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February 7, 1986

Lloyd L. Harp
215 South Tyler

Wichita, Kansas 67209
RE: BZA 45-84
Dear Mr. Harp:

Please be advised that the Board of Zoning Appeals considered the request
by the Superintendent of Central Inspection to rescind the previous
approval to allow expansion of your nonconforming use. It was the action
of the Board on January 28, 1986 to uphold their previous decision made on
August 28, 1984 and release the Resolution affecting the legal expansion of
the Harp Well and Pump business. P

We were advised by Mr. Azim, of Central Inspection, that the screening
fence on the west had been installed and the fence on the south has been
moved to the proper location. In addition a corrected site plan as
submitted by Baughman Company is now a part of the file. Should at any
point in time you wish to modify the operation of the business to relocate
any of the areas designated by the plan, it will take additional public
hearings and approval.

The expansion permitted by the enclosed Resolution is the maximum
permitted by the ordinance. Your cooperation in maintaining the property
in compliance with the conditions of the Resolution and those of the zoning
ordinance will be appreciated.

If you have any questions on the Resolution or on the limitations of the use
of your property, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

Glen E. Lyile
Assistant Secretary
GEL/Iw
Enclosure
cc: James R. Schaefer, 400 N. Woodlawn, Wichita, KS 67208
Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection (2)
Don Gisick, City Clerk
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager




RESOLUTION CASE NO, 45-84

WHEREAS, Lloyd L. Harp, 215 South Tyler, Wichita, Kansas
requests a variance as provided in Section 2.12,590.B, Code of the City
of Wichita, to allow the expansion of a nonconforming use (contractor's
storage yard) a maximum of 200 percent on property zoned the "LC"
Light Commercial District and legally described as follows:

The south } of Lot 50, and the north 150' of Lot 3, and
the north 175' of Lot 2, all being in Westerfield Acres,
together with Lot 1, Brand Addition to Wichita,

Sedgwick County, Kansas. Generally located on the
northwest corner of Tyler Road and Mapie (215 5. Tyler).

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, at the meeting of
August 24, 1984 consider said application; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has proper jurisdiction to
consider said request for a variance under the provisions of Section
2,12,590.B, Code of the City of Wichita; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has found that the
variance arises from such condition which is unique to the property in
question and which is not ordinarily found in the same zone or district;
and is not created by an action or actions of the property owner or the
applicant inasmuch as the applicant was annexed as a nonconforming use
and has remained at this location for the past 22 years; and the site is
located in an area which is generaliy screened from the streets by other
uses established on the fronts of the properties; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has found that the
granting of the permit for the variance will not adversely affect the

rights of adjacent property owners or residents inasmuch as the adjacent
properties are large tracts and developed so that the existing structures
are a greater distance from the property lines than is normally required
by ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has found that the strict
application of the provisions of Title 28 (Zoning Ordinance) of which
variance is requested will constitute unnecessary hardship upon the
property owners represented in the application inasmuch as the applicant
would be unable to expand the existing use more than 100 percent unless
the variance is granted, or the applicant would be required to find a
new location for the well drilling business; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has found that the
variance desired will not adversely affect the public health, safety,
morals, order, convenience, prosperity or general welfare due to the
fact that the expansion will not include the addition of buildings or
interfere with any public right-of-way; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has found that the
granting of the variance desired will not be opposed to the general spirit
and intent of Title 28 (Zoning Ordinance) inasmuch as the nonconforming
contractor's yard has been at this general location since prior to the
adoption of zoning in the County and with appropriate screening and
fencing to contain the use to the maximum area allowed by the ordinance
should be appropriate; and

WHEREAS, each of the five conditions required by Section
2.12.590.B, Code of the City of Wichita, to be present before a variance
can be granted has been found to exist.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Zoning
Appeals of the City of Wichita that this request for a variance to permit
the expansion of a nonconforming use (contractor's storage yard) a




maximum permitted by the ordinance of 200 percent of land area on
property zoned the "LC" Light Commercial District and legally described

as:

The south } of Lot 50, and the north 150' of Lot 3, and
the north 175' of Lot 2, all being in Westerfield Acres,
together with Lot 1, Brand ~Addition to Wichita,

Sedgwick County, Kansas. Generally located on the
northwest corner of Tyler Road and Mapie (215 5. Tyler).

be approved subject to the following conditions:

1A

The applicant shall submit a new detailed site plan showing the
legal description of the land on which the expansion will occur.
The site plan shall also show the location of the 10 off-street
parking spaces required for the purely retail business building
permitted to be constructed in 1963 and the spaces shall be
striped in conformance to an approved plan. Such plan shall also
show the outdoor storagec areas for equipment, materiais, etc.,
and shall show the physical improvements as required by
conditions set forth in this resolution.

A six to eight foot screening fence as defined in the zoning
ordinance shall be installed the entire length of the property that
is adjacent to any residential zoning district. The remainder of
the property shall be fenced with a security fence of a material at
the discretion of the property owner.

Ingress and egress shall be limited to the existing driveway on
Tyler Road, except that the one access to Maple may be used for
emergencies only.

No additional buildings shall be constructed on the property to be
used in any way with the nonconforming use.

The expansion area for the nonconforming well and drilling
business shall be limited to 52,000 square feet of the area to the
south of the south half of Lot 50 Westerfield Acres Addition. The
nonconforming use shall not occupy any more of the original lot
than now exists, which includes only the area to the west of the
front of the 40 foot by 60 foot building constructed in 1963, and
the area to the north of said building between the fence behind
the house and the north property line which is a total of 26,000
square feet in area,

All off-street parking and driveways shall conform to the

standards as established by the Traffic Engineer and shall be
surfaced as set forth in 28.04.143 of the Zoning Ordinance.

ADOPTED AT WICHITA, KANSAS, this 28th day of August, 1984,

ATTEST:

ith, "Secretary
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: January 21, 1986
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

T Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager

FROM: Glen E. Lytle, Assistant Secretary, Board of Zoning Appeals

SUBJECT: Harp Well & Pump - 215 S. Tyler Road

Attached is a copy of the staff report that will be considered for appropriate
action by the Board of Zonig Appeals on January 28, 1986.

You will be advised of the action taken by the Board on tiat date.

Gign E. Lytle
sistant Secretary
oard of Zoning Appeals
GEL/Iw
Attachment

cc: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning
Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection




RE: AGENDR ITEM D9 @

SECRETARY'S REPORT

APPLICANT: Lloyd L. Harp, 215 S. Tyler, Wichita, KS
67209

AGENT: James R. Schaefer, 105 S. Broadway, Wichita,
KS 67202

REQUEST: Consideration to rescind action of the Board
on August 28, 1984 to permit expansion of a
nonconforming use.

GENERAL LOCATION: Near the northwest corner of Tyler and Maple
(215 5. Tyler).

ZONING: Subject property is zoned the "LC" Light
Commercial District as are the properties to
the south, north and east. To the west is
"AA" One-family Dwelling District.

LAND USE: Subject property is occupied by the
applicant's pipe and well business. To the
west are one-family dwellings. To the north
is a small commercial business and a
one-family dwelling. To the south and east
are a mixture of office, commercial and
residential uses.

JURISDICTION:

The Board has jurisdiction to consider this request under the
general provisions of Section 2.12,590, Code of the City of Wichita.

COMMENTS BY THE SECRETARY:

Due to neighborhood complaints, and through the Citizen's
Participation Organization, Council "A", the City Manager's office has
directed that appropriate action be taken to secure compliance with all
applicable regulations to the property. After review of the action taken
by the Board of Zoning Appeals on August 28, 1984, and physical
inspections of the property by Central Inspection, the Superintendent of
Central Inspection has requested that the Board consider rescinding the
previous action.

The Superintendent of Central Inspection has based his
determination on the length of time that has elapsed without action by
the owner to correct the deficiencies. He has indicated that there are at
least three matters to be corrected before the property would be in
compliance with the conditions established by the Board. These are as
follows:

1. The submission of a corrected site plan showing compliance with
conditions establishec! by the Board and those required by the
zoning ordinance.

The installation of the required screening fence along the west
property line that is adjacent to a residential zoning district.

The installation of a fence at the south limitation of the property to
be designated by the owner as the line to establish the 52,000
square foot expansion.

It should be noted that the Secretary received a corrected site plan
on January 15, 1986 showing the required conditions of approval. The
applicant's attorney has also been advised that there is no reason that
the fences cannot be completed by the date of the hearing.
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Page 2

RECOMMENDATION:

It is the opinion of the Secretary that the owner has had more than
adequate time to install the fences since the date of approval (8/28/84),
and if said fences are not completed by the hearing date, the previous
action should be revoked.




THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF Citizen Participation DATE January 10, 1986

TO Glen Lytle, Special Assistant for Zoning
FROM Barry L. Carroll, Administrative Aide |11

SUBJECT BZA 45-84: Northwest corner of
Tyler Road and Maple

On January 9, CPO Council "A" considered the above captioned case, a request
for rescinding the action of the Board to allow 200 percent expansion of the
Harp Well and Pump Service, Inc., for failure to comply. Council members were
provided the notice to adjoining property owners, a map of the area and MAPD
staff comments. After extensive discussion, the Council voted 7-0 to recommend

rescinding the request.

The agent, James Schafer, Attorney, although invited to appear was not present
to describe the request and respond to questions from the Council and area

residents.

Council members felt very strongly that the Harp Well and Pump Service, Inc.,
should comply with existing City ordinances. Therefore Council members would
like to see the City proceed with the enforcement procedures.

Please provide the Council's recommendation to the Board of Zoning Appeals
when case BZA 45-84 is considered.

Ewuaf L. Comvutd

Barry L. Carroll
Administrative Aide IlI

BLC:dm

Noted:

el ey peceivp
JAN 101986

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE [

Bl
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January 6, 1986

Mr. James R. Schafer, Attorney
105 South Broadway
- Wichita, Kansas 67202

RE: BZA Case No. 45-84

Dear Mr. Schaefer:

Enclosed herewith is a copy of a notice to the adjacent property owners
related to the possible revocation of the action taken by the Board of
Zoning Appeals on August 28, 1984,

As you will note, the request by the Superintendent of Central Inspection

to rescind the previous action to permit the expansion will be considered on
January 28, 1986. This action is under consideration due to the failure of
Mr. Harp to comply with the conditions of approval as established by the
Board 17 months ago for the permitted expansion of the use. As of this
date, Central Inspection has advised the Secretary that no progress has
been made to install the screening fence along the west or the fence on the
south at the limitation line to be established by your client.

If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

Glen E. Lytle
Assistant Secretary

GEL/lw
Enclosure
cc: Robert Finch, Deputy City Manager

Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Lloyd Harp, 215 South Tyler, Wichita, KS 67209
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BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Tenth Floor - City Hall
455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas 67202

January 6, 1986

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS:
CASE NO. BZA u5-84

As required by law, all property owners of record, within 700 feet of a
property to be considered by the Board of Zoning Appeals, are to be
notified of the public hearing. A request by the Superintendent of
Central- Inspection to consider rescinding previous action of the Board to
allow expansion of a nonconforming use.

At the request of the Superintendent of Central Inspection consideration
to rescind the action of the Board to allow 200 percent expansion of the
Harp Well and Pump Service, Inc. at 215 South Tyler Road, for failure
to comply with conditions established by the Board of Zoning Appeals on
August 28, 1984, The property is located in the "LC" Light Commercial
District. A legal description of the applicant's property is as follows:

The south ¥ of Lot 50, and the north 150' of Lot 3, and
the north 175' of Lot 2, all being in Westerfield Acres,
together with Lot 1, Brand Addition to Wichita,
Sedgwick County, Kansas. Generally located on the

northwest corner of Tyler Road and Maple (215 5. Tyler).

This application has been assigned Case No. BZA u45-84. It will be
considered by the Board of Zoning Appeals on January 28, 1986 at 1:30
p.m. in the Board Room, First Floor of City Hall, 455 North Main Street,
Wichita, Kansas. If you have no interest or objections regarding the
requested , you have no obligation to appear or comment. If you desire
to appear at the Board meeting, you are invited to do so, either in
person or by agent or attorney.

It should be noted that the Citizen Participation Organization Area
Council may consider this case at its next meeting. Additional
information about such a meeting may be obtained by calling the CPO
Office, 268-14516.

If you have any questions about the application, please feel free to call
the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Department at
268-4421,

Gien E. Lytle
Assistant Secretary
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THE CITY OF WICHITA
OFFICE OF Central Inspection Division DATE December 18, 1985

TO Mike Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning

FROM Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection

SUBJECT 215 South Tyler Road
(BZA 45-84)

This location has been of concern to the neighbors for several years. While a
portion of this operation has a non-conforming use right, much of it is the
result of improper expansion. After several contacts with Mr. Harp and notices
issued without gaining full compliance, it became necessary to sign a complaint
in Municipal Court.

Subsequently, a BZA case was filed and BZA 45-84 was granted subject to six
conditions.

To date, the following of these conditions have not been met:

1. A correct site plan has not been provided to the Planning Department.

2. The required screen fence has not been installed on the west property
line.

3. The installation of the fence on the south limiting the expansion to
52,000 Sq. Ft. has not been installed.

Based on these deficiencies and the length of time without compliamce in this
case, we request that this case be reviewed by the Board of Zoning Appeals and
consideration be given to revoking their previous action in BZA 45-84.

Should you need additional information or pictures, please advise.

Monty Robson

Superintendent of Central Inspection

MR:dbg

Approved: EC EHMED

/(/'\ DEC 1 91935
t

Do :1;20:1 METROPOLITAN pg Azgme
Directpr of Housing & Ecbnomic Development ROUTE )| L
| oL s,

cc: Glen Lytle, Special Assistant for Zoning
Joe Donnelly, Housing Code Administrator
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THE CITY OF WICHITA DATE: December 3, 1985

TO: Mike Lindebak, Acting Direc of Planning
-
FROM: City Manager's Offi
SUBJECT: BZA u45-84 -- Enforcement of

Screening Requirements
(215 South Tyler Road)

It is my understanding that no action has been taken on installing the screening
fence at 215 South Tyler Road as requested in Glen Lytle's letter of
November 18, 1985, to James Schaefer.

Please proceed with the next follow-up action, keeping this cffice advised.

RGF/spd

pasevey

DEC 06 1985

METROHULITAN PLANNING
ROUTE [ __

—_——




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: November 18, 1985
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning

SUBJECT: BZA 45-84 - Enforcement of Screening Requirements
(215 S. Tyler Road)

The Board of Zoning Appeals approved BZA Case 45-84 on August 28, 1984
for the expansion of a legal nonconforming use. This case was filed after
citations by Central Inspection for violations of the zoning ordinance. The
approval by the Board included screening of the property adjacent to any
residential zoning district.

In discussing this matter with Barry Carroll, CPO staff assistant, it is
doubtful that CPO Council "A" fully understood the screening requirements
for this expansion. The screening would only be required along the west
property line as the majority of the property is adjacent to the "LC" Light
Commercial District.

A copy of a letter to Mr. Harp's attorney, James R. Schaefer, is attached for

your information. As you will note, until the Resolution is released, the
expansion to the south of the original property is a violation.

P e 4

Michael E. Lindebak
Acting Director of Planning

GEL/MEL/Iw

Attachment

cc: Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner Current Plans
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: November 18, 1985
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANN DEPARTMENT

TO: Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning

SUBJECT: BZA 45-84 - Enforcement of Screening Requirements
. Tyler Road)

3ip e s

The Board of Zoning Appeals approved BZA Case 45-84 on August 28, 1984
for the expansion of a legal nonconforming use. This case was filed after
citations by Central Inspection for violations of the zoning ordinance. The
approval by the Board included screening of the property adjacent to any
residential zoning district.

L el

In discussing this matter with Barry Carroll, CPO staff assistant, it is
doubtful that CPO Council "A" fully understood the screening requirements
for this expansion. The screening would only be required along the west
property line as the majority of the property is adjacent to the "LC" Light
Commercial District.

A copy of a letter to Mr. Harp's attorney, James R. Schaefer, is attached for
your information. As you will note, until the Resolution is released, the
expansion to the south of the original property is a violation.

Michael indebak
Acting Director of Planning
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GEL/MEL/Iw

Attachment

cc: Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner Current Plans
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November 18, 1985

Mr. James R. Schaefer, Attorney
105 South Broadway
Wichita, Kansas 67202

RE: BZA 45-84 (215 South Tyler)

Dear Mr. Schaefer:

This office has recently been advised by the City Manager's office of the
concern expressed by CPO Council "A", Their concern is primarily related
to the failure of your client to install the required screening fencing along
the west property line.

As Mr. Galbraith stated in a letter to you on September 11, 1984, the
conditions of approval by the Board included the above screening. In
addition, the resolution authorizing the expansion of this nonconforming use
would not be released until a site plan showing compliance with the
conditions has been filed. Until the resolution is released, authorizing the
expansion, your client continues to violate the zoning ordinance with the
storage yard. Each day is a separate violation as long as the screening
fence is not installed.

The site plan recently submitted to this office does not show compliance
with the conditions established by the Board. Although a portion of the
property to the west was recently approved for "OC" Office Commercial, it
remains "AA" One-family. The approval was subject to replatting within
one year, and as of this date, this office has had no further contact on
replatting the property. As you know, many zone change requests are
speculative, and subject to the present owners finding a buyer. This may
never occur on this property.

