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1644 (Published In The Dally Reporter December 23, 1988)
ORDINANCE NO. (O oo

AN ORDINANCE CREATING AND ESTABLISHING SECTIONS 2. 26.010
AND 2.26.020 OF THE CODE OF TRE CITY OF WICHITA, RANSAS,
FSTABLISHING SCHEDULES OF FEES FOR PLANNING AND ZONING
APPLICATIONS,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERWING BODY OF THE CITY-OF WICHITA,
KENSAS:

SECTION 1.
1 read as follows:

"Fees for Boaing Applications. For the purpose of
defraying costs of zoning proceedings, the governing body
establishes the folloving schedule of fees.

Upen the filing of each application for a change of
dluu:t boundaries or enn[ﬂnun. the following shall
be plidl

Size of Application ns;l

Up te and

including
acres

Over 3 Cver 6

acres to
15 acres

$550

Over

15 acres
$350 $650
"50

liﬂn

§550

SECTION 2.26.010 of tha Code of the City of 'lchitl.

A fee of three hundred fifty dollars ($350) shall be
charged for those requests for special permits or uses,
where authorized by the Zoning ordinance, that are referred
by the council to the metropolitan area planning commission
for public hearing and recommendation except that when filed
with & sone change, the fee for a special permit shall be
one hundred seveuty-five dollars (S175). said fes shall be
pald by the spplicant prior te the scheduling of a hearing
before the metropolitan area Planning commission.
| Aoy pecson requesting dsferral of a cace shall be
| charged a fee of £ifty dollars ($50) to cover adminictrative

COSt at such time that the defercal ‘A8 granted.

A wrltten receipt shall be izsued to the person making
such & payment and records thereof shall be kept in such a
mANnec as prescribed by 1

SECTION 3. Saction 2.26.029 of the Code of the city of

Wichita shall read ss follows:

2 the filing of each appl acu.r.,
shall be :l.hl:‘ ng of eac! :pp l:l.t.len for a C, U P., the hl‘l““.

Residential C.u.p.

Original - when filed with rezoning
application

Original - when £iled sepacately

Amendments:

Major = td-ll n wr use e

! o’ Sov ur’l of
tlu n- rcnulnm wlul.n
the €.u.7,)

Ninor - (design -or us

vould ats ct less than 504

©of the area contained within

the c.u.p.)

Adjustment -

Commercial c.u.p.

Original - when filed with rezoning
~application

Original - vhen filed separately ...

Aasndmants:’

Rajor - (design or use change that

wor ffact 50 or mors of
contained within the

Hinor = gdulw or u bnun that
t than 50%
a con ln-a within
. ta- c.ll )

Adjustaent -

nsu Pplus $5 per acre
for each acre over 40
acres

$1000 plus $5 per acre
for nch acre over 40
acre

3750 plus $5 per acre
for sach Acre over 15
1

$1000 plus s por acca
for_sach ace. 5
acr

5750

“Fees fo: Board of Zoning Appeals Applications. For the
| Purpose of defraying costs of Board ©f Zoning umh
| Proceedings, the gev-xnlnq body establishes the !nllulnt
*7hedule Of fees to be pald at the time of filing Yor the
application:

Appeals .......

Trettesssasasesecancascenaaaaa. $250.00

Variances for residential uses

(individual zoning lot) e | [ 1)
Md“lunll variance on lllﬂl.vld.ull.
zoning lot . Svanan e b tha s ants st §100500

v"“n";lE:{- 'nnl;:‘i:ln'l'.f?. T X oo ﬁg: ?::ll:l:.:ﬂ
application
Additional variance on multiple zoning lots. sun rllu u:.:nr R
wplultlu
Variances for norn- §400.00
m}:ﬂ:: b T $150.00

Exceptions for us
Patateicrs $300.00

:l'x:-pumu for us nall’ nl.h" ll.l.ll!ic‘l $400.00
For uses on a lml
et

A deferral at reguest o! applicant l.qulring <!
the mailing of new notices or gnﬂvutuqnae «e- § 50.00

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall be lnehd-u in the Code of the
of Wichita and shall be effective upon its puhuntlaa ‘once in the

cial City paper.

ADOPTED at Wichita, Kansas, this 3¢ “day of 25;= 2908,

, MAYOR

SHELDON KAMEN,
JUHN MOIR, DIRILTOR oF

P (SEAL)
(D 23)
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) Published in The Daily Reporter UEC 23 1988
ORDINANCE NO. ﬁ._:i :S

AN ORDINANCE CREATING AND ESTABLISHING SECTIONS 2.26.010
AND 2.26.020 OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS,
ESTABLISHING SCHEDULES OF FEES FOR PLANNING AND ZONING
APPLICATIONS.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF WICHITA,
KANSAS :

SECTION 1. SECTION 2.26.010 of the Code of the City of wWichita

shall read as follows:

"Fees for Zoning Applications. For the purpose of
defraying costs of zoning proceedings, the governing body
establishes the following schedule of fees.

Upon the filing of each application for a change of
district boundaries or classification, the following shall
be paid:

Size of Application Area

Zoning Up to and Over 3 over 6
]

Classification including acres to acres to Over
Requested 3 acres 6 acres 15 acres 15 acres

"AA" & "AY $350 $450 $550 $650
"RB", "R-5",

"R-6" & "y" $450 $550 $650 $750
L7 N/A $550 $650 $750
"B" & "BB" $500 $600 $700 $800
Nocll' l!Lcll' IICN'

"p®, "E" & "F" $550 $650 $750 $850

Upon the filing of each application for a C.U.P., the following
shall be paid:
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Residential Cc.u.P.

Original - when filed with rezoning
application

Original - when filed separately

Amendments:

Major - (design or use change that
would affect 50% or more of
the area contained within
the C.U.P.)

Minor - (design or use change that
would affect less than 50%
of the area contained within
the c.u.p.)

Adjustment -

Commercial C.U.P.

Original - when filed with rezoning
application

Original - when filed separately

Amendments:

Kajor - (design or use change that
would affect 50% or more of
the area contained within the
C.U.B.)

(design or use change that
would affect less than 50%
of the area contained within
the C.U.P.)

Adjustment -

$750 plus $5 per acre

- for each acre over 40

acres

$1000 plus $5 per acre
for each acre over 40
acres

$750

$750 plus %5 per acre
for each acre over 15
acres

$1000 plus $5 per acre
for each acre over 15
acres

$750
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A fee of three hundred fifty dollars ($§50) shall be
charged for those requests for special permits or uses,
where authorized by the zoning ordinance, th&t are referred
by the council to the metropolitan area planning commissicn
for public hearing and recommendation except that when filed
with a zone change, the fee for a special permit shall be
one hundred seventy-five dollars ($175). Said foe shall be
paid by the applicant prior to the scheduling of a hearing

before the metropolitan area planning commission.

Any person requesting deferral of a case shall be
charged a fee of fifty dollars ($50) to cover administrative

cost at such time that the deferral is granted.

A written receipt shall be issued to the person making
such a payment and records thereof shall be kept in such a

manner as prescribed by law."

SECTION 2. Section 2.26.020 of the Code of the City of

Wichita shall read as follows: L

"FPees for Board of Zoning Appeals Applications. For the
purpose of defraying costs of Board of Zoning Appeals
proceedings, the governing body establishes the following
schedule of fees to be paid at the time of filing for the
application:

L e Ul e e M A e i




Appeals .. i i i s $250.00

Variances for residential uses
(individual zoning lot) strasassrscansansss. $300.00
Additional variance on individual
zoning lot Srteteusetetetctenaernnaensian.. $100.00

Variances for residential uses
(multiple zoning lots) trrstssssseiieiaaee.. $300 plus $25 for
each lot in the
application

Additional variance on multiple zoning lots. $100 plus $25 for
each lot in the
application

Variances for non-residential uses teeriieaceaas. $400.00
Additional variance on same
zoning lot Serciteetecittenetricnasanissnaas $150.00

Exceptions for uses in residential
districts PO - 1111 180111

Exceptions for uses in all other districts eessa. $400.00
For uses on a zoning lot exceeding
EH LY A e s S A e A E A A D R seee. $500.00
A separate fee shall be required for each proceeding.

A deferral at request of applicant requiring
the mailing of new notices or readvertisement ... $ 50.00"

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall be included in the Code of the
City of Wichita and shall be effective upon its publication once in the

official city paper. 1
[

e
ADOPTED at Wichita, Kansas, this 26 day of [ Iz, 1988,

ATTEST:




R. G p1a
D ctor of Eaw

Approved as to Form:
Thomas R. Powell

it -l [ it S s s i s A L e
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BE
KANSAS:

ORDINANCE NO. ‘£Q 9‘_3

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 28.04.210
OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF WICHITA,
KANSAS, PERTAINING TO THE REMOVAL OF THE
SCHEDULE OF FILING FEES FROM THE ZONING
ORDINANCE AND REPEALING SAID ORIGINAL
SECTION 28.04.210 OF THE CODE OF THE CITY
OF WICHITA, KANSAS.

IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF WICHITA,

SECTION 1. SECTION 28.04.210 of the Code of the City of Wichita
shall be amended to read as follows:

"28.04.210 Changes in zoning classifications or

districts. 1.1 Changes in the zoning classification or
district of any lot, tract or parcel of land located in

the
cil,

city shall be made by ordinance of the city coun-
upon recommendation of the planning commission

after notice and hearing as by law provided; that every
such ordinance shall 1legally describe the particular

lot,

tract or parcel of land and the change being made

in its zoning classification or district, providing one
ordinance may contain more than one change of zoning.

nance

or

1.2 Upon the adoption by the council of an ordi-
effecting a change in the zoning classification
district of any lot, tract or parcel of land in the

city, the director of planning shall cause the particu-

lar
parcel
sectional

sectional zoning map embracing the lot, tract or
involved to be changed accordingly so that such

zoning map shall at all times reflect the

current zoning classification or district of every lot,
tract or parcel of land in the city.

