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WHEREAS, Lloyd Lee Harp, 215 South Tyler Road, Wichita,
Kansas, by H. R. Kuhn, Attorney, 201 Beacon Building, Wichita,
Kansas, has appealed from the decision of the Superintendent of
Central Inspection, as provided in Section 2.12.590.1, Code of
the City of Wichita; and in addition, if the appeal is not upheld
by the Board of Zoning Appeals, then the applicant requests a
variance, as provided in Section 2.12.590.2, Code of the City of
Wichita. to permit the construction of a 40' x 60' commercial
building; and

1334 -
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WHEREAS, this application relates to property legally
described as follows:

r
South half of Lot 50, Westfield Acres, in the

City of Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas.
Generally located on the west side of Tyler
Road in an area just north of Maple; and

WHEREAS, proper notice as required by ordinance and by
the rules of the Board of Zoning Appeals has been given; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals did, in regular
meeting consider said application on the 22nd day of October,
1963; and

9'E.
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WHEREAS, the Board determined that said appeal resulted
from a decision of the Superintendent of Central Inspection that the
construction of a building for the purpose of conducting a related
sales and service (including well drilling) of water well pumps
is not permitted under Sections 28.04.090 and 28.04.170 of the Code
of the City of Wichita; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals determined that it
had proper jurisdiction to consider said appeal under the provi-
sions of Section 2.12.590.1, Code of the City of Wichita; and

WHEREAS, the property is zoned "LC" Light Commercial; and

3219
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WHERFAS, the attorney for the applicant stated that he
had been advised by his client that 80% or more of the income from
his business is derived from the sales and service of pumps, water
wells and the service thereto; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that activity as described by
the attorney for the applicant does comply with sub-section 1.2 of
Section 28.04.090.A of the City Code; and
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WHEREAS, the attorney for the applicant and the Board of
Zoning Appeals both recognize that the well drilling equipment is
comparable to a contractor's business and as such is not a permitted
use under Section 28.04.090.A and as such is a nonconforming use
which may not be expanded; and

WHEREAS, the Board indicated that it would order the

issuance of the permit, and based upon this indication, the attorney
for the applicant requested that the variance portion of the appli-
cation be withdrawn.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Zoning
Appeals that the decision of the Superintendent of Central Inspec-
tion that the contracting portion of the business in question is

f..4 not permitted in the "LC" Light Conunercial District, and that
retail sales are a permitted use, is hereby upheld and that the
Board of Zoning Appeals does hereby direct and order the Super-

&64Tg. intendent of Central Inspection to issue a building permit for a
commercial building to house a business providing for the sale,
Eervice and repair of water well pumps and equipment, on property
legally described as follows:

The South half of Lot 50, Westfield Acres, in

the City of Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas.
Generally located on the north side of Maple
and on the west side of Tyler Road.

The Board further recognizes that the existing well drilling
equipment operation now conducted on the property is not and shall
not be considered a conforming use under the provisions of Section
28.04.090, Code of the City of Wichita, and that no portion of the
structure heretofore authorized, shall be used in pursuant of this
nonconforming activity.

ADOPTED at Wichita, Kansas, this 22nd,dy of Opber,
1963.

r

E. B. Law, Chairman tt&

3'*.fi€42:i
ATTEST:

4%4: fi J.A d 4,L
Robert A. Lakin

Secretary
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November 4, 1963

Mr. Lloyd Harp

215 South Tyler Road
Wichita. Kansas

r Ur. Harp:
res BZA Cage No. 29-63

On October 23. 1963, we advised you that the Board of Zoning Appeals
had conaidered your appeal from the decision of the Superintendent of
Central Inspection and your request for a variance in case the

MU':"974;409 decision of the Superintendent of Central Inspection was upheld. -,iNA@S
This concerned property described am the South half of Lot 50, West- ;,·Di«t'

1,24*L
field Acrem, generally located on the west side of Tyler road in an t·40·6144'ME Iarea just north of Maple.

The decision of the Superintendent of Central Inspection that the
contracting portion of the business in question io not permitte.: in
the "LC" Di,trict and that retail sales are a permitted use. was
upheld, and the Superintendent was issued to issue a permit for a
commercial building to house a business providing for the sale, ser-
vice and repair of water well pumps and equipment on the above pro-
perty•

13.4436*-.:ya_
454*y,61%mul/'/

We allo advised that the Board'o decision might be appealed to the City
Commission provided that such appeal was filed on or before November 1.
1963. The City Clerk has advised that no appeal was filed, and the
deci,ion of the Board of Zoning Appeale is, therefore, final.

A copy of the resolution setting forth the action of the Board 18 attached
for your information and files.

%2Rt·ti. -,·33431,·

13*j

%%49

Very truly Yours,

10§*ff·' ·,p
Robert A. Lakin r€F2*92g-

RAL:ber Secretary
Attachment

cc: H. R. Kuhn

201 Beacon Building

Glen Lytle. Superintendent

of Central Inspection

w.", A i,,% 4'f{4494:2: JI,.02 <44<.r).-
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October 23, 1963 It:/"Al./)
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Mr. Lloyd Harp
215 South Tyler Road

Wichita, Kansas
./

Dear Mr. Harp: m 

Re: BZA Case No. 28-63

Thi.0 la to advise you that at its regular meeting of October 22.
1963, the Board of Zoning Appeala of the City of Wichita, considered
your appeal from the decision of the Superintendent of Central Inspee-
tion, and your request for variance in case the decision of the
Superintendent of Central Inspection was upheld. This concerned pro-
perty described as the South half of Lot 30. Wastfield Acres, and
generally located on the west side of Tyler Road in an area just north
Of Maple.

1*a' .//Mp

1-»Al"e.,11, ,
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It wai the decision of the Board that the decision of the Superin-
tendent of Central Inapection that the contracting portion of the
bulinaul in question is not permitted in the "LC" District. and that
retail sales ara a permitted use, was upheld. and the Board directed
the Superintendent of Central Inspection to isaue a building permit
for a commercial building to house a bunines, providing for the sale.
service and repair of water well pumps and equipment on the above
described property.

F*31
i. :.-'-W

Ll·26.· .44
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The Board recognized that the existing woll drilling equipnent operation litt6}492
now conducted on the property is not and ahall not be considered a
conforming use under the provisions of Section 28.04.090. Code of the .1/Ill=-
City of Wichita, and that no portion of the *tructure authorized shall
be used in pursuant of this nonconforming activity.

