robert A. Lakin

Direcior of Planning

RAL:GEL:sad

cc: Robert Finch, Deputy City Manager
David Stowe, Director of Operations 6 Maintenance
Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Bill McKinley, Traffic Engineering
Mr. Timothy Paul, Attorney, 400 North Woodlawn, Wichita 67208
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42 DOUGHERTY AND PAUL 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

205 WOODLAWN-CENTRAL BUILDING
400 N. WOODLAWN

WiCHITA, KANSAS 67208

PATRICK L. DOUGHERTY INDIVIDUAL PRACTITIONERS TIMOTHY E. PAUL

316·685·3200

GU

March 15, 1985

Mr. Jack Galbraith

Planning Commission
Wichita City Building
455 N. Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Galbraith:

This letter will advise you of my appreciation for your meeting with
me on such short notice last week. Also that it is my intention to appear
at your respective meetings the week of March 18th.

·C ·¢·43 If I canassistyou inanypreparation forthose meetings, or in any
other way please let me know.

Very truly yours,

Zimothy E. Paul

TEP:Pc

MAR 1 8 L
METROPOLITAN PLANr
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 DOUGHERTY AND PAUL 3
AMORNEYS AT LAW

205 WOODLAWN-CENTRAL BUILDING
400 N. WOODIAWN

WICHITA, KANSAS 67208

316·685-3200

PATRICK L. DOUGHERTY INDIVIDUAL PRACTITIONERS TIMOTHY E. PAUL

March 15, 1985

Mr. Glenn Lyttle
Planning Commission
Wichita City Building
455 N. Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Lyttle:

This letter will advise you of my appreci ation for your meeting with
me on such short notice last week. Also that it is my intention to appear
at your respective meetings the week of March 18th.

If I can assist you in anypreparation for those meetings, or in any
other way please let me know.

Very truly yours,

Timothy E. Paul

TEP:pc

Z

MAR 18 1925

METROPOLITAN

ROUTE r,
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ADDENDUM

TO THE AGENDA

WICHITA TRAFFIC COMMISSION MEETING 22*;
Wednesday, March 20. 1985 - 1:30 P.M.

5. DIRECTIONAL SIGNS FOR EPISCOPAL CHURCHES ALONG MAJOR STREETS

Mr. Timothy Paul, attorney representing the Episcopal Churches in Wichita,
is requesting permission to place signs on City streets to direct people
to nearby Episcopal Churchos located off the major Street system.

Mr. Paul appeared on the public agenda of the City Commission's March 5.
1985 meeting to present his request. The City Commission directed that
this matter be referred to the Traffic Commission and the Planning Commission
for their review and recommendation. This item will be considered by the
Planning Commission at their March 21, 1985 meeting. The City Code does
not allow such signs to be placed on City right-of-way; therefore, Mr.
Paul is requesting that the code be changed and guidelines be established '':
for the installation of such signs.

Mr. Bob Mielke, Associate Traffic Engineer, will review the past history
of directional signing requests, will present this Division's views on
the request and also review guidelines which should be considered if Mr.
Paul's request is honored.

MAR 0 7 1985

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE G _
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'28?itff
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY MANAGER DATE March 5, 1985

TO Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

FROM Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager

SUSJECT Directional Signs for Churches

On March 5, 1985, Timothy Paul, attorney representing several Episcopal
Churches, appeared before the City Commission requesting an amendment to the
city code to allow placement of directional signs within a specified distance of
each parish. The information which Mr. Paul presented to the Commission 4
attached for yoil r review.

The Commission reterred the matter to the Planning Commission and Traffic
Commission for review and recommendation as expeditiously as possible.

Although Mr. Paul represents only the Episcopal Churches, the request for
directional signs should be considered in the context of including all churches in
Wichita.

Please assume lead responsibility for coordinating consideration by both the
Planning and Traffic Commissions with a report to be returned to the City
Commission on April 2, 1985.

Robert G. Finch

Deputy City Manager

RGF/hpd
Attachments

cc: Bill McKinley, Traffic Engineer

RECEHWED
MAR 0 6 1935

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE m
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 DOUGHERTY AND PAUL C
ATORNEYS AT LAW

205 WOODLAWN·CENTRAL BUILDING
400 N. WOODLAWN 1

WICHITA, KANSAS 67208

316·685-3200
W

PATRICK L. DOUGHERTY INDIVIDUAL PRACTITIONERS TIMOTHY E. PAUL

March 4, 1985

Wichita City Commission
455 N. Main

Wichita, Kansas 67203

In Re: Sign Regulations and Standards
9.012..