Changes in zoning classifications or districts

by the council.

The council may, from time to time, amend,

supplement or change the boundaries or regulations
contained, prescribed and set forth in this chapter,
provided such proposed change first be submitted to the

planning
No less
change

commission for its recommendation and report,
than twenty days’ notice of such proposed

shall first be published in the official paper

of the city and a hearing by the planning commission be

granted

to any person interested, at a time and place

specified in such notice. The hearing may be adjourned

from
the
tion

time to time and, at the conclusion of the same,
planning commission shall prepare its recommenda-
and shall, by affirmative vote of a majority of
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all the planning commission present, submit a recommen—
dation of approval or disapproval of the amendment,
together with the accurate written summary of the
hearing thereon, to the council. A vote either for or
against an amendment by less than a majority of all the
planning commissioners present constitutes a "failure
to recommend." Upon receipt of a recommendation of
approval or disapproval, the council, if it approves
the recommendation, may either adopt the recommendation
by ordinance or deny the application as recommended.
In the event the planning commission submits a "failure
to recommend", the council may take such action as it
deems appropriate. Upon receipt of a recommendation of
the planning commission which the council disapproves,
the council shall return the recommendation to the
planning commission with a statement specifying the
basis for disapproval. The planning commission, after
reconsidering the same, may resubmit its original
recommendation, giving the reasons therefor, or submit
new and amended recommendations. Upon the receipt of
the recommendations, the council may adopt or may
revise or amend and adopt the recommendations by ordi-
nance. I1f, however, a protest against the amendment,
supplement or change be filed in the office of the city
clerk within fourteen days after the conclusion of the
public hearing pursuant to the publication notice, duly
signed and acknowledged by the owners of twenty percent
of the total area, excepting public streets and ways,
located within twc hundred feet of the property pro-
posed to be rezoned, the amendment shall not be passed
except by at least three-fourths vote of all the
members of the council.

3. Changes by other individuals or groups.

3.1 A proposal for an amendment or change in
zoning may be initiated by the governing body without
fee, the planning commission or upon application of the
owner of the property affected. The application shall
be filed with the planning commission upon forms and
accompanied by such data and information as may be pre-
scribed by the planning commission, so as to ensure the
fullest practicable presentation of facts for the
permanent record.

3.2 For the purpose of defraying costs of proceed-
ings described herein, filing fees shall be paid upon
the filing of each application as established by the
schedule adopted by the Governing Body.

3.3 No application for any change of zoning class-
ification shall be filed within one year following a
previous application on the same property or portion
thereof; provided, however, the planning commission,
upon petition by the applicant, may permit a refiling
of said application after six months of the original
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publication date,

than the original request,

a statement in detail, setting out those

he deems significant and

when significant physical, economic
or land use changes have taken place within
diate vicinity or a significant
change has been adopted, or when
for a change of zoning classificat

the imme-
zoning o:dinance text
the reapplication is
ion more restrictive
The applicant shall submit
changes which
upon which he relies for

refiling the original application."

SECTION 2. The original

Section 28.04.210 of the Code of the

of Wichita is hereby repealed.

SECTION 3.

the official city paper.

This ordinance shall be included
City of Wichita and shall be effective upon its

in the Code of the
publication once in

ADOPTED at Wichita, Kansas, this &ﬂﬁay of zza ;
1988,

ATTEST:

Director o
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

) e
Powell, Diftector o aw

Sheldon Kamen . Mayor




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: December 5, 1988

TO: Dale Rea, Deputy City Clerk i
FROM: Louise Olivarez, Principal Planner Z ﬂw
SUBJECT: Ordinance establishing new Sections 2.26.010 and

2.26.020 of the City Code regarding filing fees for
MAPC and BZA cases; and ordinances deleting filing
fees from Section 2.12.580 and Section 28.04.210.

On November 29, 1988, the City Council approved an increase in
filing fees for zoning-related cases reviewed by the MAPC and for
all cases reviewed by the BZA. They instructed staff to prepare
an ordinance establishing the new fees in a new section of Title
2 of the City Code. They also instructed staff to prepare ordi-
nances deleting the current fee schedules from Sections 2.12.580
(BZA) and 28.04.210 (MAPC).

Attached are one original and one copy of each of the three new
ordinances. They have already been approved as to form by the
Law Department. Please schedule them for first reading on the
Clerk’s Agenda December 13, 1988, with second reading and publi-

cation to follow as soon as possible thereafter.

If you have any questions about this matter, please call me at
4421,

LO:jcm
Attachments
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE CREATING AND ESTABLISHING SECTIONS 2.26.010
AND 2.26.020 OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS,
ESTABLISHING SCHEDULES OF FEES FOR PLANNING AND ZONING
APPLICATIONS.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVEKNING BODY OF THE CITY OF WICHITA,

KANSAS:

SECTION 1. SECTION 2.26.010 of the Code of the City of Wichita
shall read as follows:
"Fees for Zoning Applications. For the purpose of
defraying costs of zoning proceedings, the governing body
establishes the following schedule of fees.
Upon the filing of each application for a change of
district boundaries or classification, the following shall
be paid:

Size of Application Area

Zoning Up to and Over 3 Over 6

Classification including acres to acres to Over
Requested 3 acres 6 acres 15 acres 15 acres

"AA" & "A" $350 $450 $550 $650
"RB", "R-5",

"R-6" & "U" $450 $550 $650 $750
"G" N/A $550 $650 $750
"B" & "BB" $500 $600 $700 $800
"ocH, "pc®, wcn,

"ph, "E" & "F" $550 $650 $750 $850

Upon the filing of each application for a C.U.P., the following
shall be paid:




Residential C.U.P.

Original - when filed with rezoring $750 plus $5 per acre
application for each acre over 40
acres

Original - when filed separately $1000 plus $5 per acre
for each acre over 40
acres

Amendments:

Major - (design or use change that $750
would affect 50% or more of
the area contained within
the C.U.P.)

Minor - (design or use change that
would affect less than 50%
of the area contained within
the C.U.P.)

ST e Ty

Adjustment -

Commercial” C.U.P.

Original - when filed with rezoning $750 plus $5 per acre
application for each acre over 15
acres

Original - when filed separately $1000 plus %5 per acre
for each acre over 15
acres

Amendments:

Major - (design or use change that $750
would affect 50% or more of
the area contained within the
C.U.P.)

(design or use change that
would affect less than 50%
of the area contained within
the C.U.P.) .

Adjustment -

T e ] A T A A SR AR




A fee of three hundred fifty dollars ($350) shall be
charged for those requests for special permits or uses,
where authorized by the zoning ordinance, that are referred
by the council to the metropolitan area planning commission
for public hearing and recommendation except that when filed
with a zone change, the fee for a special permit shall be
one hundred seventy-five dollars ($175). Said fee shall be
paid by the applicant prior to the scheduling of a hearing

before the metropolitan area planning commission.

Any person requesting deferral of a case shall be

charged a fee of fifty dollars ($50) to cover administrative

cost at such time that the deferral is granted.

A written receipt shall be issued to the person making
such a payment and records thereof shall be kept in such a

manner as prescribed by law."

SECTION 2. Section 2.26.020 of the Code of the City of

Wichita shall read as follows:

"Fees for Board of Zoning Appeals Applications. For the
purpose of defraying costs of Board of Zoning Appeals
proceedings, the governing body establishes the following
schedule of fees to be paid at the time of filing for the

application:
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; Variances for residential uses ; - ’
i (individual zoning lot) . ot e R B S E Y L ) ; A
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Variances for residential uses
(multiple zoring lots) .............00uvue.. $300 plus $25 for
each lot in the
application

..P.wn— ,—_-.-.T‘}ﬁw\-

Additional variance on multiple zoning lots. $100 plus $25 for
each lot in the
application

Variances for non-residential uses .............. $400.00

Additional variance on same

zoningl Yot o i e s el 5150200

Exceptions for uses in residential
distedic bes e s e e e 0 40 )

Exceptions for uses in all other districts ...... $400.00
For uses on a zoning lot exceeding
Y o D Ry O OO b R S T L $500.00
A separate fee shall be required for each proceeding.

A deferral at request of applicant requiring
the mailing of new notices or readvertisement ... § 50.00"

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall be included in the Code of the
City of Wichita and shall be effective upon its publication once in the

official City paper.

ADCPTED at Wichita, Kansas, this

Sheldon Kamen, Mayor

ATTEST:

John Molir, Director of Finance/
City Clerk

]
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Powell, Director o

Approved as to Form

Thomas R.
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 28.04.210
OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF WICHITA,
KANSAS, PERTAINING TO THE REMOVAL OF THE
SCHEDULE OF FILING FEES FROM THE ZONING
ORDINANCE AND REPEALING SAID ORIGINAL
SECTION 28.04.210 OF THE CODE OF THE CITY
OF WICHITA, KANSAS.

BE 1IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF WICHITA,
KANSAS:

SECTION 1. SECTION 28.04.210 of the Code of the City of Wichita
shall be amended to read as follows:

"28.04.210 Changes in zoning classifications or
districts. 1.1 Changes in the zoning classification or
district of any lot, tract or parcel of land located in
the city shall be made by ordinance of the city coun-
cil, upon recommendation of the planning commission
after notice and hearing as by law provided; that every
such ordinance shall legally describe the particular
lot, tract or parcel of land and the change being maae
in its zoning classification or district, providing one
ordinance may contain more than one change of zoning.

1.2 Upon the adoption by the council of an ordi-
nance effecting a change in the zoning classification
or district of any lot, tract or parcel of land in the
city, the director of planning shall cause the particu-
lar sectional zoning map embracing the lot, tract or
parcel involved to be changed accordingly so that such
sectional zoning map shall at all times reflect the
current zoning classification or district of every lot,
tract or parcel of land in the city.