Section 2.12.610 of the Code of the City of Wichita provides that
the ducision of the Board of Zoning Appeals Ihall be final unleal it
is appealed to the Board of City Commisair,erm within ten day, of the
date of the Board's action. Accordingly, an appeal could be filed in
this came on or before November 1, 1963.
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Page 2 - Mr. Lloyd Harp
October 23. 1963

Subliquent to the expiration of the appeal period. you will be ed-
vised whether or not an appeal hai been filed. If no appeal hai
b•en filed on or before November 1, 1963. the decision of the Board

will be final and the Superintendent of Central Inspection will be
in a position to i,sue the appropriate permit.

Very truly youre.

Robert A. Lakin

Secretary

RAL:JWH:ber

cc: H. R. Kuhn. Attorney

201 Beacon Building
Wichita. Kansas

Robert G. Finch

en Ue, Superintendent
of Central Inspection

fig.afl
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Board of Zoning Appeals

Robert G. Finch, City Cle:

Robert A. Lakin, Secretar

. 21 :1 ; .

0

October 25, 1963

BZA Case No. 28-63

07

Attached is a copy of BZA Resolution No. 28-63,

covering action taken by the Board of Zoning

Appeals on the above case.

This case was heard on October 22. 1963, and an

appeal may be filed in your office on or before

November 1, 1963.

If an appeal is filed, please advise.

Robert A. Lakin

Secretary

RAL:ber

Attachment

*3... 9.4
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The property repregented in this application is generally

located on the west side of Tyler Road just north of Maple. The

property in queetion is occupied by a single family dwelling and

the business in question in this case, which we determine to be

a contractoras atorage yard. The area is used for the storage

of equipment. pumps and related supplies.

The existing land use to the north is liquor store and

single family. South is single family. drive-in restaurant and

a service station. West is single family and east single family

and a email neighborhood shopping center.

The property in question is zoned "Le' Light Commercial.

T'hi• is a typical °LC° area. 600 x 600 feet of "LC'; on each section

line corner without regard to ownership pattern or land use.

The existing zoning to the north is "LC" Light Commercial and "AA°

Single Family, east is "AA° Single Family and "LC0 Light Commer-

cial; west i, "AA' Single Family, and south is "LC' Light Com-
mercial.

f

4*42*21
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The applicant has ifiled an appeal from tie refusal of the

Superintendent of Central Inspection not to issue a permit for

construction of a cammercial building pursuant to Section

28.04.090 ("Le" district regulationa) and 28.04.170 (Nonconforming

WiI
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Page 2 - Secretary° s Report
Case No. BZA 28-63
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uae regulations) of the Code of the City of Wichita. In the

event the Board of Zoning Appeals upholds the decision of the

Superintendent not to issue a permit for this particular build-

ing. the applicant has requested that a variance be granted as

provided in Section 2.12.590.2 (Board of Zoning Appeals jurie-

dietion) of the Code of the City of Wichita to permit a building

to be constructed for a "Commercial Use" in the Light Commercial

zoning diatrict.

28Blf-112;"AUSAL

The applicant hae submitted a statement of justification and

plot plan which are included as Attachinents #1 and #2 to this

report.

¥he attorney for the applicant has pointed out in the state-

ment of justification that it is the intention of the applicant

to build a 40' x 60' commercial building for the purpose of

conducting a related sales and service business in connect.'.on with

the sales and service of water well pumps and related suppl. es.

The applicant further contends that the refusal to grant the permit

by the office of the Superintendent of Central Inspection wait

unjustified under the applicable code provisions of the City of

Wichita. (Section 28.04.090) It is the applicant°s position that

the proposed use is basically a "retail use°o

In a memorandum dated October 90 1963 (Bee Attachment 43) 0

the Superintendent of Central Inspection has stated that building

f
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Page 3 - Secretary's Report
Caze No. BZA 28-63

permit wam denied the applicant for two basic reasons:

1. 'The present operation with exterior storage

of equipment and materials is a nonconforming

ume in the "LC" zoning district*. Thum, if

5% il nonconforming it may not be expanded nor may

new construction be allowed.

2. In revi,wing the applicant°s operation and the

propoled use of the new structure. the decision

93%49 of the Division was based on the fact that there

would be an absolute separation between the pro-

poled pump gervice to be housed in the new build-

ing and the now existing business.

3. As I have previously stated on similar matters

pertaining to what uses are allowed in the "LC"

district, the proposed use is not a mralz retail

buiiness as permitted under 28.04.090.A.1.-

¥he •ection just noted provides that among the usea per-

mitted ares

"All purely retail businesses, provided

that all articles for Iale. rent. display.

storage or hire must be kept within an

enclosed building.

Mr. Lytle also suggeeted that the applicant and his counsel
44%

indicated to him that it would be impossible to entirely separate6
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Page 4 - Secretaryes Report
Case Noo BZA 28-63

what would be coneidered the retail portion of the business and.........*1

that of the well drilling. He further points out that Webster

defines the word 'purely» as follows:

°In a pure manner; unrixed with anything else."

He also suggests that "when the ordinance states, °purely retail°
43*ill"-Iliwil

he assumes that the intent of the ordinance is to limit use to

/4.1/i/: that category."

.-/2/ .
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It is the Secretary°s opinion that the Board must find

that the proposed business and the operation thereof is the use

which ia especially provided for in the "Le" district. In this

particular caae. the applicants are contending that the use is

"retail use'. Should the Board find that this particular use is

retail" in nature, it should be incumbent upon the applicant to

make a formal showing that this h fact im the situation at hand.

Digregarding for the moment the question of g"purety" o it is

incumbent on the applicant and his counsel to show that the

activities proposed to be undertaken cn this property are at leasM

=imaril.M retail and that any other activities carried on on this

property is merely incidental and accessory to the main uae for

retail purposes.

In considering the question as to"strict interpretation

and "legislative intent", it should be noted that the light com-

mercial dietrict does not contain a precise intent section stating

how this district should be utilized and in what type of situation

./.88&' C./.
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/1 Page 5 - Secretaryes Report
Caae No. BZA 28-73
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or to what type of area it should be applied. It is generally
accepted in the planning fielde however: that light commercial
districts are those which will be used to provide neighborhood
type gervices. This includes areas for Bale of food and clothing,
dry cleaning services. service stations. personal services,
medical and dental offices. It should also be noted at this

point that the manner in which the zoning ordinance has been con-
*tructed provide, that in the light commercial district only
those u,es which are *pecifically set out in the text are to be
allowed. This includes. of course. all of the uses allowed in
the moet restrictive zoning district, plus those specifically
•tated in the "LC' section. Among those uses specifically listed
in the 'LC' section is the phrane 'purely retail use,0 ...4.'