.j
Dear Commission Members:

I have the privilege to represent several of the Episcopal Churches which
exist within the Wichita City Limits and have been requested by them to propose
an amendment to Title 24, BILLBOARDS AND SIGNS, Chapters: 24.04, Sign Regulations
and Standards. An amendment to that portion of the City Code might allow for
the placement of a restricted number of directional signs to be placed within
a specified distance of each parish.

Your cooperation in modifying the City Code would be of great assistance
to the Churches of our community in their efforts to assist in the growth and
development of the City of Wichita.

Very truly yours,

/ifithy ef-Paul

PJB

Enclosures
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Double-face sign *
completewith assemble 1.2nnial

1 1

hanging bracket your 1 1:

hanging

Single-face sign*
for use where

onlyone side
is seen

IHE

4 sign
1. Purchase locally (from a lumberyard,

hardware store or fence company) a

[PISCOM[ CHURCH 15-foot length rf standard 2-inch steel
pipe, and a linial to seal the open top

WELCOMES YOU from rain.

2. Drill %"holes, in parallel-one 6
fromthe top end. a second 19"trom

the top end.

3. Mount flnial on top end of pipe, and fx
THE CHURCH Of firmly in place- with a set screw or

SIA,011[16 ALLANGm otherwise.

i,ill·

FE?

mE

EPISCOPAL CHURCH
WELCOMES ¥OU

THE CHURCH OF

SLAWHA[l6All AN6!15

1

4. Paint entire pole with aluminum paint

(obtainable from paint store).

5. Mount bracket on pole, using drilled

holes. Specifications 6. Attach hanging sign to bracket. Specifications

1. Double-face sign, size 24"x30", 16-gauge steel,
rectangular shape, rounded corners, 2 mounting holes
at top, 2 mounting holes at bottom. Enameled in red,

whitfhe and black. Space at bottom for two or three
linesU€opy-to be submitted by you. (No hne to con-
tain more than 24 letters and spaces) $71.39

2. Scroll type bracket of rigid construction including
strap hangers for sign. $21.39

Total for sign and bracket. $92.78

Howto

install

the pole ,* U

Single-face sign, size 24"*30',16-gauge steel, rec
tangular shape, rounded corners, eight mounting holes.
Enameled in red, white, blue and black. Space fortwo or
three ines ol copy-to be submitted by you, (No line to
contain more than 24 letters and spaces.) Back of sign

plain porcelain enamel. $50.81

FOB Sand Springs, Oklahoma. Sign shipped by
express. Shipping weight 15 lbs.

Plant pole firmly in ground to a depth 0130':
NOTE: The only completely satisfactory method is tc set
pole in concrete. The concrete should be of pyramid

shape, a. shown, measuring 12"across at the top and

18"across at the bottom: it should be 30"deep. A sign

assembly anchored this way will have a wind resistance 'Also available in Spanish
of up to 100 mph.

79'*m.==.i/=/=../=&·vt
·a«ve:.»' . ·

FOB Sand Springs, Oklahoma. Bracket and sign ship-
ped by express. Shipping weight 22 lbs. Sign alone,
16/bs.

·Also available in Spanish.

2252;4 · 'fi·2·.2!61.9;·1'li.jui,4£% ·
mitsm"JAAE E./.Ill"*at' 'it:&

18/ ./--
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Episcopal Churches Plan Sdme Moves
By Tom Schaeler ' H · ·- 7. 37·- · ·-' --,6:It : 1-1
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one each In Derby, Fl [hor.,do. Ne•400,

Icillogton, Arka.as Cily an' Winficld..
. .aS DeC€ssary becil.. .. .....

urch did sor,le ,·en· ,r plannin: 20
ye.Ing..... the lei. Nobel .....n
Of St Mutllil.,5 Ept·icop.,1 Chor. ··1/ere
are /181/ .r'ht' In the .Ily, bi11 0ly two
.ve ¥=bility. /'e hi,e sufle,ed from that

rer •nce.··
-1 haw. been I pricsl In ....6/ for 10

yea: suid the Rcv, Jeffrey IU·ick of SL
Grblopters 1 p,seopal Church. "There
.... :%10, lip,scolians Ihen . /ere
,re now. f don't Jal lo be a pa of a
dosed ©Per,tion.7