2. Changes in zoning classifications or districts
by the council.

2.1 The council may, from time to time, amend,
supplement or change the boundaries or regulations
contained, prescribed and set forth in this chapter,
provided such proposed change first be submitted to the
planning commission for its recommendation and report.
No less than twenty days’ notice of such proposed
change shall first be published in the official paper
of the city and a hearing by the planning commission be
granted to any person interested, at a time and place
specified in such notice. The hearing may be adjourned
from time to time and, at the conclusion of the same,
the planning commission shall prepare its recommenda-
tion and shall, by affirmative vote of a majority of
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all the planning commission present, submit a recommen-
dation of approval or disapproval of the amendment,
together with the accurate written summary of the
hearing thereon, to the council. A vote either for or
against an amendment by less than a majority of all the
planning commissioners present constitutes a "failure
to recommend." Upon receipt of a recommendation of
approval or disapproval, the council, if it approves
the recommendation, may either adopt the recommendation
by ordinance or deny the application as recommended.
In the event the planning commission submits a "failure
to recommend", the council may take such action as it
deems appropriate. Upon receipt of a recommendation of
the planning commission which the council disapproves,
the council shall return the recommendation to the
planning commission with a statement specifying the
basis for disapproval. The planning commission, after
reconsidering the same, may resubmit its original
recommendation, giving the reasons therefor, or submit
new and amended recommendations. Upon the receipt of
the recommendations, the council may adopt or may
revise or amend and adopt the recommendations by ordi-
nance. If, however, a protest against the amendment,
supplement or change be filed in the office of the city
clerk within fourteen days after the conclusion of the
public hearing pursuant to the publication notice, duly
signed and acknowledged by the owners of twenty percent
of the total area, excepting public streets and ways,
located within two hundred feet of the property pro-
posed to be rezoned, the amendment shall not be passed
except by at least three-fourths vote of all the
members of the council.

3. Changes by other individuals or groups.

3.1 A proposal for an amendment or change in
zoning may be initiated by the governing body without
fee, the planning commission or upon application of the
owner of the property affected. The application shall
be filed with the planning commission upon forms and
accompanied by such data and information as may be pre-
scribed by the planning commission, so as to ensure the
fullest practicable presentation of facts for the
permanent record.

3.2 For the purpose of defraying costs of proceed-
ings described herein, filing fees shall be paid upon
the filing of each application as established by the
schedule adopted by the Governing Body.

3.3 No application for any change of zoning class-
ification shall be filed within one year following a
previous application on the same property or portion
thereof; provided, however, the planning commission,
upon petition by the applicant, may permit a refiling
of said application after six months of the original
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publication date, when significant physical, economic
or land use changes have taken place within the imme—
diate vicinity or a significant zoning ordinance text
change has been adopted, or when the reapplication is
for a change of zoning classification more restrictive
than the original request. The applicant shall submit
a statement in detail, setting out those changes which
he deems significant and upon which he relies for
refiling the original application.”

SECTION 2. The original Section 28.04.210 of the Code of the
City of Wichita is hereby repealed.

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall be included in the Code of the
City of wWichita and shall be effective upon its publication once in
the official City paper.

ADOPTED at Wichita, Kansas, this day of

Sheldon Kamen, Mayor

ATTEST:

John Moir, Director of Finance/

City Clerk

APPROYED AS TO FORM:

Thomas R. Powell, ector o aw
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF LAW DEPARTMENT December 2, 1988

TO: Louise Olivarez, Planning
FROM: Joe Allen Lang, Assistant City Attorney
SUBJECT: Ordinances on Zoning Fees

I have reviewed and approved as to form this date three ordinances
amending 2.12.580 and 28.04.210 and creating 2.26.010 and 2.26.020.

! -

oe Allen :‘;I
Assistant city (Attorney
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Planning Agenda Item #

City of Wichita
City Council Meeting
November 22, 1988

Agenda Report #

TO: Mayor and City Council Members

SUBJECT: DR-88-6: AMENDMENTS TO CITY ZONING FEES

INITIATED BY: Metropolitan Area Planning Department

AGENDA ACTION: Planning

Background: on September 29, 1988, the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission unanimously recommended a package of
increases in application fees for zone change requests, Community
Unit Plans, and special permits. These fees represent the first
year in a two or three year program of graduated fee increases
that was adopted in policy by MAPC. The recommended "first year"
fees for zone changes, which range from $200-$700 today, would be
raised by $75; for special permits, which are $150 today, by
$100; and for CUPs, which range from $200-$500, by $100-$200.

Fees and processing costs for planning and zoning applications
were comprehensively analyzed by the Planning Department earlier
this year, for the first time in nine years. Methodology,
conclusions, comparisons to other cities, and other information
was included in the attachments which accompanied the October
25th referral sheet for this item. That analysis formed the
basis for a suggested new set of fees that would increase
revenues from this source by $75,000 from the current level of
$105,000. This new revenue was identified as the funding source
for a 1989 budget betterment request that was adopted by the
governing bodies to initiate the update of the Comprehencive
Plan. The fees recommended by MAPC will generate less than 50%
of the increased revenue identified in the adopted budget. staff

still believes that the originally proposed increases (+$150 for = ' -

zone changes, +$200 Zor special permits, and +$250-$550 for CUPs)
are insubstantial in relation to overall costs of development
(e.g., a $500 increase on a 1000-unit residential C.U.P. is only
50 cents per unit), and should be adopted. staff had also
recommended that filing fees for zoning related cases be removed
from the Zoning Ordinance and placed in a separate section of the
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City Code. The Planning Commission unanimously voted to keep the
fees in the Zoning Ordinance so that the MAPC could hold public
hearings to review fee amendments.

Your action on October 25th was to return this matter to the MAPC
for rehearing. At their meeting on November 10th, the MAPC
discussed zoning fee increases once again and reconfirmed, by a
vote of 7 to 0, their original recommendation that fees be
increased over a several year period (subject to their review
before implementation in future years) rather than all in one
year. They also unanimously reconfirmed their recommendation
that fees remain a part of the Zoning Ordinance.

Recommendations/Actions: 1. Concur with the MAPC's recommended
fee increases and direct staff to
prepare the ordinance amending the
schedule in the zoning text; or

2. Concur with MAPC's recommended fee
increases, but direct staff to
prepare the ordinances creating a
section for zoning fee schedules
in Title 2:0f the City Code and
delete the zoning fee schedules
from the Zoning Ordinance; or

3. Concur with staff’s recommended
fee increase, and direct staff to
prepare the ordinances creating a
section for zoning fee schedules
in Title 2 of the City Code and
delete the zoning fee schedules
from the Zoning Ordinance.
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Location of Fee Schedules
City Applications (10/88)

type of fees current location Staff rec

Title 28 move to new

administrative '

| |

special permits I section in Title

nistoric | | 2 i
|

1
designation

' | | I

BZA appeals, Title 2 move to Title 28 I leave in Title 2|
|
|

variances but move to

exceptions separate new
section for all |
| | fees

| city/County | leave as is |support statutory|
vacations | Subdivision Regs | |amendments giving|
lot splits | (by state statute, | |governing bodies |
platting | MAPC adopts regs | |final authority |
extension* | and sets fees) | Iover adoption of |
street name i } regs and fees; ,

change#* | then move to
lecter of credit | |Title 2

extension* | | | |

*proposed new fee
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Fee Change Summary
City Applications (10/88)

|
type of application current fee
| $200 - $700

$200 - §500
special permits

$150
historic designation | $200 - $500

$175
BZA variances | $200 - $300
BZA exceptions | $200 - $500

plats

vacations

lot splits

platting extension

street name change

letter of credit
extension

| fee recommended
MAPC

| $275 - §775
$300 - $700

$125 - $300
$125 - $250
$200 - $250

$200

| fee recommended |
by staff

$350 - $850

$500 - $1000
$350

no change

$250
$300 - $400
$300 - $500
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Planning Agenda Item #

City of Wichita
City Council Meeting
October 25, 1988

Agenda Report #

TO: Mayor and City Council Members

SUBJECT: DR-88-6: AMENDMENTS TO CITY ZONING FEES

INITIATED BY: Metropolitan Area Planning Department

AGENDA ACTION: Planning

Background: Oon September 29, 1988, the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission unanimously recommended a package of

increases in application fees for zone change requests, Community
Unit Plans, and special permits. These fees represent the first
year in a two or three year program of graduated fee increases
that was adopted in policy by MAPC. The recommended "first year"
fees for zone changes, which range from $200-$700 today, would be
raised by $75; for special permits, which are $150 today, by
$100; and for CUPs, which range from $200-$500, by $100-$200.

Fees and processing costs for planning and zoning applications
were comprehensively analyzed by the Planning Department earlier
this year, for the first time in nine years. Methodology,
conclusions, comparisons to other cities, and other information
is included in the attachments. That analysis formed the basis
for a suggested new set of fees that would increase revenues from
this source by $75,000 from the current level of $105,000., This
new revenue was identified as the funding source for a 1989
budget betterment request that was adopted by the governing
bodies to initiate the wupdate of the Comprehensive Plan. The
fees recommended by MAPC will generate less than 50% of the
increased revenue identified in the adopted budget. Staff still
believes that the originally proposed increases (+$150 for zone
changes, +%200 for special permits, and +$250-$550 for CUPs) are
insubstantial in relation to overall costs of development (e.qg.,
a $500 increase on a 1000-unit residential C.U.P. is only 50
cents per unit), and should be adopted.