If the governing body had intended for °across the board°
retail activities, they would have merely stated °retail' and not
have included the word "purely'. Inclusion of the word "purely'
indicates that the governing body had a specific type of retail
activity in mind.

On the other hand. very little in today°a business world can
be stated u being purely retail or purely wholegale. These
terms, while ti.oy may have had a clearer meaning 20 years agor have
certainly become 'grayer= through modern business practices.
There would appear, however. some means of distinguishing the
general type, of uses. Logic would dictate that those businesses

R.:43:.-
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Page 6 - Secretary's Report
Case No. BZA 28-63
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which derive the greater share of incomee or creates a greater

degree of activity from retail type services than from other

types Of activities which might be considered as accessory and

supplemental to the main use, could properly be called a "retail

Use°. An Gxample of this might be the sale of "white goods" as

the main use and repair man or installation man as a service

incidental to the main use. However, when une repair and rebuilding

part. of the business overshadow the occasional sale or retail of

a new piece of furnituree then the operation no longer is a retaile

but a repair type business.

An examination of the property and the general area would

indicate that the existing operation am now conducted is not a

retail operation but more similar to a contractor°s business, In

the area. there ara pipes stored. as is well digging equipment

mounted on trucks. From appearances it would seem that this

operation is clearly more related to a contractor° s operation than

to a retail sales or servicer unless the applicant can make a

showing that

./ %,5.

0 3 1 Rey

(1) the use which ie to be located in the proposed

building will be retail and will constitute a

substantial and major portion of his business

activity;

(2) that the nonconforming use of well drilling ad

contracting equipment will not be a part of the

new business.

737733737
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Page 7 - Secretary° s Report

Case No. BZA 28-63

It is recommended that the Board of Zoning Appeals uphold

the decision of the Superintendent of Central Inspection in

denying the permit on the basis that the proposed use is not a

use permitted in the Light Commercial district

Typee of proof which might be acceptable to the Board as

to the type of activity to be Carried on in this business would

be a listing of the type of products to be sold. approximate

quantities. approximate dollar sales or percent of sales (both

dollars and numbers) of the operation as compared to other

related activities, or records of past activities carried on in

a retail business of this naturer or comparisons of other Opera-

tions now conducted within the city in this same general field.

*009'W·t
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The applicant has also requested a variance in the event

his appeal is denied to allow his particular use to be constructed

in an 'LC" Commercial zone.

The applicant suggests in his statement of justification

concerning the variange (see Attachment #4) that the property

involved was annexed to the City of Wichita in 1962 and that prior 1

to that time the use proposed was subject to the zoning regulations

of Sedgwick County.

m1Even soc however, if this is not a "retail use" it would

have been nonconforming under the County Zoning Resolutioz

Howevero the County Zoning Resolution does allow nonconforming

k' t.,/ r.'
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Secretary' s Report
Case No. BZA 28-63

#2

a 50% expansion if approved by the County Board of Zoning :immm=.

4**ff.
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$ been stated before. the ordinance creating a Board

fpeals granted the Board jurisdiction to hear three

types of cases - appeals. variances and exceptions. The Secretary

feels that the intent of the ordinance insofar as it relates to

variances was to allow the Board to modify such raquirement• w

height. setback, lot areae lot width and similar requirements to

the zoning ordinance and not to allow the granting of permission

to use property in a different manner or a different use than that

permitted by the zoning ordinancea To allow a different use than

that specified in the zoning ordinance would bee in effecte the

amendment of the zoning ordinance b , a board not having legislative

power or authority. Since uses to be permitted in any specific

zone are established by the City Commission by adoption of an

ordinance as a legislative act, it is the opinion of the Secretary

that the grart ing would be a legislative act capable of being

exercised only by the City Commission and not within the juris-

diction of the Board of Zoning Appeals.

In the opinion of the Secretary. the zoning ordinance cannot=

and should not be amended through ele granting of "use variances" .

Therefore, based upon the foregoing reviewe it is the opinion and

recommendation of the Secretary that the Board of Zoning Appeals

not take jurisdiction.
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Secretary's Report
Case No BZA 28-63

event the Board does take jurisdiction in this casee

st find that all four of the following conditions are ,
re granting the request of the applicant:

variance desired arises from such condition
h is unique and not ordinarily found in the
zoning district.

The granting of the permit for the variance will
not adversely affect the rights of adjacent pro-
party owners or residents.

f /4

3. Strict application of the enforcement provisions
of the zoning ordinance would constitute an unneces-
eary hardship on the property owners represented in
the appeal.

4. The variance desired will not adversely affect the
public health, safety, morals. order, convenience,
prosperity or general welfare.

9- r i

4 1

In requesting the variance. the applicant makes the state-

ment that:

(a) That the variance requested arises fram a
condition which is unique to the particular
property involved and is not ordinarily found
in the same zoning districto 32=====

%1

(b) ¥hat the granting of a permit for the variance
will not adversely effect the rights of adjacent
property owners or residents.

222

': 3

Ce) That the strict interpretation applied by the
02'fice of the Superintendant of Central Irspection,
creates and constitutes unnecessary hardship upon
th• property owner.

19 t.23.-730---37/

(d) That the variance desired is not against the public
int®resto

It is the opinion of the Secretary that this is merely the

re-statement of the requirements of the ordinance and does not
Ty:Nt . 2
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Page 10 - Secretary° s Report
Case No. BZA 28-63
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provide any information as to why or in what manner these

conditions are met in this particular case. In other words,

in what manner is this situation unique? What is the hardship7 -

financial. or inability to put the property to a reasonable use?

None of these types of questions have been answered by the appli-

cant in his application.

Gordoa Whitnalle AIP, planning consultant and recognized

authority on planning matters, including Boards of Zoning Appeds'

states that before a variance should be granted 'there *hould be

something about the property which does not allow it to be used

in the same manner as other property in the Game zoning districe° 0

Can not this property be used in the same manner as every other

properties zoned 'LC' in this areao If the variance is grantedo

the applicant would be attaining a special privilege not accorded

to other properties in the same neighborhood and zone. Even as a

nonconforming use o if the val:iance were granted. the property

owner would be obtaining a greater privilege than other nonconform-

ing uses. not only for those which might be located in the same

general area but those throughout the city.

Since the applicant has not submitted any detailed justifica-

tions concerning the four points prerequisite to granting a vari

ancer it is difficult to try and prejudge any reasons which the

applicant may submit at the hearing. Howeverr the following should

be considered before favorable action is taken on this case.