4-

C : •¥ n...•c•/ I. 1,·,In, 0, I.w ¥cly
and lack of ,;ruwin, prio 01 the live par·;
..Suid thclare !*ingal l!,e ....
icmed, Di part 01 0 10 yt·.ir lil.,0 0 la· 1
cieased Inicirbur¢h .0,er.,1,: 1

• SL 1.!ork's, 2040 W€strlli,:e, '•'111 de¢Ide !
by Dectii:ber .Sti whether lo lelocale on a
C,ain thoroughfure In Mest Wititla.

1 • SL ...... 560 1....., ./. to .
build a ne' Ad 01 15 plceli[ location t
vi,In three yeail. J
• SI. Bartholomew's. 2000 Jewt·Il. plan51O

have 8 new ,Ic and build:n within a=
1,•uryears, piobably Ic 'c.......c.
#/ine * .

 SL Chnslopher·s, 3211 5, [ifu,j, hopes to ·
open . .operly to a ... ..uu'lle
for belter Itcce=.

r -7 4# :%021 foci
I· / ·. 1 25/ N.. be,un ./.1

' 1 ing ol Gailimun E!
1 : -1 z·..s, 1 menlary Sebool .54
' ' 9 ·· 4' Su'll ... 16/k·

- I.*.-I | 18 /,0/111/
• Inc i,ir 1,04 l east

W , h. in boil,1 n
1 ...liuichinabout

Ar.irdme to the
1 -Rev. Sam CrrisofSL

Alban's. , linples'
CISS 'Bly Mudy ..·

pb:,slied 11irce Prt·.
Inary nced' in eat<ililihlog .i fic·• 'llh -
-;oca![on. Ii,r:ition and locaw,"

-the old 1.1-a ..15 1- yi,u turi a Ch.rch
In a reg¢./·il area.- he t.i:d '·W,(Ii n

more :]Nib,!r ..ot le:y 1 f..,1 1„us Il pi,:a.· and
• coe# 10 supp:14; rn,ka fur :iniLe>, any '

Aw Chum 11 h.:>: hi bv •I,er,· il 6/ be
lui:!ily v,%.:le.*

Cru id M. Al.fr loc.,i,un liur I'lchl• .

la Sille Unl'·'er..i:y :id nul .ills.10 142
WIOU1 ...<

We·re 1,uvir.,: 1•ec.tu. uo·re poorly .
calcd,- bc u,id. ··lhert·'b no! er,oug. pp,iu·

boa to our area I suppon an Epi,copel
thurrl·'

Crta ./ the cburch Ined to ..d

Wlchila Stale Un,venity slud€nls and f,10¢+
ly, but hud limiled succ.

"We don+Ilike to,nowe ,,way from Ine
#en.ily," he xi[.1. "liul Ihert:1 001 Cl,Oll#

unn.nky reuple . suppon 114 Epkscul'
chur,11.-

he 75 niember conorce„lion inoved Sun·.
dily 10 Canin M 1 le'.·,·r·/aly khoul. /4/
Rusliwood. 10 110/ IC 10 /ni "13/ip Ser.
vice.

0Lgxild the churchhortilomoic{00
new s:le with n new 1,4: M Gammoo
El:mentary / abut 16 I.,·niM.

The CK,ni:regal,on·s old buil,ung h been

sold to bt. Anliew·5 Musion.,ry B.,plud
Church, Ci= /,id.

AT 5T. MARI,•S, a declsinn aboul relod·
Ing w:,1 not come 1,5 quidly.

'·We don't have Il. Imi· urgri:cy,"p.id
Ble Pe.. libel &my. ··W·e *e wine

r.re'ang malten; with (·kil®,1 educauon

%·ace, bul w:c·re tik:.11: 1-4.,f.rary r.,c.
sures."

Lairii,1reconimend:J lt,a[El M.,rh'..il
1{<a!. ©n 2!sl or al 13::; and U'el, b.
}!arvey /i niuch of i.hai prfipt·y c, Ii.
ic:i·priced.