A letter from the Wichita Area Homebuilders’ Association has been
submitted which indicates that group’s opposition to any increase
in fees at this time.
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Separate from the gquestion of fee increases, staff recommended
that all fees for planning and zoning regulations be placed in a
new administrative section of Title 2 of the City Code, and that
the fee schedule be deleted £from the zoning ordinance in Title
28. We pointed out that the current process of amending the
zoning ordinance, which requires advance newspaper notice, MAPC
public hearing, detailed minutes preparation, Council action, and
quite possibly, the "ping pong" back to MAEC and then back to the
Council, is uniquely and unnecessarily cumbersome and time-con-
suming. However, the MAPC has recommended that the fee schedule
for zone change requests, CUPs, and special permits continue to
reside in the zoning ordinance, so that any proposed increases
will get a more adequate hearing.

Recommendations/Actions: 1. Concur with the MAPC's recommended
fee increases and direct staff to
prepare the ordinance amending the
schedule in the zoning text.

Return this item to the MAPC for
reconsideration, stating whether
the fee increase amounts and/or
the proper location of the fee
schedule in the city code should
be reconsidered.




Pee Change Summary
City Applications (10/88)

| fee recommended | fee recommended |
type of application current fee by MAPC by staff

zoning $200 - $700 | §275 - $775 | $350 - $850 |
CUPs $200 - $500 | $300 - $700 i $500 - $1000 ‘
|
| | |

T T TR TR T

ey

special permits $150 $250 $350
historic designation $200 - $500 no change no change

BZA appeals | 5175 | $250 | $250
BZA variances | $200 - $300 | $300 - $400 | $300 - $400
BZA exceptions | $200 - $500 | $300 - $500 $300 - $500

$ 50 - $200
$125 - §250
$125 - $150

125 - $300

plats $
$125 - $250
$
$

vacations
lot splits

|

|

| 200 - $250
platting extension {

|

|

50 - $100

street name change $200

letter of credit $ 50
extension
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Location of Fee Schedules
City Applications (10/88)

type of fees

zoning

CUPs

special permits

historic
designation

BZA appeals,
variances
exceptions

plats

vacations

lot splits
platting
extension¥

street name
change*

letter of credit

current location

| Title 23
|
|
|
|

| City/County

| Subdivision Regs

| (by state statute,
| MAPC adopts regs

| and sets fees)
|
|

|

MAPC rec

leave as is

move to Title 28

leave as is

Staff rec

| move to new |
| administrative |
| section in Title|
| 2 |
| i

| leave in Title 2|
| but move to |
separate new |
| section for all |
fees |

| support statutory|
|amendments giving|
|governing bodies |
|final authority |
|over adoption of |
|regs and fees; |
then move to |
Title 2 |

extension* | | | |

*proposed nev fee
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: August 26, 1988

TO: Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
FROM: Marvin S. Krout, Director of Planning M—
SUBJECT: MAPD Application Fees

Attached are proposed amendments to the various fee schedules in
city and county ordinances and resolutions pertaining to
applications received by MAPD (for zoning changes, subdivisions,
CUPs, special permits, variances, etc.). These amendments are
based on a comprehensive analysis of our costs in processing
these applications. As you know, MAPD’s 1989 budget proposal to
add two staffers and provide a contingency fund for consultant
assistance was approved by the governing bodies, but is
conditional on our ability to raise revenues from fee increases.

MAPD took in approximately $105,000 in revenues from application
fees in 1987. These revenues reduce the city's and county’s
contributions from their general funds that are needed to support
MAPD operations. Current application fees are recovering less
than 60 percent of our direct costs related to processing these

applications. The proposed fee schedules would come close to
full cost recovery for most applications, and generate an
additional $75,000 in annual revenues. The discussion below

summarizes the recent history of MAPD fees, the methodology used
in our analysis, the conclusions of the analysis, philosophical

issues, comparison to other cities, and our overall
recommendations.

A MAPC public hearing has been advertised for September 15 to
consider these amendments. An informal workshop has been
scheduled for 10:30 a.m. on September 1, to gc over these
proposed changes with you and to invite representatives of the
development community for their input. :

History: The last time that MAPD fees were analyzed in a
compreﬁenuive manner was 1979. At that time, fees had not been
increased for 16 years. The 1979 analysis resulted in fee
increaseu for most types of applications. The aim of that study
was to generate an additional $40,000 in revenues, though not
necessarily to charge a fee to recover full cost of service.
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In 1986, city and county BZA fees were increased from $75 - 200
to $175 - 500. 1In 1987, MAPD proposed increases in fees for lot
splits and vacations, and a new $100 fee for administrative
adjustments to CUPs in the city. These changes were adopted and
resulted in approximately $10,000 in increased revenues in 1987.
A proposal to increase the cost of commercial CUPs when filed
together with a rezoning application, which would bring that fee
in line with the current charge for residential CUPs, was
recommended for disapproval by the MAPC, and the City Commission
concurred with the MAPC recommendation.

Methodology: In a manner similar to the 1979 analysis, staff
estimated the costs of processing a number of "typical"
applications. Estimated costs include: staff time for
preapplication conferences, reviewing and logging in
applications, setting up files, field inspection, staff research
and report writing, preparing notices, mailouts, and graphics,
conferencing with applicants, preparation for board meetings,
participating at those meetings, followup correspondence, minutes
preparation, preparing resolutions and instruments, costs of
publishing and recording, costs of supplies, postage, xeroxing
and photography, and updating official maps. In addition, a 6%
"administrative™ charge, for assistance of the clerk, attorney’s
office, personnel, etc., and a proportionate charge for office
rent are included. Not included was staff time spent with
"prospective" applicants and with the general public, work spent
on text amendments, etc. by Current Plans division staff, or the
time spent by the Planning Director or by a number of other
departments involved in development review.

Costs for these "typical" applications were then compared to the
actual fees charged. Based on this comparison, recommendations
were prepared for increases in the fee schedules that would bring
more application fees close to full cost recovery. Staff also
identified a number of services for which no fee was being
charged, and included proposed new fees in the schedules.

Conclusions: There is a wide variation in the degree to which
typical application fees recover the costs of service. Fees for
vacations, raised just last year, approach full cost recovery.
The cost of processing a typical CUP is about eight times the fee
charged; the cost of processing a plat that is made a requirement
of an approved zoning change is more than ten times the fee
charged. Fees for most other types of applications range from .
24-72% of cost recovery.

No fees are currently being charged for a number of services
which are time-consuming; these include requests to extend
platting times and to amend letters of credit required by
platting, requests to change street names, review of Certificates
of Appropriateness for designated historic landmarks, and various
administrative reviews, annexation requests, and desdications.
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Philosuphical Issues:

Local governments across the country, under increasing financial
strains, are increasing development-related fees and establishing
new fees to transfer a greater share of the cost of providing
services to the "users” of those services. The two streams of
criticzism to this strategy are: a) there is a "community
benefit" to processing these applications, because they provide
for appropriate community development and are part of efforts to
encourage economic development and increise the local tax base;
and b) higher development-related fees increase the total cost of
development, and are therefore passed on to the "coasumer" in the
form of increased sales price or rental, running contrary to
community objectives to maintain housing affordability.

However, the fee increases recommended in this report result in
schedules which are still moderate in comparison to many other
communities. A typical subdivision application that we are
recommending to increase from $450 to $750 now costs an average
of $1588 in six surveyed cities. A typical zone change request
that we are recommending to increase from $400 to $550 now costs
an average of $709 in those same cities. Many other communities
also charge "impact fees" for road improvements, park land, and
other services that are not currently imposed in Wichita.

There are just a few types of applications for which we are not
proposing to increase fees to recover our administrative costs.
These are cases where the applicant does not particularly benefit
from the approval of an application, but the regulatory
requirements provide a substantial community benefit. We would
include in this category:

- Annexation requests. Costs and benefits, to the city
and to the property owner requesting annexation, vary in each of
these cases, but in almost all cases annexation will have a net
positive fiscal impact to the city, and should continue to be
encouraged by processing at no expense to the applicant.

—~ Certificate of Appropriateness. The owners of historic
properties do get free design assistance, but they are subjected
to additional time, and often increased construction costs, to
get permit approval for planned exterior alterations. The
preservation of our historic resources is a substantial community.
benefit. For that reason, we would algo recommend that the
existtng fees for designating historic landmarks and districts,
whic sccurage applications, & eleted. Since a fee for
historic landmark designation was Imposed several years ago, only
two applications have been filed. The Historic Preservation
Board has already voted their support for this amendment.

The existing fee echedules and proposed revisions provide for
flat fees, with add-ons in some cases (on a per-lot or per-acre
basis) to account for the fact that larger tracts do cost more to
process (but at a decreasing marginal cost). Another approach to
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setting fees is to tailor them to each individual application.
"Individual-cost" systems are in limited use; they involve
logging staff hours, and other costs for each individual
application. A number of communities that experimented with such
systems have returned to a flat fee system, for a number of
reasons: applicants cannot predict fees, some cost: are beyond
an applicant’s control (e.g., governing body sending a case back
to MAPC for reconsideration), collection difficulties,
administrative problems and expense in accurate record keeping.

It should be pointed out that MAPD is also looking at ways to
reduce time and costs involved in getting development approvals.
Text amendments in the "draft and discussion" stage include a
proposal for "administrative adjustments” to replace BZA hearings
in the case of some minor variances, and provisions for allowing
zero lot line and cluster developments without the need to file a
residential CUP application.

Recommendations: Based on our analysis and the discussion above,
we are recommending the following changes:

tb Review fees and adopt new schedules on an annual or
semi-annual basis, to reflect cost of Iiving increases and
other changes. Small annual or semi-annual increases will
not create the impact or controversy of major, infrequent

increases.