3
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Page 11 - Secretary°s Report

Case Noe BZA 28-63

Is there any physical feature of this land which
presents a greater problem to the development than
on adjacent property? Are the surrounding land uses
substantially different and unique from those nor-
mally found in residential districts and light com·,
mercial districts?

If *f..0

Will the permission for the expansion of a non-conforming
Use (as it will be if the decision of the Superintendent
of Central Inspection is upheld), tend to increase or
decrease the value of the residences in the area7 This
area. although zoned "LC'. is predaminately developed
with quality residences.

If this is not a retail use, will the expansion of such
use create additional traffic of a different character
than that normally expected and tolerated in either a
residential or 'LC" area?

-7+4aM:42/

Will the Board°s actiono if approval, establish precedent
for the inclusion of heavier uses in Light Commercial
districts?

What is the hardship? Is it financiale and if so is the
hardship a loss of actual dollars or the less of potential
dollars? Can not this business be located in an area
already zoned for this type of use since new structures
will be required and the old structures will be removed?

3*54 It is not alleged that these are all of the matters which

should be examined prior to the Board°s consideration, but are

indicative of the type of questions which the staff feels the

Ii*fA applicant should answer before being granted a variance.

aign=anxiljwmaiuM/GodSal

1/H

It is the recommendation of the Secretary -hat this applica-

tien be denied due to a lack of evidence concerning the four

points required by ordinance and due to the applicant being given

greater rights in an 'Le'l zone than are other owners of such land

similarly zoned and located.

-     " , 44%35&49/=/Im W."Ill'llill'll0-,i,944' 29L.v>Et .;t #':*;SU?22flic/ji:29/-:4*70,1&44.*-0,w,#a<*.&4..

,£?,-ME, 4-,?r
.

&46 - 7

j
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Page 12 - Secretary°s Report

Case Noc BZA 28·-63

In the event the Board takes jurisdiction and finds all

four conditions necessary to the granting of a variance to existo
957 '3

and the varlance is approved. it is recommended ·that 2 be ap-

proved subject to the following conditions:
f**4«y

3*44-1 lo Solid wall fencing a minimum of 8 feet in

height shall be provided around all heavy

quipment and material storage atea if not

located within the new structure.

2. A corporate performance bonds or similar

% securitye in the amount of G._. shall

be filed with the City Clerk within 30 days

from the time the permit is issued.

3. The new structure shall be used only for

pump sales and service and uses permitted in

light commercial arease

4. No advertising signso except ·those nomally

permitted in the light commorcial district o

shall be permitted.

5. Off-street parking shall be provided in accord-.

ance with Section 28.04.140 of the zoning ordinance.

Attachments:

51 - Statement of Jus'-ificauion

#3 - Memorandum of Cenural inspecuion. dated 10=9 63
#4 - Statement 02 Justification re variance request
#5 = Vote sheet for Variance

-l
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Law Offices of

ARM n MULLINS a UNRUM o KUIDT & CATES

Beacon Building
Wichitae Kansas

October 8, 19G3

Office of the Secretary
Board of Zoning Appeals
Wichitae Kansas

Re: Case No. BZA 28*63

Gentiemen:

In reply to your request of this date, the
following statement is submitted:

The appellante M o Lloyd Harpa was denied a build-
ing permit under the code sections referred to in the Appeal
heretofore filed. It is the intention and desire of Mro Harp
to construct a 60° x 40° commercial building for the purpose
of conducting a relatec. sales and service business in conneci:ion

with the sales and service of water well pumps and related
supplies.

It is the position of Mro Harp that the refusal to
grant the permit by the office of the Superintendent of Central
Inspection was unjustified under the applicable code provisions
Df the City of Wichita

Respactfully submitted„

3/ H. Re Kuhn

Attorney for Lloyd Les Harp

Af.tachment :41

Case NO. B>:A 28-63

·i
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James W. Howee Assistant Secretary Beard of Zoning Appeals

FROM: Glen E: Lytlea Superintendent of Central Inspection

October 9, 1963

Subject: Appeal of decision of Superintendent of Central
Inspection relative to the refusal of the Superintendent
of Central Inspection to issue a building permit for the
construction of a commercial building at the premises
designated as 215 South Tyler

The application for a hailding permit to construct a building for a well
drilling and pump service at this location was denied for the following
reasons:

1. The present operation with exterior storage of equipment and
materials is a nonconforming use in the present "IC° zoning dis '

trict. The expansien of a nonconforming use is prohibited in

Section 28.04.170 of the zoning ordinance.

2 o In reviewing the applicant Ca operation and the proposed use of the

new structure o the decision of this division was based on the f act
that there could not be an absclute separation between the proposed
pump service to be housed in the new building and the now existing

business. Ag X have previously stated an similar matters pertaining
to what uses are allowed in the "IrCU district. the proposed use is
not a clucelv retail business as permitted under 28.04.090, A 1,2.

In conversations with Mro Harp and his counsel n Mr. Kuhne they indicated

to me it would be impossible to entirely separate what could be considered
the retail portion of the business and that of the well drilling. Relying
on Noah Webster for an explanation for the tem '°purely" e I quoter 'In a
pure manner< 1*:m,Azed wit:h anything elae'o Wilen Ule zoning ordinance states.

m.*'r,<:- : .Purely retaile o I assume that the intent of the ordinance is to limit use

to that category.

44*

i' 4/3*Under the present zoning ordinance there is not a distinction made as to
where a service type business would first be permitted unless it be con=
sidered in the permitted uses of "c" zoning by not being excluded. It was
this division °s decision that the present operation im similar to that of
28.04.100 B=7 which would limit the number of emplores to five at '41:16
-Uation o

I feel that the decision made in the case will be used as a measuring et icl:
P for several similar situations that have developed in the past few weeks:

particularly sign painters and contractors of all types.

If further discession 02 this matter could be helpfule please advisee

7.9.0. 1 m · I
25rpri.