It is apparent that your client has made no attempt, since the BZA meeting
in August 1984, to install the required screening fence on the west
property line. | am returning herewith a copy of the site plan that was
recently filed with this office. The following notations should be made on
the plan and returned to this office as soon as possible:

1. Show the required six to eight foot screening fence along
the entire west property line.




Mr. James R. Schaefer, Attorney
November 18, 1985
Page 2

Show all locations of a fence enclosure of the entire parcel
to be used by the business.

In accordance with the site plan no vehicular access shall
be permitted to Maple except for emergency access. If
general access is desired, the rearrangement of the 52,000
square feet expansion area should include any driveway to
Maple.

If the garages located along the north property line are not
maintained as parking spaces for employees or customers,
two additional spaces must be provided.

I would hope that the installation of the screening fence along the west
property line can be started immediately and be completed within two
weeks. The remainder of the improvements required should also be
completed within that time.

By copy of this letter, | am asking Central Inspection to monitor the
progress, and notify this office of any wviolations. | hope that your
cooperation will result in compliance thus eliminating the need for the Board
to reconsider and revoke their previous action.

If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

Glen E. Lytle
Assistant Secretary

GEL/Iw

cc: Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Barry Carroll, CPO Administrative Aide
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. THE CITY OF WICHITA
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BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
CITY HALL — TENTH FLOOR
455 NORTH MAIN STREET
: WICHITA, KANSAS 67202
it (316) 268-4421

November 18, 1985

Mr. James R. Schaefer, Attorney
105 South Broadway
Wichita, Kansas 67202

e RE: BZA 45-84 (215 South Tyler)

Dear Mr. Schaefer:

This office has recently been advised by the City Manager's office of the
concern expressed by CPO Council "A". Their concern is primarily related
to the failure of your client to install the required screening fencing along
the west property line.

As Mr. Galbraith stated in a letter to you on September 11, 1984, the
conditions of approval by the Board included the above screening. In
addition, the resolution authorizing the expansion of this nonconforming use
would not be released until a site plan showing compliance with the
conditions has been filed. Until the resolution is released, authorizing the
expansion, your client continues to violate the zoning ordinance with the
storage yard. Each day is a separate violation as fong as the screening
fence is not installed,

= s The site plan recently submitted to this office does not show compliance

with the conditions established by the Board. Although a portion of the
_ property to the west was recently approved for "OC" Office Commercial, it
i ; o remains "AA" One-family. The approval was subject to replatting within
§ R one year, and as of this date, this office has had no further contact on
R o replatting the property. As you know, many zone change requests are
speculative, and subject to the present owners finding a buyer. Tnis may
never occur on this property.

v It is apparent that your client has made no attempt, since the BZA meeting
g in August 1984, to install the required screening fence on the west
S property line. | am returning herewith a copy of the site plan that was

recently filed with this office. The following notations should be made on
the plan and returned to this office as soon as possible:

: EaL 1. Show the required six to eight foot screening fence along
the entire west property line.
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¢ Mr. James R. Schagr, Attorney
November 18, 1985
Page 2

Show all locations of a fence enclosure of the entire parcel
to be used by the business.

In accordance with the site plan no vehicular access shall
be permitted to Maple except for emergency access. |If
general access is desired, the rearrangement of the 52,000
square feet expansion area should include any driveway to
Maple.

If the garages located along the north property line are not
maintained as parking spaces for employees or customers,
two additional spaces must be provided.

| would hope that the installation of the screening fence along the west
property line can be started immediately and be completed within two
weeks. The remainder of the improvements required should also be
completed within that time.

By copy of this letter, | am asking Central Inspection to monitor the
progress, and notify this office of any violations. | hope that your
cooperation will result in compliance thus eliminating the need for the Board
to reconsider and revoke their previous action.

If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Sincerely

. Lytle
Assistant Secretary

GEL/lw

cc: Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Barry Carroll, CPO Administrative Aide




September 11, 1984

James R. Schaefer
800 Broadway Plaza
Wichita, Ks.

Re: BZA 45-84 - Request for Variance
Dear Jim,

The Board of Zoning Appeals at its regular meeting of August 28, 1984
considered the above-captioned case. Their action was to approve the
request subject to the following conditions:

1. The applicant shall submit a new detailed site plan showing the legal
description of the land on which the expansion will occur. The site
plan shall also show the location of the 10 off-street parking spaces
required for the purely retail business building permitted to be
constructed in 1963 and the spaces shall be striped in conformance to
an approved plan. Such plan shall also show the outdoor storage areas
for equipment, materials, etc., and shall show the physical improve-
ments as required by conditions set forth in this resolution.

A six to eight foot screening fence as defined in the zoning ordinance
shall be installed the entire length of the property that is adjacent

to any residential zoning district. Tha remainder of the property
shall be fenced with a security fence of a material at the discretion
of the property owner.

Ingress and egress shall be limited to the existing driveway on
Tyler Road except that the one access to Maple may be used for
emergencies only.

No additional buildings shall be constructed on the property to be
used in any way with the nonconforming use.

The expansion area for the nonconforming well and drilling business
shall be limited to 52,000 square feet of the area to the south of

the south half of Lot 50 Westerfield Acres Addition. The nonconform-
ing use shall not occupy any more of the original lot than now exists,
which includes only the area to the west of the front of the 40 foot by
60 foot building constructed in 1963, and the area to the north of said
building between the fence behind the house and the north property line
which is a total of 26,000 square feet in area,




BZA 45-84 - Paff2

6.  All off-street parking and driveways shall conform to the standards
as established by the Traffic Engineer and shall be surfaced as set
forth in 28.04.143 of the Zoning Ordinance.

As to condition number two which requires screening whenever adjacent to

a residential zoning district, this condition as required by the Zoning
Ordinance requires the construction of a screening fence along the entire
west property line. We reviewed this site again after the Board of Zoning
Appeals meeting as you had expressed that there was vegetative type screen-
ing on the property to the west. There are a number of trees on the pro-
perty to the west, however, they do not conceal from view the storage of
pipe and other materials and equipment on your client's property. There

is no evergreen vegetation on your client's property that meets the

definition of screening in the Zoning Ordinance.

As to condition number five, since your client has already fenced his entire
site, it Is difficult to determine the limitations of the 52,000 square

feet for the nonconforming well and drilling business. We had indicated
that area on our presentation map, however, it could be arranged in some
other location. It does, however, need to be identified on the site plan.

Prior to the release of the resolution, condition number one needs to be
complied with. Would you have Baughman Company submit three copies of the
revised site plan that can be kept in our files and Central Inspection.

The plan needs to reflect all applicable conditions of approval. The

52,000 square feet expansion area must be identified as well as the other
requirements in conditions one and two. The emergency access to Maple
shoqu be located on the site plan and identified as "emergency access

only",

As your client's use of a major portion of this property has been cited
for violation, it is important that these plans be revised and submitted
to us as quickly as possible so that the resolution may be prepared and
released.

Enclosed is a marked copy of the expansion area as we presented it to the
Board. This copy should be shared with Bill Korber so that the revised
plans can be prepared and submitted to us. If you have any questions,
please call.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Secretary

JHG:sad

cc: Lloyd L. Harp, 215 South Tyler, Wichita
William L. Korber, Baughman Company, P.A., 330 Laura, Wichita 67211
Robert Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection (2)
Don Gisick, City Clerk




THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF Citizen Participation DATE August 17, 1984

TO Glen Lytle, Special Assistant for Zoning
FROM Cindy Entriken, Administrative Aide 11l
SUBJECT BZA 45-84 Generally located on

the northwest corner of Tyler
Road and Maple (215 S. Tyler)

On Wednesday, August 15, CPO Council "A" considered the above captioned case.
The Council voted -1 to recommend that the variance be approved subjeci to the
conditions in the Secretary's report, excepting conditions 3 and 6.

Jim Schaefer, agent, was present to discuss the case with the Council and to
show a map of the area. There were no area residents present to discuss this
case.

Please present the Council's recommendations to the BZA when it meets to

consider the case.
(ndy Cotih,

Cindy Entriken
Administrative Aide 111

Noted:

v T e

Annie K. Montgdmery
CRS Director

AUG2 1 1984

METROPOLITAN PLANNINC
ROUTE [




RE: AGENDASITEM NO. ~

SECRETARY'S REPORT

APPLICANT : Lloyd L. Harp, 215 South Tyler, Wichita,
Kansas,

AGENT : James R. Schaefer, 800 Broadway Plaza, Wichita,
Kansas.

REQUEST: Variance pursuant to Section 2.12.590.B, Code
of the City of Wichita, to allow the expansion
of a nonconforming use (contractors storage
yard) into the "LC" Light Commercial District
a maximum of 200%.

GENERAL LOCATION: On the northwest corner of Tyler and Maple.