"Ite¥·!.£/COU.. / i...ell icloul
he hild. -71]c qd . un 1, how and whicer

118/. ./. the 2!.lkrl '·mber coor.rrp.
tiOn D:litiatly WOUId 1,1• n •1•·,4001.1,out
w taer to .-locate or =·C ple}t(11
1.ic-= by 'Ixtrm/,r t./

Mean. 11.an·ey gld, tbe con5r¢Allon
.pes to ruI ep 51% 00 21 I and Wcs! I.
00;! Irect people tu the ch,irch u! 20to
Wei'[dde and lo buy olher advert...

-We nay find 1.,ailhosc effolk· de,i·t .y
0,1.-De sald. w,1 niay pul more Prrnure
- . / reloccle.··

OF THE { 11 URr'IES tu¢ied by I mplex
tne ev. Robort Ilut hingic said h,s Si. !.!at.

lh;./. Wich,/ /·inthe beA p-119.
0, .IL.

-We have ade*ciliti and could
... I lorger con,JI'lon," 1,/ ....

..·. f.ot young Iind calousuhlic people."
But 1,e Ihe ni:,jority of ils Epl0,91

Church cauglns 10 Wic.. 9. Mattlics 16 In
I .........

i 'The :e.00/ /·hy I. Mal... hai,·1

' 1//:I ./. m.rh. Ille tul re.L,w. I that
r,,0,1, could ...........d.

Penple move Into 111,5 ari•,1/ d drive
** lheir way to werl: .,sil never
kno' i..... he said -So. I! >ou're an
Eplj,C... .Ii, St. JehiI'S 'IA'e'¥e I.·ot ID
solve that pr„bli:Ii"

De,p' ... 10,·:ition of M ...14
# on E.,!d 1,1. mt.9.ber581:, h.s In·
CIerj:d from 10 Lumlia lu abiml 65 in
Lhrce Sci.n. thounll *'I. should h..e :,1

I 1=St a "up!/ ·.rred Im.'

]IumhO™>n :,1 Uic cow:r·,Ai,un iril·

ated re'lii. b. den// tu .1.,y p.1.

91:e ¢01 011nd I pron:bil.·." he lald

Aboul poulble .. .n rn:un strreIs. ,

IN JANUARY, me'bers 6f St. }L,/40.

-./.

mew's were told about 0 641·year plan to
rclo¢/c and build e new church.

. According to the Rev. Inbel ./.ne who
bas been part Ume aod hnpes le berome.

' fuU·thne reclor on July 1. t.e Ii:nelabje ,
8110•li membe,3 to purehae a * bulid a 1

, chuml- preferably In ......1 W...
! -oad ./111210•• lothe .el burroundin/l'
1 -For 22 yeal, ve 'it on J=well Avenue

Bna co»ly knew ,ve were there," [=iyne
.id. '1 even painted the buddlng bnght

i 'br'wn. yellow end red ... 1 1,// movel
' In lere. When I {St '6,/hol. me'll w.s ·
' ..1/Id as a n.ghborhood churen, w.
I ....alue 'hal we'd Irle' by v.'bll'

ood acce*Ibllity."
Toge,rup forachurch move. liyncsaid

he /1, abc ph# out his p,yclie.·rpy
prac.ce by the end o.he y./r

'cr 51, C./tophers, however,./lation
IS not 1,·aible.

:'c have 00 bin n capital Inve·.Iment.-
Sal,1 UJC Rev. Jeffrey flack, cling the
Cburch 4!44kere plot ,in jour bu,!dirl
ati abowl 51,0 members.

'·5oinc of our proble....In ./ .orreeted
by acce s." he 2% aboul thi c'ureli'S de..
lon¢e .Ii: 4, clain thoroughf.,re.

AlthouN, Ille live prl·;1,-; ,!4·1 1,ot accepl
n.....·c:./. in i./ .11 lie pie·i

In·C Ih.it ite.e / 0 1.·,it·„cd .·ilte Of

.... .11 11.elr .Luri.. Sulce .UnlpleS
Ike 10 Ine. I= June. t

' 9/ the mo' exciting Ihing i... bar·
peocd t..·ie in [he 145: flve / 0 ye·,/.- s.•id
06.. .Lo' Ihe SL Alb..n':; i:,uve.

At Common School, Callie Dorsett, lett, and Jackie Snider of St. Allan's tift cloth from portable allar
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