3*b . ,·+ ·
92£3·.:: -,
@*ae=,

Attachment 83

BZA Case No„ 28-63
I.
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1 Law offices ofNo MUILINS* UNRUEn K[1911 &TES
Beacon Building
Wichitao Kansas

54,1.. 1
Septo 270 1963

Board of Zoning Appeale.
-01 , t. Wichitao Kansas

Wiy.,-1
&€,42. 1
»19.: 1
43521

*&#a·-A

Re: Alternative Application
for Variance

Gentlemen:

¥he owner of the South 1/2 of Lot 50. We,tfield Aer•.
Wichita. sedgwick County, Kans,ze has filed an appeal from the
order of the Superintendent of cintral Inopection of the City
of Wichita, which order or ruling waa mad• on September 27. 1963o
As an alternate remedy and in the -ent the Board should deny
appeale then the owner and applicant ia requesting a variance
from 28.04.090 and 28e04o170 Section, of the Wichita Zoning Ordi-
nancee upon which the Superintendent of Central Inapection ic
relying. that iso 28.04.090 and 28.04.170,

5/%*«23=1
1*028

I · 2452
*Nt ¢1'19:

The property involved was annexed to the City of Wichita in
September o 1962. Prior to that time *aid property was subject to
the zoning regulations of Sedgwick County. Kanswo The applicant
feels that th. office of the Superintendent of Central Inspection
ii being too restrictive in its application of the zoning ordi-
nances in this instance and that a permit to construct a 40 x 60
commercial building to accommodate the applicant 9 desire to
conduct a sale* and service water wall Nupply busineas should be
granted. It however, the Board should fool that the refusal to
grant the permit is justified, then the applicant urgai that the
Board grant a variance from the strict application of the ordinance
for the following reasons:

a) That the variance requested arises from 8 condition
which is unique to the particular property involved
and is not ordinarily found in the mame zoning
district,

3%

4<43

€ fli

b) Sat the granting of a permit for the variance will
not adversely effect the rights of adjacent property
owners or residents,

2 ,

4%*€3441

c) That th, strict interpretation applied by the office
of the Superintendent of Central Inspection. creates and
constitutes unnecessary hardship upon the property owners

d) That the veriance desired ia not against the public interesto
i

Attachment #-4
Case No c BZA 28'='63

ill. 241

.'9
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A

BZA ACTION

Motion Seconded

made by by Action

Jurisdictions

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Variance desired arises from such condition

which ig unique and which is not ordinarily

found in the same zoning district.

i..

2 Granting of the permi for the variance will

not adversely affect the rights of adjacent

property owners or residente

3%1

3. Strict application of the enforcement
provisions of the zoning ordinance will
constitute unnecessary hardship upon

the property owner represented in the

appeal

Variance desired will not advergely af.Fect the
public health, safety, morals, order, con-

3
venience, prosperity or general welfare.

Determination -Approve or Deny)

41*L.
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF

¥4:p
-

CEFRAL INSPECTION DIVISION DATE October 9, 1963

TO James W. Howe, Assistant Secretary, Board of Zoning Appeals

FROM Glen E. Lytle, Superintendent of Central Inspection

SUBJECT Appeal of decision of

Superintendent of Central
Inspection relatike to the refusal of

the Superintendent of Central Inspection
to issue a building permit for the con-
struction of a commercial building at the
premises designated as 215 South Tyler

The application for a bu: .ding permit to construct a building for a well drilling
and pump service at this location was denied for the following reasons:

1. The present operation with exterior storage of equipment and materials is
a non-conforming use in the present "Le" zoning district. The expansion of a
non-conforming use is prohibited in Section 28.04.170 of the zoning ordinance.

2. In reviewing the applicant's operation and the proposed use of the new
structure, the decision of this division was based on the fact that there
could not be an absolute separation between the proposed pump service to be
housed in the new building and the now existing business. As I have pre-
viously stated on similar rnatters pertaining to what uses are allowed in
the "LC" district, the proposed use is not a purely retail business as
permitted under 28.04.090 A 1.2.

Up...

In conversations with Mr. Harp and his counsel, Mr. Kuhn, they indicated to me it
would be impossible to entirely separate what could be considered the retail portion
of the business and that of the well drilling. Relying on Noah Webster for an ex-
planation for the term "purely", I quote, "In a pure manner; unmixed with anything
else". When the zoning ordinance states, "Purely retail", I assume that the intent
of the ordinance is to limit use to that category.

Under the present zoning ordinance there is not a distinction made as to where a
service type bl:.sineis would first be permitted unless it be considered in the per-
mitted uses of "C" zoning by not being excluded. It was this division' s decision
that the present operation is similar to that of 28.04.100 B-7 which would limit
the number of employees to five at this location.

I feel that the decision made in the case will be used es a measuring stick for
several similar situations that have developed in the past few weeks, particularly
sign painters and contractors of all types.

If futher scussion off this matter could be helpful, please advise.

-29UC/LO 04 OCT 1-1 1363' .il,fi E. Lytle
1-perintendent of Central Inspection  METROPOUTAN -

\45 PLANN:'MGEL:mml Attachment #3

BZA Case No. 28-63 \7

1 4.t .1, ti> 414
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Board of Zoning Appeals October 8, 1963

Glen Lytle, Superintendent of Central Inspection

James W. Howe, Assistant Secretary

Appeal from an order of the

Superintendent of Central

Inspection relative to the refusal of

the Superintendent of Central Inspec-

tion to issue a building permit for the

construction of a commercial building

at the premises designated as 215 South

Tyler

t=

dre

H. R. Kuhn, attorney, on behalf of Lloyd Lee Harp. 215 South 33€,

Tyler Road, has filed an application for an appeal from your
order not to issue a building permit for construction of a

commercial building on the above described property.

Since we are required to make a recommendation to the Board i«.44/
of Zoning Appeals on this application, we would appreciate
any comments you might have as to why a building permit was
not issued for construction of this particular building.

Since we have discussed this matter several times in the

past, I will not go into the details of the case. However,

if you should have any questions, we will be glad to discuss
this matter at your convenience. ity:

James W. Howe

Assistant Secretary

JWH:ber

iP'5

i
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LAW /8455 9

ARN, MULLINS, UNRUH, KUHN & CATES
a E. C I N I ' f ./.2 U

lit .... I MWI.N.
WICHITA, KANSAS A7202Mlt.C, M. UNrui.

....CE'/7-5267
i·OL'IS W. t.El

October 8, 1963a./.·'CL· I.lil-

6-

Office of the Secretary
Board of Zoning Appeals
Wichita, Kansas

Re: Case No. BZA28-63
Gentlemen:

In reply to your request of this date, the fol-
lowing statement is submitted:

The appellant, Mr. Lloyd Harp, was denied a
building permit under the code sections referred to in
the Appeal heretofore filed. It is the intention and
desire of Mr. Harp to construct a 60' x 40' commercial
building for the purpose of conducting a related sales
and service business in connection with the sales and
service of water well pumps and related supplies.

It is the position of Mr. Harp that the refusal
to grant the permit by the office of the Superintendent of
Central Inspection was unjustified under the applicable
code provisions of the City of Wichita.