ZONING: Subject property is zoned the "LC" Light Commercial
District. Property to the west is "AA" One-
family Dwelling District. Properties to the south
anc'iLeast are "LC" and "AA". Property to the north
is "LC",

LAND USE: Subject property is occupied by a one-family
dwelling and in part a legal nonconforming use.
To the east, north and south are residential and
commercial development. To the west is residential.

JURISDICTION:

The Board has jurisdiction to consider the variance request under
the provisions outlined in Sections 2,12.590.B, and 28.04.170 E and
28.04.170F of the Code of the City of Wichita. The Board may grant the
request when all five conditions as required by the State Statutes are
found to exist.

COMMENTS BY THE SECRETARY:

The applicant is requesting a variance to permit the legal expansion
of a nonconforming business that has been cited as a zoning violation on
the property. It should be noted that the property was annexed into the
City of Wichita on October 26, 1962. At the time of annexation, the pro-
perty was located in the "LC" Light Commercial District that was established
in the county in 1958. Subsequently part of the property included in the
application area was changed to the "AA" One-family Dwelling District. The
applicant subsequently acquired the property and recently submitted a zone
change request to "LC" Light Commercial zoning in order that this application
could be filed.

Over the past 22 years + since this property has been in the city, the
applicant has been cited a number of times for expanding a nonconforming use
onto adjoining properties. A case has been filed against the applicant for
the expansion of a contractor's storage yard without proper zoning.

it should also be noted that the 40 foot by 60 foot building on the
property was the subject of a BZA case in 1963 when Central Inspection
refused tc issue a permit for the building in the "LC" Light Commercial
District since the Superintendent of Central Inspection determined that
the use of the property was not a purely retail business, and a nonconform-
ing use could not be expanded under the provisions of the zoning ordinance
at that time. It was the determination of the Board to uphold the ruling
by the Superintendent of Central Inspection that the well drilling and
contracting portion of the business could not be permitted in the new
building, and authorized the Superintendent of Central Inspection to
issue a permit for a purely retail business. They further stipulated that
the existing well drilling equipment operation conducted on the property
was not and shall not be considerd a conforming use, and that no portion
of the building authorized by the building permit be used in conjunction
with the nonconforming use.
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Since that time the applicant has moved or constructed several small
buildings on the property and are possibly a part of the nonconforming
use whether authorized or not by permit by Central Inspection. At the
time of annexation, the nonconforming use was existing on the south half
of Lot 50 which includes the applicant's residence and the building
authorized by permit in 1963 by the Board of Zoning Appeals. Records
of Central Inspection do not indicate any other permits for structures
on the property.

Prior to 1981, no expansion of any nonconforming use was permitted.
The Ordinance will now permit such expansion subject to the conditions
and limitations of the zoning ordinance. In this particular application
for expansion up to the maximum of 2008, the Board of Zoning Appeals
is the Board authorized to permit such expansion. It further states that
any expansion of a nonconforming use must comply with all conditions of
the zoning ordinance that would normally be required for the use to expand
in the appropriate zoning district.

In review of the site plan submitted with the application, the legal
description includes 63,369 square feet of property south of the land
that the nonconforming use originally occupied, which was the south half
of Lot 50. When the area occupied by the one-family dwelling and the
driveway parking area required for the conforming use building is
deducted from the total lot area, a maximum of only 26,000 square feet
would be all that the nonconforming use could legally occupy. This
will permit a maximum expansion of the nonconforming use of 52,000 square
feet. Since there were no buildings on the property, at the time of
annexation used with the nonconforming use, the building area permitted
for expansion is prohibited. Since the property is adjacent to residential
zoning all along the west property line, the entire west property line shall
be screened with a six foot wood or masonry wall. Since the application
has in the past continued to violate the provisions of the zoning ordinance
by expanding to the west and north into the residential zoning districts,
it would be appropriate to require fences at the limitations of any area
that might be authorized by this application. It would also be appropriate
for the applicant to determine how 52,000 square feet of the property to
the south will be used and where the fence to contain the use will be
installed.

UNIQUENESS:

It is the opinion of the Secretary that this property is unique
inasmuch as the property was annexed as a nonconforming use and has remained
at this location for 22 years. Also, the site is located in an area which is
generally screened from the streets by other uses established on the fronts
of the properties.

ADJACENT PROPERTY:

It is the opinion of the Secretary that the granting of the variance
requested will not adversely affect the rights of adjacent property
owners inasmuch as the adjacent properties are large tracts and developed
so that the existing structures are a greater distance from the property
lines than is normally required by ordinance.

HARDSHIP:

It is the opinion of the Secretary that the strict application of the
provisions of the zoning ordinance may constitute an unnecessary
hardship upon the applicant inasmuch as the applicant would be unable to
expand the existing use more than 100% unless the variance is granted, or
the applicant would have to find a new location for the outdoor storage of
pipe and well drilling equipment.

PUBLIC INTEREST:

It is the opinion of the Secretary that the requested variance would
not adversely affect the public interest inasmuch as the expansion will
not include the addition of buildings or interfere with any public right-
of-way,
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SPIRIT AND INTENT:

It is the opinion of the Secretary that the granting of the variance
requested would not be opposed to the general spirit and intent of the
zoning ordinance inasmuch as the nonconforming contractor's yard has been
at this general location since prior to the adoption of zoning in the
county and with appropriate screening and fencing to contain the use to the
maximum area allowed by the ordinance should be appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION :

Should the Board determine that all five conditions necessary to the
granting of a variance can be found to exist, then it is the
recommendation of the Secretary that the variance be granted subject to
the following conditions:

1. The applicant shall submit a new detailed site plan showing the legal
description of the land on which the expansion will occur. The site
plan shall also show the location of the 10 off-street parking spaces
required for the purely retail business building permitted to be
constructed in 1963 and the spaces shall be striped in conformance to
an approved plan. Such plan shall also show the outdoor storage areas
for equipment, materials, etc., and shall show the physical improve-
ments as required by conditions set forth in this resolution.

A six to eight foot screening fence as defined in the zoning ordinance
shall be installed the entire length uf the property that is adjacent

to any residential zoning district. The remainder of the property
shall be fenced with a security fence of a material at the discretion
of the property owner.

Ingress and egress shall be limited to the existing driveway on
Tyler Road.

No additional buildings shall be constructed on the property to be
used in any way with the nonconforming use.

The expansion area for the nonconforming well and drilling business
shall be limited to 52,000 square feet of the area to the south of

the south half of Lot 50 Westerfield Acres Addition. The nonconform-
ing use shall not occupy any more of the original lot than now exists,
which includes only the area to the west of the front of the 40 foot by
60 foot building constructed in 1963, and the area to the north of said
building between the fence behind the house and the north property line
which is a total of 26,000 square feet in area.

All off-street parking and driveways shall conform to the standards
as established by the Traffic Engineer and shall be surfaced as set
forth in 28,04.143 of the Zoning Ordinance.
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BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Tenth Floor - City Hall
455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas 67202

-
i
|
|

August 7, 1984
NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS:

CASE NO. BZA u5-84

-
B T ——

e

i S As required by law, all property owners of record, within 200 feet of a

¥ - S property to be considered for an exception or variance by the Board of

Rty i Zoning Appeals, are to be notified of the public hearing. An application
has been filed by Lloyd L. Harp, 215 South Tyler Road, Wichita, Kansas,
requesting a variance.

i ; e Pursuant to Section 2.12.590.B, of the Code of the City of Wichita, the
! % applicant is requesting a variance to permit the expansion of a non-conform-
" ing use (contractors storage yard) a maximum of 200% as set forth in Sections
‘ \ 28.04.170.E and F, on property zoned the "LC" Light Commercial District. A
legal description of the applicant's property is as follows:

The south } of Lot 50, and the north 150' of Lot 3, and the
; ; S north 175' of Lot 2, all being in Westerfield Acres, together
<ol o ] with Lot 1, Brand Addition to Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas.

Generally located on the northwest corner of er Road and Maple
(215 South Tyler])

: : This application has been assigned Case BZA 45-84. It will be considered
B = ¥ by the Board of Zoning Appeals on August 28, 1984 at 1:30 p.m. in the
e Board Room, First Floor of City Hall, 455 North Main Street, Wichita,
Kansas. |If you have no interest or objections regarding the requested
variance, you have no obligation to appear or comment. If you desire to
appear at the Board meeting, you are invited to do so, either in person
or by agent or attorney.

£

It should be noted that the Citizen Participation Organization Area
Council may consider this case at its next meeting. Additional infor-
mation about such a meeting may be obtained by calling the CPO Office,
268-4516.