2. In order to make this process simpler, fee schedules should
be removed from the regqulations that require public hearings
and review by the MAFC, as follows:

a) The city zoning ordinance and the county zoning
resolution should be amended so that fees are
established by separate city ordinance and county
resolution, rather than as "text amendments" through
the MAPC. Subsection 28.04.210/3.2 of the city zoning
ordinance and a portion of Section 17.C.2 of the county
zoning resolution should be deleted. No other fee
schedule adopted by either governing body must go
through the complicated, expensive, and time-consuming
procedural hoops as these do. The MAPC is not charged
in the city-county ordinance or agreement with setting
fees, and unlike other administrative boards that do.
set fees, has no budgetary authority.

b) State enabling laws should be amended to make the
governing bodies, rather than the planning commission,
responsible for setting subdivision fees (in practics,
the governing bodies do establish these fees by
approving amendments to the subdivision regulations).
When that is accomplished, Article 3, Part 3 of the
Subdivision Regulations on fees should also be deleted
and moved to separate city ordinance and county
resolution.
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3. Adopt new increased fee schedules as follows:

a) for city zoning-related applications, establish a
new city code Section 2.26, moving the fee
schedules from Title 28 and also from Section
2.12, which governs BzA applications;

b) adopt new fees for county zoning applications by
separate county resolution; and

c) amend the fee schedule in the «city/county
subdivision regulations.

The increases proposed will bring the fees charged for most
applications at or close to full recovery of the department’s
processing costs, increasing annual revenues by approximately
$75,000. The proposed new fee schedules include new fees for
processing requests for platting time extensions, street name
changes, and amendments to letters of credit. Annexation
requests, dedications, and Certificates of Appropriateness would
continue to be processed without fee and the fee for historic
designation would be deleted.

MSEK:rme
Attachments

cc: Chris Cherches, City Manager
Kim Dewey, County Manager
Wes Galyon, Wichita Area Builders Association
Lynda Tousley, Wichita Area Board of Realtors
Tim Witsman, Wichita Area Chamber of Commerce
Board of County Commissioners
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EXPLANATORY NOTES ON CASES
1. ZONE CASE

The cost and time (22.25 staff hours) shown reflect a typical
zoning case "AA to "LC" that encompasses approximately two
acres. Time would be about the same whether the case was in
Wichita or in the County, except for the driving and meeting time
required of the C(aief Planner to attend Planning Commission
meetings in the smaller cities. It was assumed, in estimating
time requirements, that there would not be a large amount of
protest; although one or two people could be expected to call the
MAPD and/or speak at the MAPC meetings. Time required to process
an application for an area of 1less than one acre could involve
less time. However, the time required for many of the actions,
such as notices, meeting time and agendas, would not be reduced.

Rezoning applications, other than to "LC" or "C" will, on the
average, take 1less time since there tend to be fewer protestors
for residential requests. However, many of the actions require
the same amount of time to accomplish regardless of the zoning
classification requested.

2. SPECIAL USE PERMIT

Time (15.5 staff hours) and cost are reflected in processing a

special permit request for a neighborhood swimming pool in an
"AA" district, or an auto salvage yard in an "E" district.

37 COUNTY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Reflects approximately 19 staff hours to process a typical
conditional use application for a four acre mobile home park in
an "AA" district.

4. COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN (C.U.P.)

A commercial Community Unit Plan, approximately 15 acres in size,
with no major opposition, will take approximately 58.25 staff
hours to process. When processing a C.U.P., a substantial amount
of time is required too review the proposed plans and meet with
the applicant to discuss the C.U.P. In addition, C.U.P.'s
require additional MAPC meeting time due to the size, the
explanation by staff of the C.U.P. provisions and the
presentation by the applicant. Generally, a C.U.P. covers an
area that requires sending notices to all property owners within
a 1,000 foot radius, which increases secretarial time and also
increases the possibility of protest. A residential C.U.P.
proposing apartments around a sandpit would take approximately
the same amount of time.
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5. BZA VARIANCE

The fee analysis shows the time (17.25 staff hours) and costs
incurred in processing a typical application requesting a
variance of the off-street parking requirements. Requests for
exceptions take approximately the same amount of time as a
variance. However, it should be noted that some case. will
require a substantial amount of time to process due to unigque
circumstances. Conversely, some cases, such as a variance of a
setback line, will take relatively little time to process. In
all cases there is a certain amount of time required to receive
and log in the application, prepare and mail notices and present
the case at the BZA meeting.

6. VACATION

Time and cost reflect a "typical" vacation of easement or
setback. A street or alley vacation would require a greater
amount of time.

Approximately 12 staff hours are needed to process a typical
easement or setback vacation. Estimated cost to process a
vacation request is $250.07. Generally the process of setback or
easement vacations take less processing time than street or alley
vacations. This is due in part to the amount of area covered,
number of adjoining properties affecrted, increased
interdepartmental conferences and additional notices. As in all
tables, a "typical" application was used in determining estimated
time and cost since a few cases will take a minimum of time to
process while others will take considerably longer due to
protest, size, drainage problems, amended applications, etc.

Te LOT SPLIT

Lot splits for industrially zoned 1land will generally require
more time. Lot split appeals require much more time. Time(8.5
staff hours) and cost estimates reflect a lot split in a
residential area. It assumes that major problems such as access
or utility service to the new building sites would not have to be
resolved. Generally, commercial lot splits take slightly longer.
Industrial lot splits also take additional time due to increased
size of the original lot, drainage problems, utility service,
etc.

8. PLAT (final and preliminar
The fee analysis shows the estimated time and cost attributed to

processing a residential, twenty acre, 50-70 lot plat. The time
and costs are broken down into two phases of plat review,
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preliminary and final. Total estimated time is 33.5 hours at a
cost of $804.52, beginning when the application is filed until it
is recorded. In estimating the processing time, it was assumed
that there would not be any major drainage problems or other
substantial difficulties in providing service to the site.

In most cases there would not be a significant difference in time
to process a twauty acre residential plat or a twenty acre
commercial plat. Factors which increase processing time of plats
include drainage, utilities and other problems unique to the
site, not the development. These problems would increase the
amount of staff time needed to confer with other departments and
the applicant.

]

)
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PERCENT
ACTUAL CURRENT FEE OF C0§7 PROPOSED
TYPE OF CASE 0sT CEARGED RECOVERY FEE

T T G TR g St

P—

1. Zone Case 553,16 400.00 il 580.00
Special Use Perait 388,36 150.00 1350.00

County Conditional
Use Perait 499.81 109.00 450.00

Coraunity Toit
Plan 1,640.47 206,00 750,90

3IA Variance 455.76 300.00 400.00

Vacation . 250.90 sa32

Lot Splic 5.1 125.09 200.00

Plat !final and
prelizinary) 884.52 450.00 730.00

Final Plat filed on
lazer portion of
preliainary 450,35 150.00 300,00

Plat filed as condition
to Zoning ajproval 04,52 50.00 150.00
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AIMLYSTS ATGIST, 1904 D

TIPE CF CAsE FILED IN 1987 X AVG. FER =1587 REVENUE  PROPOSED ATG. ZROTECTED 1309
INCREASE REVENUE INCREASE

BLATS $28,289 350 40,950

| Lot SILITS 54,150 +15 52,400

TACATIONS $14,700 0 S0

CITY BIA §15,450 45,300
COUNTY BZA S1,880 §800
S?ECIAL PERNITS §900 §1,200
CCONTY Z0KE CASES §2,00 £900
CCURTY C.0.5. §2,500 100
CITY Z0RE CASES 24,626 £8,850
peid 1 $§9,61€ §12,600

§12,900
STREET HAME CHANGE S400

SITENSION OF LETTER
CF CREDIT

TENSICH OF
LATTING TINE §0

$108,314
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Pee laaparisen to other Cities- 3/15/38

B et (bt e

e o 100E CASE ~

i
T

Albuquerque $ 2 1,10 BLAYHBLH
ludes site 2 603/st lot
pian cevies)
luscia 1.
Colorads Springs 1 Schoals: §212/si lot

8)/sf lot
$499-5085/azre

Dallas 1,250

Oklaboaa City 730

Onaha 400 Saa sur: §310/sf lot
(includes site
plan revien)

Overland Park 00 Traffiz iaprovements:
{45150 site §.15/sf of non resideatial
plan review) floor area

510 (Storavater utility fee)

Wichita proposed fees: §550

3
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The Wichita Area

BUILDERS

Chairman of the Board, M. 5. Mitchell ss Iatlon ‘Secretary/Treasurer, Ei Smith
First vu:-v Chairman, Tamara Gﬂr?n Past Chairman of the B%rg EMon a.run-
Second Chai ), 4 . " 3
Third Vice Crairman. Jat! Kutien 730 North Main, Suite 1 * Wichita, Kansas 67203 Presidenl/CEG, Wess Gaiyon

316-265-4226 E@EHWE;
September 29, 1988

SEP 2 91988

Mr. Marvin Krout, Director AETROPOLITAN PLANNING
Metropolitan Area Planning Department ROUTE D |
City Hall | i
455 N. Main

Wichita, KS 67202

Dear Mr. Krout:

This letter will advise you that the Developars Committee of the Wichita |

pers
Area Builders Association does not feel it can justifiably support an

increase in fees, as recommended, at this time. i

The Wichita economy is very fragile at the present time and we are making
every effort to keep development and housing costs as low as possible.

With the market already contracted, an excessive number of lots on the

market, and new starts down approximately 127 to date we feel everyone
should hold the line where possible.

Your consideration and that of the Planoing Commission would be appreciated
in this regard,

Sincere!y.