Respectfjifly bmitd

Lloyd Lee Harp /

40Ff

Attachment #1

Case No. BZA 28-63

<[f.343
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LAW OFFICES OF

ARN. MULLINS, UNRUH, KUHN & CATES
EDWARD I. ARN

lic.... r. MULLINS

H. R. KUHN

MILO M. UNRUH

/1 LOUIS w. cATES
%.
dsl.

Board of Zoning Appei
Wichita, Kansas.

Gentlemen:

.ST

BEACON BUILDING

WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

AMHERST 7-S267

Sept. 27, 1963

als,

Re: Alternative Application
for Variance

The owner of the South 1/2 of Lot 50, Westfield Acres,
Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas, has filed an appeal from the
order of the Superintendent of Central Inspection of the City

0, of Wichita, which order or ruling was made on September 27, 1963.
' As an alternate remedy and in the event the Board should deny

aupeal, then the owner and applicant is requesting a variance from
28.04.090 and 28.04.170 Sections of the Wichita Zoning Ordinances
upon which the Superintendent of Central Inspection is relying,m that is, 28.04.090 and 28.04.170·

ibil

The property involved was annexed to the City of Wichita
in September, 1962. Prior to that time said prope.·ty was subject
to the zoning regulations of Sedgwick County, Kansas. The appll-
cant feels that the office of the Superintendent of Central In-
spection is being too restrictive in its application of the Zoning
Ordinances in this instance and that a permit to construct a
40 x 60 commercial building to accommodate the applicant's desire
to conduct a sales and service water well supply business should be
granted. If, however, the Board should feel that the refusal to»94. grant the permit is Justified, then the applicant urges that the Board
grant a variance from the strict application of the ordinance form the following reasons:

£€65%„73 , . 13'f
Ph. (a) That the variance requested arises from a condition
4 which is unique to the particular property involved *>. , :/0 4and is not ordinarily found in the same zoning

district;Mst

(b) That the granting of a permi t for the variance will$ 4 9094*94. >
*e

not adversely effect the rights of adjacent property
owners or residents;

(c) That the strict interpretation applied by the office
of the Superintendent of Central Inspection, creates
and constitutes unnecessary hardship upon the property 'Mamip q
owner;

m=- T

(d) That the variance desired is not against the public
interest.imralialiliflifia

20PMall-

.Attachment #4

Case No. BZA 28-63
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In behalf of the owner it is respectfully requested that
JYG the appeal from the rulings and orders of the office of the

Superintendent of Central Inspection be allowed 94 the building
permit requested by the owner be granted. In the alternative,
and if the appeal be disallowed, then and in behalf of the owner
it is respectfully urged and requested that the application for
a variance be granted.

Respectfully submitted

4

tto ey
Agent for Owner

+ r
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CASE NO. BZA 28-63

WERECTED NOTEELMATT.ED OCTOBER 7. 1963 HEARING OCTOBER 22. 1963

James R. & Doris E. Albertson N. H. & Lorene M. Sinclair

150 South Tyler Road 203 South Tyler Road

John M. & Philomena M. Rice Guy 0. & Eunice M. Pratt 4./01208 South Tyler Road 157 South Tyler Road

Joseph E. & Hallie M. Norris Lloyd Lee Harp
1444© 214 South Tyler Road 8-7-2384 215 South Tyler Road

Berniece Martin & Philomena Sheetz H. R. Kuhn
302 Indiana 201 Beacon Building

George Elkouri, Mitchell Elkouri
and Fred Elkouri

849 Country Acres

Paul A. & Leone A. Lightner
9010 Maple Street

Vernon R. & Rowena Nicholson

8910 Maple Street

Paul Allen & Viola Faye Dodson
8924 Maple Street

Philo & Mary E. Bear
8826 Maple Street

James Troy Griffin
Jessie B. Griffin

Pt.or
8820 Maple Street

Charles R. & Helen L. McCann
1723 South Wichita

Graham L. Sterling
433 South Spring Street
Los Angeles, California

Mitchell E. & Georgia Patton
220 South Byron

00*263
G. L. & Mildred M. Eicholtz

200 South Byron

F
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CORRECTED NOTICE

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

Roam 201 City Building Annex p.104 South Main

Wichita,Kansai,

3*'i':11"

I L
..

October 7, 1963

.A.1.1.2.1 12 &.,SL.2.2.1.1.4AQ PROPERTY a.li21,&42 9.

Cage No.BZA 28-63

An application has been filed by Lloyd Lee Harp, 215 South
Tyler Road. Wichita, Kansas. hy H. R. Kuhn, Attorney, 201 Beacon
Building, Wichita, Kansas. app=Ling..f==-.221Lds=i.ailla..althil

enLAL¢nnual-J ation in his refusal to issue a
permit for construction of a 40=60 commercial building, pursuant
to Section 28.04.090 and 28.(14.170 of the Code of the City of
Wichita. And_in the event. th,*ta-amaeal--ii-naLUmhal£}2-dhing,Kii
saf Zoning Appeals_£ then the .Foolicant, reauests a vari CS, under
Section 28.04.090 and 28.04.1'70, Code of the City of Wichita, Kansas,
to permit the construction o.' a 40x60 commercial building to con-
duet a gales and service wat Br well sdpply business, on property
zoned "LC" Light Commercial. and legally described as follows:

0;44 14< h -

-1%42 ,

The south half of Lot 50, Westfie..d Acres, Wichita,
Sedgwick County, Kansas. fanaralurlocated_an- .the_
wask_side of Tvler Road in an aren iuat. north _of
81912.

This application has been af,signed Case No. BZA 28-63, and
will be heard by the Board of Zor.ing Appeals on Tueadav. October 22.
1361_at 2=9-2... in Room 401 City Building Ann, 104 South Main.
Wichitae Kansas, at which time you may appear. lf you go desire,
either in person or by agent or uttorney.

/-*33/ Ji - I . I

'impra</44*.124;:f. aflA

49*49*Erin-
...4 Unklt'. ac.,7..7
*: ./*m.:B .3.t? :.. .

Robert £ Lakin <
Secretary

000 141 4 Qf 74 "   -f©49· : ·.,t ., .7... '' (3bRS*%3343: fyfby,£ I:/,>f , ' ··''R-ut.r;/.03%34,·· a *

'...#./:;i·'e.@9./©ill'i

3.#41

/9 -«» ·WA,•0· ·..'

aers 40294,4. ...