If you have any questions about the application, please feel free to
call the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Department
at 268-4421,

4
I

A e e R

Jack H. Galbraith
Secretary

S




BOARD OF ZONING APPRALS cnst o, _¥3 '6£
CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS PrLep _ 5i3)-p4

IPPLICATION FOR VARIANCE

Hame of Applicant LLOYD L. HARP

Mailing Address 215 South Tyler : Phone 722-1411

Name of Authorized Agent James R. Schaefer

Mailing Address__ 800 Broadiway Plaza Phone 262-4403

Relationship of applicant to property is that of owner
(Owner, Zenant, Lessece, Other)

The variance requested is _to expand a nonconforming use

into "LC" and=*AR" @ Ao of Zd Y,
= ,

for property located at the Northwest corner of Tyler and

Maple

B i L TSP

THE 50Ut 12 of Lo 80 and we poris &0
& Lot G, G e nordh /75 pf LOF 2, =/
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éaf://;rj: 7 WESiersield Aeres, 709 e

i 7
with (ot 7, Broso 444:7%/0,-74"5'22}32:&

Cown 7y, k27525 4

———

in the City of Wichita; and which is presently zoned AA & LC
The applicant herein, or his authorized agent, acknowledges:

a. . That he has received an instruction sheet concerning
the filing and hearing of this matter;

b. Yhat he has been advised of the fee recuirements
established by Section 2.12.530 of the Code of the
City of Wichita (Ordinance Ho. 36-595): and
that the appropriate fee is herewith tendered;

That he has been advised of his richt to bring action
in the District Court of Sedgwick Zcunty to appeal the
decision of the Poard.

That all docurments are attached hereto as noted in
paragraphs 2, 3, &, and 5 of the instructions.

Mpplicant 'Lloyd L. Harp

Muthorized nheent

OFFICL USE ONLY: Rececived in Cffice of Secretary, Poard of
: . 1o

%oning Mppeals, c3 . tesn-p.n.),
toyethar with apj?ropr:.a%’é' fe¢'of /50 el

_[@!.Z.iL._.
Signed %‘%L%




JUSTIFICATION STATEMENT

Applicant hereby submits the following statement in com-
pliance with Section 2.12.590.B of the Code of the City of Wichita
to justify the requested variance.

Applicant has owned his home and operated his business on land
adjacent to the land for which the variance is requested for approx-
imately 25 years.

At the time Applicant moved to the adjacent land where he lives,
such was located outside the City Limits of Wichita. The adjacent
land as well as the land for which a variance is requested was
subsequently annexed by the City of Wichita and Applicant has
continued to operate his business 2s a nonconforming use. The land
for which the variance is requested is zoned LC except for the
North 150 Feet of Lot 3. An Application has been filed to rezone
this land to LC also.

The fact that the land was annexed to the City created a
unique situation(even though the land for which the variance is
requested was acquired after annexation) in that expansion of
Applicant's business adjacent to his longstanding nonconforming
use would not be permitted subsequent to annexation. The conditions
creating the unique situation were not created by any action or
inaction of Applicant.

That the granting of the permit for the variance will not
adversely affect the rights of adjacent property owners or
residents.

That the strict application of the provisions of Title 28 of
the Code of the City of Wichita would constitute unnecessary
hardship upon the Applicant in that Applicant would be unable to
expand his business which, as above stated, is of longstanding
in the area.

That the granting of the variance would not adversely affect
the public health, safety, morals, order, convenience, prosperity,

or general welfare of the citizens of Wichita, and that the

granting of the variance will not be opposed to the general

spirit and intent of Title 28 of the Code of the City of Wichita.
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SBCURITY IS KNOWING

OWNERSHIP LIST

Property Description

The south half of lot 50, Westfield Acres

D

The north 150 feet of lot 3, Westfield
Acres

i =

The north 175 feet of lot 2, Westfield Acres

The north 125 feet of lot 1, Westfield Acres

e

The south 125 feet of lot 1, Westfield Acres

Title Insurance e Escrow Closings e Absiiacts

Property Owner

Lloyd Lee Harp
Florence Harp
215 5. Tyler
67209 %

Lloyd L. Harp
215 S. Tylex
67209

Lloyd Lee Harp
215 5. Tyler
67209

Kaxe /Free Nursing
Cenyer Inc.

23 Tylegz 0 !43-J¥

67209
American Petrofina
Marketing Inc.

X +~8800 Maple

The south 125 feet of the north 250 feet
of lot 1, Westfield Acres
X =

Lot 2, except the north 175 feet,
Westfield Acres

%L’

Lot 1, Brand Addition

Lot 4, Westfield Acres Addition

67209.

Gerald J. Woydziak
Marie Woydziak
1747 N. Nevada
67212

Michael Lawrence Herndon
Peggy Lou Herndon

8820 Maple

67209

Melvin R. Brand
osella T. Brand
8726 Maple -
67209

W. H. Ridley

4 < virginia C. Ridley

Lot 5, Westfield Acres

The north 183 feet of lots 6 & 7,
Westfield Acres Addition

2910 Maple
67209

Paul Allen Dodson
Viola Faye Dodson
8924 Maple

67209

Lloyd L. Harp
Karen L. Harp
215 5. Tyler

67209

L e
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Property Description ; Property Owner

Lot 33, Westfield Acres Lloyd L. Harp

"D 215 s. Tyler
67209

The south half of lot 34, Westfield Acres G. L. Eicholtz
. Mildred M. Eicholtz
X 200 s. Byron
67209

The south half of lot 49, Westfield Acres Floyd B. Tingle
Wilma E. Tingle
x - 157 s. Tyler
67209

Lot 1, Sinclair Addition N. A. 3inclair
Lorene M. Sinclair
211 s. Tyler
67209

Beginning at the southwest corner of lot 1, Ron Groves

Park Acres; thence north along the west line ; .~9601 E. Kellogg
of lot 1, 320 feet tc a point 120 feet south 67207

of the northwest corner; thence east parallel

to the north line of lot 1, 198.73

feet; thence south 320 feet to a point

on the south line of lot 1, said

point being 204.01 feet east of the

southwest corner; thence west 204.01 feet to

the point of beginning.

The north 120 feet of lot 1, Park Acres John R. Carnahan
X o Minnie E. Carnahan
226 S. Tyler
67209

Lot 2, Park Acres vig J. Martin
3 5 E n L. Martin
q 125A8. Tyle,
6720 mﬁiuﬂf444
Lot 3, Park Acres John M. Rice
3 Philomena M. Rice
<7208 N. Tyler
67209

Lot 4, Park Acres William D. Ellis
Elizabeth A. Ellis
+ 7150 s. Tyler
67209




Property Description Property Owner

The west 127 feet of the east 292 Milton McClay

feet of the north 145 feet of /Nettle McClay

Block Z, Callahan Addition 8720 W. Central
5 67212

The north 145 feet of Block Z, R. Kell Hawkins

except the east 431 feet of the north Norma J. Hawkins

145 feet, Callahan Addition X ’/429 Westfield Ct.
67212

The west 139 feet of the east 431 feet R. Kell Hawkins

of the north 145 feet, of Block Z, P 429 westfield Ct.
Callahan Addition 67212

The north 145 feet of the east 234 feet ‘b‘alter Investments Inc

Block Z, except the west 69 231¢ N. West 12th
feet of the east 234 feet of the north .~ okYahoma City, Oklahoma

T ition.
145 feet, Callahan Addition 73 A-’dz y f—/?-f?/

We hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and correct
list of the property owners of the hereinbefore described lots
and tracts within a 200 foot radius of:

The south half of lot 50, the north 175
feet of lot 2 and the north 150 feet of
lot 3, all in Westfield Acres, Sedgwick
County, Kansas and lot 1, Brand Addition,
Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas
as shown by the last deed of record on file in the Office of

the Register of Deeds, Sedgwick County, Kansas, on the

22nd day of November, 1983, at 7:00 0'clock A.M.

THE SECURITY ABSQ& TITLE CO. INC.
]ZW?P(

resident

Order No: 327861
Amendment to Ownership list: 327234
GRiCE:
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; 215 §. Tyler
i 22 J. L. Harp

. Harp Well & Pump Service:

§ > : g 8-1-79 Storing pipe and equipment in AA Zone
: : | 8-1-79 ° Notice issued #A19548
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FAOM THE BEgT
AVAILASLE copy

215 8. Tyler Road "AA"
lhrp VIU ’ h.'p Service
H“ expanded non-conforming usoge well & pump
sarvice.

M 5-11=77 Mailed notice 15147.
0’ 5-28-77 BL
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AVAILABLE COiT\;

215 S. Tyler Road

1 F m. brick veneer res. Att, garage & metal utility

building.