LAl

Wesley E. Galyon | » )
President/CEO ‘
Wichita Area Builders Association

WG/1k

ce: Planning Commission Membere
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Alsxander Dean Harold Warne, Jt. Harold Warmer, Jr. Donaid Louis. SALES & MARKETING
Jarvs Gosntzsl James D. Miner SYATE DIRECTORS: Virgil Mosder Jeraid Jones COUNCHL:
Kadiay Elton Parsons Jim Gosatzsl John MKy, Jr Harold Bauer Jim Wood
Bil Richard Gross Jecty Don Andrews William Veatch
Don King HONORARY LIFE John MKy, Je. Bob Amold *D. G. Jones AIR CONDITIONING
Joa H. Les NAHB DIRECTORS: M. 5. Mitchal Fon Lane TRACTORS COUNCIL:
Wika Miller Wiaars Qarvey Efton Parsons Morria Stautier Pat Moody
Larry Peer John McKay, J Harola Wamner, Jc Jim Olander
Eari Sayler Harold Warner, 5t Harold SPIKE CLUB:
Bl Townsend Fobert E. Muzzy PAST PRESIDENTS *L.E. Forste Jim Goentzsl
Tom Warmer COUNCIL: *5. H. Womer
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REPRESENTATIVE: Stephan Crilchiield
Jim Miner Harold Holding
E. Muzzy
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 15, 1988
- —— —————>92 " ANUTES OF SEPTEMBER 15, 1988

by Case No. DR 88-6 - Public hearing proposed amendments to

Wichita Zoning Ordinance regarding filing fees.

Case No. DR 88-7 - Public hearing regarding proposed
amendments to Sedgwick County zoning regulations regarding
filing fees.

Case No. $-152-10 - Amendments to Section 3-301 (Filing
Fees) o the Subdivision Regulations of the
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission.

KROUT stated that these items all concern a set of
recommended changes to the fee schedules to the City Zoning
Ordinance, Chapter 28, and the City Code, Chapter 2 which is
where the City BZA application fees currently reside. The County
Resolution which is where the zoning and BZ2 fees reside for the
County, and the City-County Subdivision Regulations where the
fees for plats, vacations, and lot splits reside.

KROUT remarked that this has been talked about during the
workshop session. He said that he had a few minor modifications
to suggest for the Commission’s consideration on some of the
items as a result of the discussions they have had since the
workshop. He said that the governing bodies approved the 1989
budget with a $75,000 betterment that will enable the department
to tackle an update of the Comprehensive Plan is contingent on
staff's ability to raise fees. Staff, earlier in the year,
comprehensively reexamined the fees and the cost of processing
applications that has not been done since 1980, and staff thought
that after the budget was adopted, they would be able to raise
fees to reasonably recover adminstrative costs and raise the
$75,000. He said that it would have been before the Planning
Commission if they had not gotten the betterment from the
City-County budget adoption with = similar package because he
felt that in most of the cases of these applications it should be
the applicant rather than the taxpayer who is paying for the cost
of the service of processing these applications. He said that
overall, they are recovering on the average, although it varies
quite a bit, a little over half of the direct departmental cost
to process all of the various applications. The increases, in
most cases, would bring fees at or close to full recovery; in
some cases staff is recommending no change in fee, or they are
recommending a fee which is less than fuil cost recovery, or no
fee at all, They are recommending some new fees in the
Subdivision Regulations for services that are currently handled
at no cost, street name changes, extension of letter of credits,
and extension of platting time.

KROUT said that as far as the City zoning regulations go,
Chapter 28, staff would withdrawn the recommendation for deletion
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of the historic designation fees at this time. They have
reconsidered that and think that there are some costs, and
substantial public benefits like there are in some other cases,
and felt that some fee is appropriate like the Landmark Committee
is talking about possibly recording some instrument that would
notify owners when they have acquired historic properties, so
staff is recommending that they not delete the fee for historic
designation.

KROUT said that in Chapter 28, staff is recommending a set
of increase fees. The zoning related fees would generally go up
by $150.00; CUPs would go up higher, but would not go up to
nearly the direct cost of providing that service. It may seem
like a lot of money today or in the future if the fees are
increased, but staff still feels that by reducing CUP fees to
less than the cost of service we are recognizing that there is
some substantial public benefit in the CUP process from
commercial and residential CUPs. They are also recommending that
the fee schedule be deleted from Chapter 28 from the City zoning
chapter which requires the advertised public hearing process in
advance of the hearing notification and the forwarding of
detailed minutes and the City Council rendering a judgment, and
if they disapprove, sending the case back to the Planning
Commission. Staff believes that the Planning Commission does not
have a budget and is not an administrative board, and should not
be that involved in the setting of fees. There are no other fees
that have to go through such an elaborate process and it will
make it less difficult for staff to be able to increase fees
slightly more than once every 7 or B years and going through this
sort of trauma, if it can be moved to the administrative section
of the City Code where most of the other fees reside today.
KROUT said that staff is recommending some fee increases in what
is currently in Chapter 28, and then removing that whole section
to the administrative section of Chapter 2.

KROUT said that on the County Zoning Resolution side staff
is recommending increase in fees for zoning and Board of Zoning
Appeals cases by an average of $100 to $150, and they are also
recommending that the process be changed and that they also be
removed from the Zoning Resolution and be adopted by separate
County Zoning Resolutions, and they do not have to go through the
elaborate time consuming expensive process when they want to
amend fees in the future. He said that the County Board of
Zoning Appeals reviewed the proposed new fee schedule last week
and they have recommended unanimously that the increases be
adoptad. The City BZA will be reviewing the increases September
27 before any recommendations go on to the City Council.

KROUT stated that staff is recommending that the fees stay
in the Subdivision Regulations, although they would hope for the
Planning Commission’s support to the governing bodies for a
statutory amendment that would delete the provision that now says
that the Planning Commission sets fees for subdivision cases. It
does not say that this Planning Commission should set fees for
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any other types of cases; they do not really understand why that
is in the regulations; the Planning Commission is not an
administrative board with a budget. Staff feels that the
governing body should be responsible for setting fees, and in
fact they do, because the City Council and the Board of County
Commissioners ultimately approve the amendments to the
Subdivision Regulations.

As far as the changes themselves, KROUT said that staff is
standing by most of their recommendations. He wanted to go over
a few changes that he felt like they could support with the
problem that they heard at the Subdivision Committee meeting
about the smaller property owner maybe being more affected by any
increases than a larger property owner. He said that staff could
agree to reducing the proposed fee change from $200 to $500 for a
sketch plat, or $200 to $500 for a preliminary plat, reducing the
$500 and $5.00 per lot to $400 and $10.00 per lot so that the
burden is shifted to someone who has a larger number of lots or a
larger acreage in the plat. Secondly, a preliminary plat that is
finaled out in portions, staff would agree to reduce that to $200
if $5.00 a lot or acre fee is added. On item 6, which staff had
originally recommended deleting, they would agree to retaining a
reduced fee for a replat that results from a zoning requirement,
and suggest that that fee be increased to $200 plus $5.00 per lot
or per acre. Basically what they are trying to do is to
recognize that there is, like in historic designations, benefit
and in sending someone who already has a platted lot through the
process so that the City can obtain some of the things that are
done through the platting process.

KROUT mentioned that the Commission had asked for, and
staff provided, some additional information on fees. He said
that they had looked at Albuguerque, Austin, Colorado Springs,
Dallas, Oklahoma City, and Tulsa, and they have added to the
list, Omaha, Nebraska and Overland Park. They also added a
column called impact fees. KROUT said it is a very complicated
area and it is hard to get the detailed information and
understand exactly how everybody’'s impact fees work. They all
seem to be different, but basically Omaha and Overland Park have
relatively low zoning and subdivision fees, although when staff
spoke to both Omaha and Overland Park, they said that they have a
site plan review requirement on all of their commercial
developments, and Overland Park charges for its site plan review
even if it is a part of a zoning case. So if you have the $400
and the $150, that would be equal to the fee that staff is
suggesting for the proposed new fes for a typical 1light
commercial zoning case on a small acreage.

CROCKEYT acked if that would include site pian review.

KROUT said no, staff is not suggesting site plan review
except in specialized cases.
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KROUT stated that Colorado Springs is at the top of the
list in terms of their charges. Austin and Dallas both do not
have fees existing, although they are looking at them. Oklahoma
City does not have fees. All of the other cities have one kind
of fee or another; most typically for water and sewer. Overland
Park does not tag single family developmeat, but do have a
traffic improvement fee based on nonresidential floor area above
the exactions that they require in the subdivision process. 1In
most of these cases the subdivision process exacts more in the
way of improvements than is the case in Wichita.