6-:1-ZZ _Tr<-- 4:Z-

5=

+ 09*4**A
4*% a *?13> ®r ···e'. .>

1,7-
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CASE NO. BZA 28-63

NOTICES MAILED OCTOBER 4, 1963 HEARING OCTOBER 22, 1963

y

91:41¢1"
James R. & Doris E. Albertson N. H. & Lorene M. Sinclair

150 South Tyler Road 203 South Tyler Road

John M. & Philomena M. Rice Guy 0. & Eunice M. Pratt
208 South Tyler Road 157 South Tyler Road

Joseph E. & Hallie M. Norris Lloyd Lee Harp
214 South Tyler Road 215 South Tyler Road

Berniece Martin & Philomena Sheetz H. R. Kuhn
302 Indiana 201 Beacon Building

George Elkouri, Mitchell Elkouri 13r

and Fred Elkouri

849 Country Acres

Paul A. & Leone A. Lightner
9010 Maple Street

Paul Allen & Viola Faye Dodson
8924 Maple Street

Vernon R. & Rowena Nicholson

8910 Maple Street

Philo & Mary E. Bear
8826 Maple Street

James Troy Griffin
Jessie B. Griffin

8820 Maple Street

Charles R. & Helen L. McCann
1723 South Wichita

Graham L. Sterling
433 South Spring Street
Los Angeles, California

Mitchell E. & Georgia Patton
220 South Byron

G. L. & Mildred M. Eicholtz

200 South Byron
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BOARD OF _ZOU,NKLARREALS
72ht> Room 401 City Building Annex

104 South Main

Wichita.Kansas

October 4, 1963

Caae No....3.54 28·63

An application has been filed by .loyd Lee Harp, 215 South
Tyler Road e Wichita. Kansas, by H. R. Kuhne Attorney, 201 Beacon
Building, Wichitae Kansaso aymealing..from tbe.decimina.QLS:11%
Super,intmndent*_Conkral Inaoactign in his refusal to issue a
permit for construction of a 401,60 commercial building, pursuant
to Section 28,04,090 and 28.04,170 of the Code of the City of mfib
Wichita, Rn·Lin_tha_eve,nk..Ahis..apt,enl...1.9 .not:._urbeJ*-byty.h0L.B,oard
pLE,OUnq..Ampealia.....3=hea the applicant recrue#Al,-a._vajailea under

h

Section 28.04.090 and 28.04.170, Code of the City oft·Yichita, Kansase
to permit the construction of a 40x60 commercial building to con·-
due: a sales and Bel:71(2 water well supply businessc on p:opetty
zoned "Yae" Light Commercial, and legally described ms follows:

41(37·

The south half of Lot 50, Westlield Acres: Tichita r
Sedgwick County. Kansas. ,Generallv_lacaked-09 .tbe,
Ammt.sid-f- 91*1,/-Ro.QU-in_qu. .area-lusit. »prl:h _04

This application has been assigned Case Ng BZA 28=63. and
liMit will be heard by the Board of Zoning Appeals cn 91;leada.y..A«ob.an-3.2,

126.3...4 2.,0-m- in Room 401 City Building Annex, 104 South Maine
Wichita, Kansas, at which time you may appear, if you so desire,
either in person or by agent or attorney.

Robert A. Lakia

Secretary

f

t

1/p//111&ft/%&: .jb
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 ' - BOARD OF ZONi NG APPE
CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS

h

CASE Nu./

X44
FILED

APPEAL FROM ORDER OR DECISION OF THE
SUPERINTENDENT OF CENTRAL INSPECTION

1. NAME OF APPELLANT Lloyd Lee Harp

Nt//1 MAILING ADDRESS 215 South Tyler Rd PHONE PA-214]l

NAME oF AGENT · H. R. Kuhn, Attorney

MAILING ADDREss 201 Beacon Building PHONE AM-75267
ialN@GA

RELATIONSHIP OF APPLICANT TO PROPERTY IS THAT OF Owner

(OWNER, TENANT, LESSEE, OTHER).

11. THE APPELLANT HEREIN APPEALS FROM A DECISION, DETERMINATION OR

rf=R:Fi:Z,sm'11T;NDENZLI; NPT;°2;L:D:Ilild- * 12&,to 28.04.090 ar 23.04.170 of Wighits City Ordinances.

FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 215 South Tyler Rd.

AND LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS Solith 1/2 of Tnt. fn 1,7/qi-fielr:I 8,•.mo

Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas

IN THE CITY OF WICHITA; AND WHICH IS PRESENTLY ZONED LC

Re¥%@rizi·.i

THE DECISION WAS RENDERED 9-27-63 , AND REFERS TO SECTION 

28.04.090 and 28.04.170 , OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF WICHITA (ZONING

ORDINANCE).

THE APPELLANT HEREBY DECLARES THAT HE HAS SUBMITTED THE FOLLOWINJ

REQUIRED MATERIAL, TOGETHER WITH AND AS PART OF THE APPEAL;

A. A CLEAR AND ACCURATE DESCRIPTION OF THE RROPOSED WORK
OR USE.

B. THE ORDER, REQUIREMENT, DECISION OR DETERMINATION BY
12941 THE SUPERINTENDENT OF CENTRAL INSPECTION WHICH THE
42*31,1 APPELLANT BELIEVES TO BE IN ERROR, AND THE PRINCIPAL

->624% POINTS SUPPORTING THE APPELLANT'S ALLEGATION OF ERRORS;

C, SPECIFIC REFERENCE TO THAT SECTION OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE
UNDER WHICH IT IS CLAIMED THE PERMIT SHOULD BE ISSUED;

-Vyst.12Ity/£1#%144
D. DRAWINGS OR PLANS FOR THE PROPOSED WORK OR USE I·N RELATION

TO THE ADJACENT BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY;

3:*§*f
*.9,1....

E. A CERTIFIED LISTING FROM AN ABSTRACT COMPANY oF THE NAMES
AND CURRENT MAILING ADDRESSES OF OWNERS OF ALL PROPERTY

WITHIN A DISTANCE OF 200 FEET OF THE PROPERTY AFFECTED BY
THE APPEAL.

ILOYI) LEE HARP

*PPLICNT

By:-/ul
AilTHoRIZED AGENT M. R. Kulin

OFFICE USE ONLY: RECEIVED IN OFFICE OF SECRETARY, BOARD OF ZONING
APPEALS, (A.M. - P.M.), , 19

TOGETHER WITH APPROPRIATE FEE OF $50.00.