214 S, Tyler Road q/28/62
annexed

l-fam. stone veneer det. gar

214 Tyler Rd, 21544
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GENERALLY 28.04.170

5. Landscaped yatdlnquindbythismﬁmot‘themde;}uﬂnotbe
used for driveways, parking, loading, outdoor storage, displays, work areas,
similar uses. \

ANCE.

responsibility of the owner to maintain in good condition

'improvements on his property. This shall include, but not
4 ‘ screening, landscaping, off-street parking and off-street

s determined by the superintendent of central inspection that

required by this title are not being maintained, it is his duty

;4% notice in writing to the property owner. Such notice shall specify in
manner the improvements are in need of maintenance and a date for
liance. The property owner shall have not less than thirty days to
ly with the notice; provided, however, that any person aggrieved by
such order and disagreeing with any of the requirements of the notice,
i thirty-day period, with the secretary of the

, refused or neglected to make the
thin the time of the notice or time

The cost of maintenance shall be certified by the superintendent of central
inspection to the city clerk, who shall cause the costs to be assessed against
the property on which the maintenance repairs were made. (Ord. No.

38-113, (part); Ord. No. 36-107; Ord. No 34-714, (part); Ord. No. 33-272;
Ord. No. 27-551, § 10.)

28.04.170 Nonconforming use regulations, A. Registration of Noncon-
forming Uses. A Jdetermination by the superintendent of central inspection
shall be made of all nonconforming uses and a record kept of all occupancy
changes, expansions or reconstructions. Such list shall include only those
uses that have been deemed to be legal nonconforming uses. Such uses shall
be deemed legal nonconforming uses for one of the following reasons:

1. A use or building that was established prior to the adoption of
zoning in the city of Wichita and has been continued as a legal nonconform-
ing use.
2. A use or building that was established in conformance with the
applicable zoning regulations and became nonconforming due to ah amend-
ment to the zoning ordinance and has been continued as a legal noncon-
forming use.

3, A use or building that was established outside the city of Wichita
‘and was subsequently annexed into the city of Wichita, became noncon-
‘forming at that time and has been continued as a legal nonconforming use.

B. Continued Existence. Any iegal nonconforming use at the time of
the adoption of the ordinance codified in this section may be continued
indefinitely, although such use or building does not conform to the
provisions hereof.

1059 (Wichita 12:30-82)
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28.04.170 ZONING

C. Loss from Natural Disaster. Any legal nonconforming use struc-
ture destroyed by fire, wind, tornado, earthquake or other natural disaster
except flooding may be rebuilt provided such rebuilding does not increase
the intensity of use as determined by tke number of dwelling units (for
residences); or floor areas or ground coverage (for nonresidential uses); pro-
vided, however, rebuilding may permit expansion when such expansion
complies with the limitations as is hereinafter set forth. The structure shall
not be rebuilt closer to the property lines than the original structure or that
of the zoning district setback lines, whichever is closer. Nonconforming
structures destroyed or damaged by flooding may be rebuilt as set forth in
this section, provided such reconstruction shall conform to all require-
ments of the building code of the city of Wichita, Kansas related to con-
struction in flood hazard areas.

D. Repair or Alteration of Original Structure, Any structure which is
2 part of a nonconforming use may be repaired or altered under the same
terms as set forth in paragraph C.

E. Expansion of Nonconforming Uses. Nonconforming uses may be
replaced or expanded under the terms of this section as follows:

1. Expansion of buildings permitted by the provisions contained herein
shall be the total aggregate floor area included in all such separate additions
or enlargements, based on the floor area contained in said building or struc-
ture at the time said building or structure became nonconforming.
Expansion of open land uses permitted by the provisions contained herein
shall be the total aggregate land area included in all such enlargements,
based on the land area being used at the time said use became nonconforming.

2. Nonconforming uses in the AA, A, RB, R-5, R-6, B and G zoning
districts when the use:

a. Does not increase the number of dwelling units, when residential.

b. Does not exceed fifty percent of the floor area of the original use or
if not a structure, not over fifty percent of the lot area orginally used;
provided however, that the board of zoning appeals may allow a variance,
as set forth in Section 2.12.590B of the Code, to permit expansion by not
more than one hundred percent providing a finding is made that such
expansion does not endanger the continued well-being and quality of life of
the residential area in which the use is located.

c. Is such that the expansion does not exceed the setbacks or height
limitations of the district in which the expansion occurs.

d. Provides for off-street parking and loading as required by Sections
28.04.140, 28.04.141, 28.04.142 and 28.04.143.

e. Provides for advertising signs only in accordance with the require-
ments of the district in which the use is first permitted as a conforming use.

3, Nonconforming uses in nonrzsidential zoning districts when the use:

2. Does not exceed one hundred percent of the floor area, or if a struc-
ture is not involved not over one hundred percent of the land area involved;
provided however, the board of zoning appeals may allow as a variance,
cet forth in Section 2.12.590B of the Code, to permit expansion by not

(Wichita 12-30-82) 1060
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GENERALLY 28.04.170

more than two hundred percent when the board determines such action
would not be detrimental to the area or community at-large as determined
by the effect of the expansion on traffic, value of adjacent and nearby prop-
erties, availability of adequate utilities and drainage facilities, and the ability
to provide adequate fire protection.

b. Does not intrude into a residential zoning district.

¢. Is such that the expansion does not exceed the setbacks or height
limitations of the district in which the expansion occurs.

d. Provides for off-street parking and loading as required by Sections
28.04.140, 28.04.141, and 28.04.142 and 28.04.143.

e. Provides for advertising signs only in accordance with the require-
ments of the district in which the use is first permitted as a conforming use.

4, Conversion to other uses. A nonconforming use may be changed to
any new use provided that the new use shall be of the saine gencral char-
acter, or of a more restricted character as determined by the superintendent
of central inspection based on the use Iists and limitations of the zoning
districts. This shall not be deemed to permit the conversion of a structure
to residential purposes in any district wherein such usc is prohibited.

5. Expansion not applicable to all uses, The provisions of these regula-
tions are not applicable to the expansion of nonconforming home occupa-
tions or to the expansion of nonconforming signs.

F. Compliance with All Regulations. Any legal nonconforming use that
is expanded or reconstructed under the terms of this regulation shall comply:
with all conditions that would normally be required for the expansion or
reconstruction to have been permitted in the proper zoning district. When-
ever the building and related technical codes require greater setbacks or
height restrictions, then the most restrictive provision of those codes would
be applicable.

G. Abandonment of Nonconforming Uses. ‘

1. A nonconforming use shall be considered to be abandoned when any
of the following shall occur:

a. The owner shall have in writing or by public statement indicated
intent to abandon the building, structure or use.

b. A more restrictive use shall have supplanted the original noncon-
forming use.

¢. The building or structure shall have been removed as a result of
condemnation as an unsafe structure,

d. The owner shall have changed physically the building or structure
or its permanent equipment in such a manner as to clearly indicate an aban-
donment of the nonconforning use.

e. The property is vacant for twenty-four consecutive months and the
owner has failed to maintain said property as required by applicable
regulations.

2. Any nonconforming use in an abandoned building or structure
shall not be reused unless the new use shall conform to the district Tequire-
ments in which it is located.

1060a ; (Wichita 6-30-82)
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3, Any use of land having only incidental or accessory structures such
as salvage yards, automobile sales lots, parking lots, trailer parks or mobile
home parks, extraction of gravel or similar uses when such are abandoned or
discontinued for over twenfy-four months shall not be used except for uses
permitted by the district in which it is located. (Ord. No. 37-120, (part).)

28.04.180 Exceptions to use regulations — Generally. This chapter shall
not apply to existing structures nor to the existing use of any building which
shall have complied with all the laws and ordinances in effect prior to the
effective date of this chapter, excepting for the future change to conforming
use as provided in paragraph A of Section 28.04.170. All zoning district
regulations shall apply to any enlarging of a building for a nonconforming
use in the district in which it is located, and to any alteration of a building
which is intended to change its use to a ss restricted classification.

‘(Wichita 6-30-82)
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: .
MINUTES
QOCTOBER 22, 1963

The regular meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was held on
October 22, 1963, at 2 p.m. in Room 40l City Building Annex, 104 ;
South Main, Wichita, Kansas. The following members were present:

E. B. Law, H. D. Lester and Harold Bauer., Member absent was Claude
Moore. (Russell Jump, former member, has recently submitted his
resignation to the Mayor.) Also present were Arthur Johnson, Assist-
ant City Attorney, Robert A. Lakin, Secretary, James Howe, Assistant
Secretary, Jack Galbraith, and Berniece Rathke of the Planning staff.
Chairman Law presided.

1. i
the recessed meeting of October 1, 1963, were approved as
written and mailed.