WES GALYON, Wichita Area Builders Association, pointed out
to the Commission that what he is going to say today is based on
some conversation that he has had with some members of his
developers committee. He said that due to the timing of the
proposal that has been submitted, his developers committee who
deals with this use of this type will not meet until September
28, and at that point they will discuss Krout'’s proposal and some
other matters more thoroughly. However, based on some
conversations that he had was, one, he felt it was fair to say
that the proposed increases, at least for those who had an
opportunity to look at them, did get their attention. He said
that in the latter part of 1986, Mike Lindebak, the then Director
of Planning, sent the City Manager a memo asking him to look at
some of the fees that were charged and suggested to him as to
whether or not some adjustments were appropriate. GALYON said
that they were involved at that point and they did support, to a
degree, some fee increases because they felt it was appropriate,
and did oppose them in some others because they thought it was
counterpreductive to the overall philosophy that was being
suggested at that time. He said that the proposed increase in
fees does appear to be dramatic and it does have people’s
concern. One of the things that concerns them, and this is
throughout all business, and when you are dealing with the
private sector or the public sector or government in general,
people are looking at, when you talk about an increase in fees,
the question they tie to that is if they are going to have a
dramatic increase in fees, are they going to have any enhancement
insofar as the type of service that they get. Are there going to
be greater efficiencies? He said that time is money,
particularly for people in the building and development community
these days, and he felt that was a concern of everyone. The
other thing that some have suggested is perhaps an examination of
ways to streamline some of the processes currently being used
might be in order, and certainly it takes a little more time to
do it with the private sector but felt the results were positive.
They spend a2 lot of time working with the Planning staff and
other people in the city, and it is cumbersome sometime and does
take a little bit longer, but when they finally get through the
process, he felt they have something that is generally more
supportive overall, not only by government, but by the private
sector as well. He said that one suggestion that has been
offered is to avoid such dramatic increases being proposed in the
future, perhaps a more timely evaluation of the fees that are
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being charged would be in order. Perhaps at budget time, or
prior to, it certainly might be more favorable to do it at that
time than every 3, 5 or 10 years. GAYLON said that based on the
interaction they have had in the past, they would be willing to
sit down and look at the processes in conjunction with Krout and
some of his staff people and see if some efficiencies cannot be
achieved. He said that he was not going to suggest that a fee
increase is not in order; perhaps it is, and perhaps there is
room for a decrease in fees in some other areas, but felt what is
taking everybody back at tais point is the suggestion that fees
be increased to the extent that they are being proposed. He said
that the housing development condition in Wichita is real
critical and they have been hearing testimony from a number of
people coming in and talking to them about it. Overall concern,
along with others, is to keep housing affordable. They would
obviously not like to see any increase in fees, but they are not
foolish enough not to think that maybe some increases may be
appropriate. He said that any considerations that the Commission
could give to keep fees as reasonable as possible would be
appreciated. He said that he would hope that the Planning
Commission stays involved in the fee setting process, and he says
that somewhat selficshly, but felt that those that he has
interaction with would support that, The primary reasons being
is that when developers approach the Planning Commission, he felt
that there has been a pretty good history and track record of
being able to talk to people that wunderstand the development
process and has at least empathy with respect to the concerns
that the developer has, and getting more politics in it than it
needs to be otherwise would make it pretty cumbersome and maybe
not in everybody’s best interest. GAYLON continued that the
thing about impact fees is the City has established a task force
and asked that task force to evaluate impact fees, what is being
done in various parts of the country and then make a recommenda-
tion that the City Council could then take and develop a policy
position on. So they are looking at this issue extensively. He
said that his experience has been of 1looking at impact fees
around the country, they are sometimes charging very significant
amounts, and he could think of a circumstance where it has been
real positive if they have been in existence for any long period
i said that the thing they have to understand in
is that with special assessment financing available to
it really negates the need to charge in a manner like some
of the other cities are charging, because they do not have the
flexibility or the ability to finance in that regard. So it is
kind of a double whammy if you look at it in that respect. He
said that any consideration they could give in keeping fees as
low as possible would certainly be appreciate on the part of the
development community.

KROUT commented that they want to work with Mr. Gaylon on
improving the process. They are working on some of the
residential changes that would not require the filing of a u.P
which would save a lot of money and time in the public hearing
process, and provide some more flexibility in the Subdivision




Page 6

Regulations so that they could do some things without having to
go through zoning changes. They have also identified
administrative adjustments that will not require having to go
through a public hearing and filing a fee with the Board of
Zoning Appeals. There may be an administrative fee, but would
certainly be less and it would take much less time than having to
go through the Board of Zoning Appeals on minor variation types
of requests. He said that they would work with Mr. Gaylon on
other ways that they can be more efficient. If they talk about
time-wise more efficient, he felt the real areas for trying to
find the efficiencies in the time process probably in the
Subdivision process, and probably dealing with interdepartmental
issues where a process is going through review that is
interdepartmental, especially when it is going through the
engineering area, he felt that most of staff's timeframes are sct
by state law and the Planning Commission adopts calendars that
gives them the bare minimum of time to process zoning
applications and BZA applications within the advertising
requirements of state law. In terms of that time and the way
that the zoning staff processes cases, he felt that they were
doing it in the minimum timeframe. Staff felt that 20 days
notice in the newspaper is excessive. They could cut that down
to 10 or 14 and shave a week off of the process perhaps. KROUT
felt that overall Galbraith and his staff are efficient. He
asked Galbraith how many staff he had lost in the last 8 years,
and it was more than 50% of his staff and the case load has been
reduced somewhat, but felt that overall things are fairly
efficient. KROUT said his concern is if they are geoing to do
this more often, he agrees that they should not be faced with the
situation of having to look at this once every 8 years. This
process of starting 5 months in advance when they think they may
have the fees go into effect because of the requirements that
they are under by going through the public hearing process is
excessive and unnecessary. The fact that the builders and the
realtors may get a sympathetic ear from the Planning Commission,
he was not sure that is a real and justifiable reason for going
through this extra step.

GARDNER asked that on the proposed fee of $750 for a
community wunit plan, if they go to that, are they dropping any
additional charges for zoning changes under that?

KROUT said no, but felt it does indicate a lesser charge if
you are filing the two together whether it is residential or
commercial CUP, there is a lesser total charge if you are filing
zoning and a CUP concurrently.

CROCKETT said that she was really troubled by this whole
thing. She is troubled that they are having to go to betterments
to fund a basic function set out in stute statutes of their
requirements. she was not sure that the fees should be
increased, but if they are to deal with the comprehensive plan,
then it should come out of the budget instead of having to come
up with a way to fund it through fees. What are they going to do
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next year to work on the Comprehensive Plan? Where are they
going to get the money next year?

KROUT said that his response has to be that staff would be
coming to the Planning Commission for a fee increase based on the
cost of processing applications whether or not they had been
successful in getting the budget betterment increase for the
department.

CROCKETT said that she could see that therz needs to be
some fee increases. However, these fee increases are the exact
same dollar amount as the betterment which goes to fund the
updated Comprehensive Plan.

KROUT commented that Mrs. Crockett’s criticism is going
towards the budget instructions which were to look for ways other
than taxing property owners through the general fund to £find
revenues through user type fees and other ways to increase the
level of service.

CROCKETT felt that was a legitimate way of doing things but
not to do something as basic as the Comprehensive Plan.

PARSONS stated that he was really offended by the August
31st memo from Chris Cherches to members of the City Council that
was distributed without sending a copy to the Planning
Commission. He said that the memo stated in essence that the
budget is based on getting these fee increases and the Planning
Commission, in the past, has not been too cooperative, so why
don’t you call all your members and see if you can put the arm on
them. PARSONS said that really infuriated him. He said that
what this is, is an effort to raise money for the budget, it does
not have anything to do with cost. PARSONS read the memo into
the record:

"August 31, 1988
Mayor and City Councilmembers

From: Chris Cherches, City Manager

"Subject: Proposed Fees and Increases

"Attached is a proposal being distributed to the
Planning Commission for consideration. The proposed
fee increases are being justified on the basis of
making some of the Planning staff work tasks
self-supporting. The proposed 1989 budget is
predicated on these fee increases. Snould such
increases not bz implemented, the budget will require
an amendment to insure the Planning Department work
load can be carried out. Without these increases, no
funds will be available to finance the expenses
required to update the City’s Comprehensive Plan now
underway. Since the Planning Commission, in the past,
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has opposed fee increases of this nature, I would urge
each of you to "encourage" your appointees to consider
the impacts without such increases. Also it should be
noted that such fee increases have not been carefully
analyzed and adjusted since 1979 with some exceptions.
Based on the increase costs being expressed over the
years, it is now time to act on such fee adjustments
if the City is to accept the "user pay" principal in
the Planning Department. The public hearing on these
increases before the Planning Commission is scheduled
for September 15 in case you wish to talk with your
representative on the Commission.

"Thank you."

GARDNER stated that the memo was provided by the Council-
member that appointed him in an effort for him to be aware of it.

KROUT said that he did not find anything offensive about the
memo. The way he sees it, the Manager is informing the Council
of what is coming to them eventually and that it is coming to
their advisory board.

CROCKETT commented that the Manager has tried to go around
the Planning Commission several times. This is just one more
example. He is going to raise the fees by taking it to the
Council.

KROUT remarked that the Council and the County Commission
will decide on the fee package.

CROCKETT said that she did not see any point in her spending
her time down here.

KROUT stated that personnally he felt that she could spend
her time a lot more productively dealing with zoning issues and
planning issues than with fee issues, and he felt that the
builder and realtor interest are perfectly capable, 1like other
interests are who are charged with fees, with representing their
interests at the City Council.

CROCKETT said that if this was an isolated instance, yes,
but she has watched more end runs in the last couple of years.
It has been a consistent effort.

KROUT said that was why one of the questions that he asked
them, and that he has made a recommendation on, is whether or not
this is the kind of issue that needs to come to the Planning
Commission. If the Commission thinks it does, then that needs to
be part of the overall recommendation.

PARSONS felt that this memorandum is a good reason why it
does need to come to the Planning Commission.
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GARDNER commented that one of the reasons this body serves
at the consternation of occasionally the Manager, and
occasionally with the past Planning Director, and occasionally
the Council, is to provide a forum for input, consideration and
advice regarding the issues that some other people don't
necessarily have the time to wade through and spend time on. In
honesty, the comments that this is another end run probably
summarizes it as well as anything. It was not presented candidly
to the Council in this form during the budget hearings, that the
fee increase revenues were for an absolutely imperative portion
of the Planning Department’s work load or the work funding for
the coming year; at least that was the remark from Councilmember
Winkler as she described to him some 1level of shagrin as she
grinned at this and its content. The short term advertising that
we do in an out-of-town paper, the short fast track approach to
having things disseminated and brought back for pubiic comment in
spite  of the repeated input from professional organizations that
it may be a month or month and a half before their people can
meet and adequately consider and provide recommendations, is
typical of a current adminstrative style, and it runs entirely
contrary to the concept of involving the public in making these
considerations and/or providing input that is going to be
considered. That is offensive. People sit here and provide
their time to considar a variety of things and see something like
this and are offended that an end run is occurring, and yet in
the same breath feel 1like they ought to be involved simply
because otherwise that would be happening as the standard method
of operation, and that is extremely troubling. The problem with
the fee increases suggested to this point in time, is that they
do distinctly appear to be something backed into to f£ill a
revenue’s void in the budget. He said that he was not doubting
that there are this many hours are in there, but the coincidence
between the dollars to be generated and the dollars that have
been assigned to be generated certainly make you question the
validity of the analysis.

KROUT said that what really preceded was that the analysis
came first, and what they thought they could justify as a
reasonable increase that would stay within cost recovery came
first, and they kept their betterment request within that limit.
KROUT felt that it was extremely unusual to open up a zoning
ordinance or subdivision regulations and find fee schedules in
there and find the Planning Commission dealing with the issue of
what is the appropriate fee.