, .Al

v imMPHM
' 'ME .:. PY•?*. ,»i --2?'ho . ·*-· EN7-4

7.112=

. SIGNED
/-30

=

RE90-' t
..1

111

1

-all 2-
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CITY OF WICHITA
X

BUILDING INSPECTION DIVISION

To Lloyd Harp Owner Address 215 S. Tyler, Wichita. Kansas

To Lloyd Harp Applicant Address 21.5 s. Tvler. Wirhit·.a _,ansas

Dear Sir:

Your application Dated September 26, 1963

For a Permit for the construction of a 40' x 60' commercial building

at the premises designated as

215 South Tyler, Wichita, Kansas

Is hereby refused on this 27th day of Rept.pmhpr 0 19-63,

Under Section28.04.090 & 28.04.170 of the Zoning Ordinance.

For the reason that

It is not a permitted use as per 28.04.090 and adding to a non-conforming

usage as per 28.04.170.

Respectfully,

C. I.. Mc Cair

Construction Inspection Supervisor

NOTE: Any appeal from this refusal must be filed with the Board of
Zoning Appeals (Room 304, City Hall) within ninety (90) days after
the date of this refusal. For further information, take this notice
to the Planning Department, Room 304, City Hall.
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BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS CASE NO.

CITY oF WICHITA, KANSAS FILED

APPLICATION FOR VARIANCE .,

1. NAME oF APPLICANT Lloyd lee Harp

MAILING AODRE88 215 South Tyler Rd PHONE PA-21411

NAME op AUTHORIZED AGENT H. R. Kuhn, Attorney

MAILINe ADDRE8s 201-11 Beacon Bldg., Wichita PHONE AM-75267

RELATIONSHIP OF APPL ICANT TO PROPERTY IS THAT OF Owner

(OWNER, TENANT, LESSEE, OTHER)

||, THE VARIANCE REQUESTED 18 If appeal from Superintend of Central in- 

it-'491'11
2»041

spection is denied, applicant requests a variance of 28.04.090 and li
28.04.170 of Wichita Zonag Ordinances to permit construction of
A nronnRArl rtnrnmere.·tal hirl laing

FOR PROPERTY LOCATED At 215 South Tvler Road

AND LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS South 1/2 of Tnt 50, West.fiplrl Ar•-r•AR

Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas 

EW:S:.

IN THE CITY oF WICHITA; AND WHICH 18 PRESENTLY ZONED LC .

(GIVE METEe AND BOUNDS DESCRIPTION BELOW I# APPROPRIATE):

111. THE APPLIOANT HEREIN, oR Hle AUTHORIZED AGENT, ACKNOWLIENIEBI

A.

0.

0.

THAT HE HAS RECEIVED AN INSTRUCTION SHEET CONCERNINQ
THE FILING AND HEARING OF THIS MATTER;

THAT HE HAS BEEN ADVISEDoF THE FEE REQUIREMENTS
ESTABLISHED BY S'ECTION 2.12.580 OF THE CODE OF THE

CITY OF WICHITA (ORDINANCE No. 24-606); AND THAT THE
APPROPRIATE FEE le HEREWITH TENDERED;

THAT HE HA8 BEEN ADVISED OF Hts RIGHT TO APPEAL OF
THE DECISION OF THE BOARD TO THE CITY CoMMIas toN
WITHIN TEN (|0) DAYS OF THAT DECIDION;

THAT ALL DOCUMENTS ARE ATTACHED HERETO AS NOTED IN
PARAGRAPHS 3 AND 4 OF THE INBTRUCTIONS.

LLOYD IZE HARP
APPLICANT

AUTHoRIZED AGENT H. R. Kuhn

(A.M. - P.M., , 19-,
QFFICE USE-ONLY: RECEIVED IN OFFICE oF SECRETARY, BOARD OF ZONING
APPEALS,

i.4 TOGETHER WITH APPROPRIATE FEE OF $50.00.
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STATEMENT OF OWNERSHIP

STATE OF KANSAS )

Sedgwick County, )

The undersigned duly bonded and qualified abstracter
wlthln and for the County and State aforesaid, does hereby certify: 1

That we have examined the records in the office of
the Register of Deeds of Sedgwick County, Kansas, with reference to
the ownership of the following property in Sedgwick County, Kansas,
viz:

Property lying within a radius of 200 ft of:

The South One-Half of Lot 50, Westfiold Acres.ffrfy?

Vitfz

And from such examination flnd that the owners
thereof are as set opposite the description of the property below,
viz:

Lot A
Addition Owne r

49 (sk) Westfield Acres Guy 0. & Eunice M. Pratt ux
157 S. Tyler

50 fs*)

215 S. Tyler

tl

YN

203 S. Tyler

34 033) G. L. & Mildred M. Eicholtz, 2#1
200 S. Byron

33
Mitchell E. & Georgia Patton,.,

220 S. Byron

j
f

71
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Lot Addition Owner

1 (S 125 ft) Westfield fcres Graham L. Sterling
433 S. Spring St., Los Ange les,

Cal.
D. X. Sunray Oil Co., Leasee

1 (N 125 ft) Charles R. & Helen L. McCann, ux

1723 S. Wichi-ta

2 "

Janes Troy Griffin

Jessie B. Griffin, ux

8820 Maple St.

3 Philo & Mary E. Bear, ux

8826 Maple St.

4 Vernon R. & Rowena Nicholson, ux

8910 Maple St.

5 Paul Allen & Viola Faye Dodson, ux '
8924 Maple St.

6 Paul A. & Leone A. Lightner, ux

9010 ?tap le St.

1 (exc N 120 ft) Park Acres George Elkouri, Mitchell Elkouri

& F'red Elkouri

849 Country Acres

1 (N 120 ft) Berniece Martin & Philomena Sheetz 24

302 Indiana

2 Joseph E. & Hallie M. Norris, ux

214 S. Tyler

3 John M. & Philomena M. Rice, ux

208 S. Tyler

4
t* James R. & Doris E. Albertson, ux ...8

150 S. Tyler
6

Dated at Wichita, Kansas this 26th

day of September, 1963 at 7:00 A. M.

FIDELITY TITLE COMPANY, INC.

Sec. \ OEM

Tracer # 56350



f'tivitifY:tr' ;

r

A ' I'lht

PAYMENt NOTICE

City of Wichita

PAY AT TREASURER'S OFFICF - FIRST FLOOR

Bld'g & Elli.-_ Bill. Elev. Insp

itiom I'rri HIC. Mvr.- H.e. Movtng-
Liese. Mech.- OIl Well P.V. Cul-

111... rlb,R, 1,16'8 Oct.- -

Sanlt•lion- Sewer- Signs_- Sldewelk-

Street

DESCRIPTION AMOUNT

N•mr
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20M 5--60
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