Lase No, BZA 28-63 - Lloyd Lee Harp, by H, R. Kuhn, Attorney,
ecisi £ e erin e,
Inspection, who refused to issue a permit for the construction
of a 40'x60' commercial building in light commercial area,
the a i ot upheld b e Boa £ Zoni eals,
e a i t reque a iance for property described
as south half of Lot 50, Westfield Acres. Generally located
on the west side of Tyler Road in an area just north of Maple.
LAKIN pointed out the area involved on the aeri
map and presented the following written report:

SGENERAL DESCRIPTION

The property represented in this application is generally
located on the west side of Tyler Road just north of Maple. The
property in question is occupied by a single family dwelling and
the business in question in this case, which we determine to be
a contractor's storage yard. The area is used for the storage of
equipment, pumps and related supplies,

al map and zoning

The existing land use to the north is liquor store and single
family, -South is single family, drive—in restanrant and a service
station. West is single family and east single family and a small
neighborhood shopping center,
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The property in question is zoned "LC" Light Commercial.
This 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 "LC" Light Commer=-
cial; west is "AA" Single Family; and south is "LC" Light Com-
mercial,

The applicant has filed an appeal from the refisal of the
Superintendent of Central Inspection not to issue a permit for
construction of a commercial building pursuant to Section
28,04,090 ("LC" district regulations) and 28,04.170 (nonconforming
use 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 juris—
diction) of the Code of the City of Wichita to permit a building
to be constructed for a "Commercial Use" in the Light Commercial
zoning district,

EPART I - APPFAL

The applicant has submitted a statement of justification and
plot plan which are included as Attachments #l and #2 to this
report, 2

The 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 connection with
the sales and service of water well pumps and related supplies.
The applicant further contends 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 (Section 28,04,.090). It is the applicant's position that

* the proposed use is basically a "retail use".

In a memorandum dated October 9, 1965 (See attachment #3),
the Superintendent of Central Inspection has stated that building
permit was denied the applicant for two basic reasons:

1. "The present operation with exterior storage of equip-
ment and materials is a nonconforming use in the "LC"
zoning district",., Thus, if nonconforming it may not be
expanded nor may new construction be allowed.

&
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2. In reviewing the applicant's operation and the
proposed use of the new structure, the decision
of ‘the Division was based on the fact that there
would be an absolute separation between the pro-
posed pump service to be housed in the new build-
ing and the now existing business.

As I have previously stated on similar matters
pertaining to what uses are allowed in the L
district, the proposed use is not a purely retail
business as permitted under 28.04.090.A.1.2".

The section just noted provides that among the uses per-
mitted are:

“All purely retail businesses; provided,
that all articles for sale, rent, display,
storage or hire must be kept within an
enclosed building."

MR. LYTLE also suggested that the applicant and his counsel
indicated to him that it would be impossible to entirely separate
what would be -considered the retail portion of the business and

_that of the well drilling. He further points out that Webster
defines the word "purely" as follows: :

“In a pure manner; unmixed with anything else."

He also suggests that "when'the ordinance states, 'purely retail’
he assumes that the intent of the ordinance is to limit use to
that category." ;

COMMENTS BY THE SECRETARY

It is the Secretary's opinion that the Board must find that
the proposed business and the operation thereof is the use which
is especially provided for in the "LC" district. In this particular
case, the applicants are contending that the use is a "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 in fact is the situation at hand. Disregarding for the
moment the question of "purety", it is incumbent on the applicant
and his counsel to show that the activities proposed to be under-
taken on this property are at least primarily retail and that any other
activities carried on on this property is merely incidental and
accessory to the main use for retail purposes.
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In considering the question as to "strict interpretation®
and"legislative intent", it should be noted that the light com-
mercial district does not contain a precise intent section stating
how this district should be utilized and in what type of situation
or to what type of area it should be applied. It is generally
accepted in the planning field, however, that light commercial
districts are those which will be used to provide neighborhood
type services. This includes areas for sale 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-
structed provides that in the light commercial district only
those uses which are specifically set out in the text are to be
allowed. This includes, of course, all of the uses allowed in
the most restrictive zoning district, plus those specifically
stated in the "LC" section. Among those uses specifically listed
in the "LC" section is the phrase "purely retail uses,. -

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 toddy's business world can
be stated as being purely retail or purely wholesale. These
terms, while they may have had a clearer meaning 20 years ago, have
certainly become "grayer" through modern business practices.

There would appear, however; some means of distinguishing the
general types of uses. Logic would dictate that those businesses
which derive the greater share of income, 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 example 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 the repair and rebuild-
ing part of the business overshadow the occasional sale or retail
of a new piece of furniture, then the operation no longer is a
retail, but a repair type business.

. An examination of the property and the general area would
indicate that the existing operation as now conducted is not a
retail operation but more similar to a contractor's business. In
the area, there are pipes stored, as is well digging equipment
mounted on trucks. From appearances, it would seem that thuis
operation is clearly more related to a contractor's operation than
to a retail sales or service, unless the applicant can make a
showing that
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the use which is 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 drill.i..ng and
contracting equipment will not be a part of the
new business,

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,

Types 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 nature, or comparisons of other opera-
tions now conducted within the city in this same general field.

. BART II - VARIANCE

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" Ccommercial zone.

The applicant suggests in his statement of justification
concerning the variance (see Attachment #4) that the property
involved was annexed to the City of Wichita in 1962 and that
prior to that time the use proposed was subject to. the zoning regula-
tions of Sedgwick County.

Even so, however, if this is not a "retail use", it would
have been nonconforming under the County Zoning Resolution.
However, the County Zoning Resolution does allow nonconforming
uses a 50% expansicn if approved by the County Board of Zoning

Appeals.

JURISDICTION

As has been stated before, the ordinance creating a Board
of Zoning Appeals 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 requirements as
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height, setback, lot area, lot width and similar re_quizementa 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 ordinance. To allow a different use than
that specified in the zoning ordinance would be, in effect, the
amendment of the zoning ordinance by 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 granting 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 canot
and should not be amended through the granting of "use variances",
Therefore, based upon the foregoing review, it is the opinion and
recommendation of the Secretary that the Board of Zoning Appeals

' not take jurisdiction, : 3

In the event the Board does take jurisdiction in this case,
the Board must find that all four of the following conditions are
present before granting the request of the applicant:

1. The variance desired arises from such condition
which is unique and not ordinarily found in the
same zoning district,

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

Strict application of the enforcement provisions

of the zoning ordinance would constitute an unneces-
sary hardship on the property owners represented in
the appeal.

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

SENERAL COMMENTS

In requesting the variance, the applicant makes the state-
ment that:

(a) that the variance requested arises from a condition
which is unique to the particular property involved
and is not ordinarily.found in the same zoning
district, .
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‘ ) that the granting of a permit for the Ga;riance
AT will not adversely effect the rights of adjacent
property owners or residents.

iy that the strict interpretation applied by the !

= office of the Superintendent of Central Inspection, ? : :
I -k creates and constitutes unnecessary hardship upon e
the property owner.

B
.
E
i
i

A (d) that the variance desired is not against the public
o i } interest. X

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

ol e re-statement of the requirements of the ordinance and does not

8 provide any information as to why or in what manner these

G i i conditions are met in this particular case. In other words, : b

S & in what manner is this situation unique? What is the hardship? -
% ;i financial, or inability to put the property to a reasonable use?

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

B cant in his application.

Gordon Whitnall, AIP, planning consultant and recognized
authority on planning matters, including "Boards of Zoning Appeals"
states that before a variance should be granted "there should be
something about the property which does not allow it to be used
in the same manner as other property in the same zoning district".
Cannot this property be used in the same manner as every other
properties zoned "LC" in this area, If the variance is granted,

. the applicant would be attaining a special privilege not accorded
to other properties in the same neighborhood and zone. Even as a
nonconforming use, if the variance 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.

T T
)

Since the applicant has not submitted any detailed justifica-
tions concerning the four points prerequisite to granting a vari-
ance, it is difficult to try and prejudge any reasons which the
applicant may submit at the hearing., However, the following
should be considered before favorable action is taken on this case.

T e R AT A T

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 normally
found in residential districts and light commercial
districts? .
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Will the permission for the expansion of a nonconform:.ng
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 area? This
area, although zoned "LC", is predominately developed
with quality residences. e

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? i G

Will the Board's-.action, if approval, establish precedent
for the inclusion of heavier uses in L:l.ght Commerclal
districts? ;

What is the hardship? 1Is it financial, and if so is the
hardship a loss of actual dollars or the loss of potential
dollars? Cannot 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?

: It is not alleged that these are all of the matters which
should ke examined prior to the Board's consideration, but are
indicative of the type of questions which the staff feels the
applicant should answer before being granted a variance,

mﬁw

It is the recommendation of the Secretary that this applica-
tion 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 "LC" zone than are other owners of such land
similarly zoned and located.

In the event the Board takes jurisdiction and finds all four
conditions necessary to the granting of a variance to exist, and the
variance is approved, it is recommended that it be approved subject
to the following conditions:

1. &Solid wall fencing a minimum of 8 feet in height
shall be provided around all heavy equipment and
material storage area if not located within the
new structure.

A corporate performance bond, or similar security, in
the amount of §  shall be filed with the City
Clerk within 30 days from the time the permit is issued.
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The new structure shall be used only for pump sales
and service and uses permitted in light commercial
areas, e

4. No advertising signs, except those normally permitted
in the light commercial district, shall be permitted.

5. Off-street parking shall be provided in accordance
with Section 28,04.140 of the zoning ordinance,

The Chairman announced that the appeal from the decision of
the Superintendent of Central Inspection would be considered first.

3 1
H, R. KUHN, attorney representing the applicant, stated that the
proposed operation is completely retail, and he did not think the
Superintendent of Central Inspection could refuse the issuance of a
permit for construction of a commercial building which would permit a

' use that is permitted in the Light Commercial zoning-district, He

noted that Section 28.04.090 ("LC" Light Commercial District) requires
that everything must be within an enclosed building, which is what the
applicant is attempting to do. He pointed out that the applicant
intends to construct a building in which to house items (water well
pumps and related equipment) he is offering for sale at retail. He
also pointed out that the activity concerns residential type wells

and not oil well supplies or related equipment.

KUHN stated that the applicant has conducted this type of busi-
ness in which he sells water well pumps, parts, repairs pumps and

- replaces parts, at this particular location for several years,

KUHN pointed out that the activity carried on by this applicant
is comparable to that of a service station, electrical contractor,
and radio or television repair sales and other service type busi-
ness, all of which ye understands are permitted in Light Commercial
zoning, ;

MR, KUHN stated that in the past he has heard this Board discuss
various matters on the legal intent of the wording of the ordinance.
He stated that before a court of law, if reasonable minds can differ
as to intent, the Supreme Court has ruled as recent as last year that
the ordinance of a municipality must be construed in favor of the pro-
perty owner, He pointed out that the City Commission can easily remove
any doubt as to what is meant or intended by amending the ordinance.

KUHN also pointed out that even if well drilling is something
separate from retail, it is a nonconforming use and is still per-
mitted to exixt., There has been no intention that that particular
operation be expanded, 3
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Y J. R. ALBERTSON, 150 South Tyler Road, askea-.:what types of
activity would be carried on on subject property if-the ®equest
is approved. KUHN stated that it is proposed to do exactly what
has been done on the property in the past - sell water well
pumps, together with related parts. JOHN RICE, 208 South Tyler
Road, was also interested and stated that he was neither in
favor or opposed, ALBERTSON said they would not want their resi-
dential property to decrease in value because of the activities

. being carried on on subject property. -

The Chairman pointed out that since the property is already
zc. -4 "LC", anything permitted in that zone could be developed on
the property. 5

GLEN LYTLE, Superintendent of Central Inspection, stated that
in his opinion an electrical contractor or plumbing contractor
should be located in "C" zoning and that since a certain amount of
the activities of the applicant are contracting, then it was his
decision it should be located in a "C" category. :

The Chairman pointed out that a number of plumbing and electri-
cal contractors, and service stations, are located in "LC" areas
throughout the city.

CHARLES MC CANN, 231 South Tyler Road, noted that septic tanks
are used for sewage disposal in the area, and inquired whether or
not there would be problems created because of water well testing
operations which might be carried on at subject property.

The Chairman pointed out that the problems which might be
created in respect to waste water and sewage disposal would be
handled by the city-County Health Department.

The Chairman asked Lytle if he considered the selling of pumps,
and related n'}erchandise enclosed in a building a "Retail busi-
ness,"

LYTLE agreed that it would be but wondered how that type of
operation could be separated from an existing nonconforming use
since the equipment used in this case makes it basically one
operation,

IAW said he concurred with Lytle that the contracting portion
of the operation is not a use permitted in "LC", but pointed out
that there are a namber of similar sales and service type busi-
nesses located in "LC" zoning.
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LYTLE suggested that some may have moved in w.ithout permits,
which is the only way his office has control without additional
inspectors to enforce the regulation, He also pointed out that
when a permit is issued the applicant must state what the opera-
tion will be, He stated that his office attempts to visit sites
before issuing permits, but until last year they did not have the
manpower to make such inspections, except on new structures or
investigate something on which a complaint had been registered,
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LAKIN stated that in his opinion, if the prime use of the pro-
perty and the proposed structure is for the selling of pumps, and
related equipment and supplies, that there is no question that the
applicant should be granted the permit, He stated that as the
operation appears in the field now, one gets the idea that it is
that of a contracting operation,

N ety

s

o KUHN pointed out that the applicant has stated and is willing
to swear to the fact, that over 80% of his gross income comes from
retail sales and if the building can be constructed the retail

: sales operation will be conducted from that building. Other

L i : activities can be continued in their nonconforming status.,

LYTLE again pointed out the d:i.fficulty in separating one
operation from the other,

il s

JOHNSON, legal counsel for the Board, said it was an honest
difference of opinion as to whether or not the total operation is
purely a retail business. He also pointed out that the Board
must decide whether or not it is purely retail operation,

JOHNSON stated that a permit Icould be granted for construction
of the building to operate purely as a retail establishment,

e

S i MOTION: LAW moved that the Board uphold the ruling

A 5, of the Central Inspection Superintendent insofar as
the contracting portion (including well ‘drilling
rigs and equipment) of this application is not per-
mitted in "LC" districts and therefore cannot be
conducted in the new building under the ordinance,
and further, based on the statement by the attorney
for the applicant that that portion of the business
which will be conducted in the new building is retail
sales and will constitute over 80% of the sales of
this business, and therefore would be perm.tted in an
"LC" district.

LAW continued that if the applicant chooses to separate his
now existing nonconforming business under the nonconforming use
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, that this is not a matter for
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this Board to determine, Consequently, the permit should be
issued for the purely sales pox:tion of the business.

The above motion was seconded by BAUER and
. carried unanimously. : AR : e

MOTION: IAW moved, BAUER seconded and it carried ; i
. unanimously that the repair and servicing of pumps e A
and sales of pumps and related equipment all within j
the confines of a building is a use permitted as the
Board construes Section 28,04,090,A.1.2 of the
Zoning Ordinance, all as shown by the following
resolution:

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
Ccentral Inspection, as provided in Section 2,12,590,1, Code of :
the City of Wichita; and in addition, if the appeal is not upheld o L
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

v

WHEREAS, t‘h:.s application relates to property legally
described as follows: 5

south half of Lot 50, Westfield Acres, in the
City of Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kanaas.
Generally located on the west side of Tyler
Road in an area just north of Maple; and

WHEREAS, proper notice as required ;tay 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 appl:.cat:.on on the 22nd day of October,
1963; and |

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




Page 53
10-22-63 -

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals det\erm:.ned that :Lt
‘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

WHEREAS, 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

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 per-
mitted 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 attorrey
for the applicant requested that the variance port:l.on of the appli-
cation be withdrawn,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Zoning
Appeals that the declSlOn of the Superintendent of Central Inspec—
tion that the contracting portion of the business in gquestion is
not permitted in the "LC" Light Commercial 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-
intendent of Central Inspection to issue a building permit for a
commercial building to house a business providing for the sale,
service 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,
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ANOPTED at Wichita, Kansas, this 22nd c‘iax__of October,

1963,

E, B, Law, Chairman
ATTEST:

obe
Robert A. Lakin
Secretary

Case No, BZA 29-63 - Mrs. Thelma Garretson requests Exception
to permit a mobile home to remain on property described as
west 75 feet of Lots 22, 23 and 24, Block 17, Jones Park
Addition, e e i elli
i ee nd
LAKIN pointed out the area on the zoning map and aerial map
and submitted the following written report:

HISTORY:

At a recessed meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals on
October 1, 1963, the Board considered a request from Mrs, Thelma
Garretson of 3200 Wellington Place, that Case No. BZA 18-63 be
reconsidered by the Board., Case No. BZA 18-63, approved by the
Board of Zoning Appeals on July 23, 1963, granted Mrs. Garretson
permission to place a mobile home on her property to accommodate
her brother who was completely incapacitated and needed constant
care. :

One of the conditions attached to the approval of this parti-
cular case was that the mobile home could remain on Mrs. Garret-
son's property as long as Mr. Pew (her brother) occupied the mobile
home. On September 5, 1963, Mr. Pew passed away and according to
the resolution by which this case was approved, the mobile home
was to be .removed  from the lot, However, Mrs. Garretson requested
that the Board of Zoning Appeals re-open and reconsider BZA Case
No. 18-63, as her brother's widow was still occupying the mobile
home and it was her belief that she would be suffering a severe
hardship if the mobile home was removed from the property.

On October 1, 19€3, the Board considered Mr Garretson's
request that BZA 18-63 be reconsidered. However, under the Rules
and Regulations of the Board, and upon the advice of legal counsel
for the Board, the Board decided that Mrs. Garretson must file a
new application because the 15 day period in which a case might
be reconsidered by the Board, had elapsed. i
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AREA DATA:
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2. Adjoining Zoning: E L€ Q AA SLEL AA__ A A
Land Use: East fos . South Bao :
Hest &g North
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