GARDNER said to Krout that he did not mean to be rude, but
Krout had been in town for two years and finds it unusual. They
have been doing it here for a long time, and because he finds it
strange or peculiar to what he is used to doesn't mean that they
should sit there and be offended by the fact that it is something
they are used to. GARDNER said that "When in Rome do as the
Romans do" is an old saying, and without suggesting, it has
worked reasonably well here for some time, and while it may be
cumbersome and an annoying thing to involve other people and
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solicit their opinion, nevertheless that is how they have done
it. He said that he damn well did not find any sympathy with the
proposition of making it easier to raise fees for anybody, any
governing body. Personally, as a taxpaying citizen, he resented
the hell out of making it easier to raise fees or taxes. He said
that was the only justification he could find in there for even
beginning to go along with proposition they take it out of the
ordinance so that they can make it a slick zing around the
Manager's budget that flies through without any public comment or
knowledge.

CROCKETT commented that's because nobody can read through
the damn budget to find out where it is being seen through; it
has gotten so complicated.

GARDNER continued that as he sees funding allocated the last
two years, the property acquisition, the planning studies,
assistance to the WI/SE, economic development, etc., they fund
certain budgets for a certain number of personnel. For example,
the Police Department, if they are funded for 450 people and they
have only got 430 on staff so that they are 20 shy for a month
there is a void there between the money allocated and the actual
expenditures that is a pile of money that collects. There are
numerous things of that nature within the budgetary process that
we see utilized, and the idea that we are $75,000 away from being
able to do a Comp Plan is just preposterous. Maybe it isn’t in
the budget appropriately allocated, but the idea that they have a

14 million dollars or better in the last couple of years to
spend on other activities that weren’t in the budget prior to but
was discretionary funding should be obvious to anybody, and if
the Comp Plan is important, allocate money for it from there.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission not
approve the suggested fee increases. Crockett
moved, Moore seconded.

BRINEGAR commented that there is some justification for
certain increases within the categories of the fees, not
necessarily all fees. He felt that there was some justification
for increases over maybe a 2 or 3 year period. He said that he
has some problems with maybe one category recovering "90% of the
indicated cost of processing” which some has 6% of the indicated
cost of recovering. He said that he also has a problem with
trying to step that differential up to a closer recovery in a
short period of time. He felt, which may be contrary to the
general consensus on the bench, that maybe fees should be
recovered from the party who is using the services, but he does
have a problem with the way it is being forced upon the MAPC, and
the way it is being presented, not from the aspect cf the data
presented to the Commission, but from the aspect of how it is
coming around the back door.

PARSONS stated that he has a lot of those same considera-
tions and opinions, and for that reason he did not think he could
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vote for the motion as it has been made. What he would like to
see happen is if this truly is not a revenue generator to fill a
budget void, and if it truly is an attempt to recover the cost,
he would not be opposed. If they could look at some other things
and look at stepping this as Brinegar has suggested, trying to go
from a 6% recover to 100% recover overnight is expecting a lot
from the people who are paying the fees, and he finds it a little
bit questionable, at least in iiis mind, that every fee needs to
be increased. There may be some justification for that, and he
is not even questioning the numbers that staff has come up with;
they may be right, but if they are right, show him how they are
right, then let them look to see how they can get to that. He
said that he could not support a 1400% increase, or even 100%
increase all in one step.

PARSONS felt that the fee scheduled should be approved, or
at least reviewed by the Planning Commission before it goes to
the governing bodies, and have public input and input from all of
the affected parties in a public setting. He said that Mr.
Cherches memorandum is just one example of why he believes it
should be done.

CROCKETT said that she had no problem of adding that
amendment. She felt that fees needed to be reconsidered and
increased, but not in this method.

KROUT did not feel that staff could give them any more
justification. They have done a pretty careful and detail
analysis. If the Commission wanted them to come back and show
them how in a 2 or 3 year period they could step up some of these
increases, it can be done, but still felt there was a question
about whether or not they think at the end those numbers are
still acceptable.

PARSONS said that he was more concerned about implementing
the fee increases in one step than he was in implementing the fee
increases.

GARDNER stated that he believed that there is every reason
to believe that these numbers have been backed into on the basis
of an amount needed to be raised.

GALBRAITH said that he wished Gardner would not feel that
way and it bothers him that he says that because he was making an
assumption that was just incorrect. GALSRAITH said that when he
started this process and was trying to analyze it for Krout right
after he got hers, he knows how he has asked his staff to go back
and really make sure that they are spending 15 to 30 minutes
during this exercise. He asked staff to be honest and straight-
forward and he felt that the facts have actually reduced the
amount of staff time spent from what they had originally started
out with.
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GARDNER said that he was not faulting that, he just wanted
to state what was apparent otherwise and the impression is most
unfortunate. He felt that the comment has been made that some
justification or additional justification is needed, and he
believe that what is being said probably revolves around several
items. The first is they have already observed that a number of
hours are in there for drafting purposes and elements that could
otherwise, if they had a computerized GIS system, be handled, and
with an ongoing level of efficiency that diminishes the expense
level. There is no analysis provided to this point that if they
received one of those systems, what would they diminish the cost
for future years to come. He felt that some analysis there wouid
be well spent time pointing out that they would reduce expenses
into the future and have a recovery. There, he believes, is a
need to do an efficiency study or a justification for the time
expended in some of these areas, and quite possibly to that sort
of analysis they could determine that there are areas where they
could make some significant savings or eliminate repetition or
achieve additional savings. Otherwise they would have the
impression that they have identified these many hours being
allocated, and they assume all of the hours are justified whether
they are or not.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission deny the
recommended rate increase and ask staff to come
back with a plan to implement the increase over
a longer period of time of about three y=ars,
and with an additional analysis, and deny the
removal from the zoning ordinance. Parsons
moved, Moore seconded.

KROUT asked for clarification if they were expecting that he
would come back to the Planning Commission before going on to the
Council or that staff would prepare analysis as they go on to the
Council with this and the Commission’s recommendation because
there is a good chance that whatever happens, the Council has two
choices, it could accept the Commission’s recommendation to deny,
or if it is approved, they would send it back.

PARSONS said that he would 1like to see it. He did not
understand why Krout would even ask that question.

one of the Commissioners asked if there was a chance that
this could go to a smaller committee, be reviewed and then
brought back to the Planning Commissioners in two weeks.

KROUT said staff would bring them something back in two
weeks.

VOTE ON THE MOTION: It carried unanimously.
Sherman was absent.




EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 29, 1988

DR 88-6 Public hearing regarding proposed amendments to
Wichita Zoning Ordinance regarding filing fees.

52 DR _88-7 Public hearing regarding proposed amendments to
Sedgwick County zoning regulations regarding
filing feecs.

6. §-152-10 Amendments to Section 3-301 (Filing Fees) of the
Subdivision Regulations of the Wichita-Sedgwick
County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission.

KROUT stated that two weeks ago the Commission had a long
discussion on proposed fees and they asked staff to prepare a
plan that they could review that would graduate some of the
heftier increases over a multi-year period, and there was a
request for further justification of staff’s cost estimates. He
said that on the graduated fees, staff looked at the fees and
suggested that any fees over $100 would be something that could
be stepped over a multi-year period, and so the City and County
BZA fees, which were in the $75 to $100 range, staff would
recommend still staying at one year. The zoning changes, both
for the City and the County regulations, which were about $150,
would be staged over a 2-year period of $75 each year, and some
of the platting fees also over 2 years, and the other platting
fees and CUP fees which were the largest percentage increases,
staff adjusted over a 3-year period. They also recognized that
over a 3-year period there probably would be increases in costs
and they would not want to fall further behind and be faced with
this situation again, He said that they have built in an
additional increase for the 3-year adjustments that represents an
estimated cost of living increase.

KROUT stated if the Planning Commission’s recommendations
include increases, and any of them are for multi-year period,
then staff would like for them to clarify whether or not their
intention is just to pass the fee increase for the year 1989, or
if they are talking about a multi-year increase; whether or not
they think the ordinance itself should reflect the stepped
increases and should actually say the fee should ba "X" in 1989,
"Y" in 1990, and "2z" in 1991.

KROUT continued that as far as the justification, staff went
back and reviewed their estimates and feel that they have done
their best to give the Commission their best shot of how they use
their time, and felt that they were basically using their time
and equipment and people who are available efficiently. That is
not to say thac there are not other efficiencies that they can
look to in the future and will continue to look for them, and any
future analysis they do regarding fee increases should reflect
any efficiencies that they have managed to make.
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KROUT stated that earlier this week staff reviewed the
city’s BZA fee proposals with the Ccity BZA, and they unanimously
recommended approval of the fee increases. The County BZA had
earlier recommended in favor the County BZA increases. He said
that he received a letter from the Homebuilders Association that
was given to the Commission just before the hearing, and the
Homebuilders requested that there be no increase in fees at this
time due to what they perceive as a fragile state of the housing
industry. KROUT said that in addition to deciding whether or not
they want to have multi-year fees built into the ordinance, staff
would also like their recommendation as to whether or not they
want the fee schedules to remain in their present ordinances, or
whether they would prefer, as staff had suggested earlier, they
be removed to administrative portions of the City and County
Codes.

CROCKETT asked that if they go to the 2 or 3-year
implementation of fee increases, how will the shortage be made

up.

KROUT said that he would have to take that up with the City
Manager and the County Commissioners. He did not know at this
time.

BROWN stated that the support material that the Commission
received this week indicates that the deletion of the Historic
Landmark fee is still proposed.

KROUT said that if that happened, it was a mistake. staff
now recommends no change in the historic designation fee.

FAIRBANKS csaid that his notes showed him that item "E" on
page 4, the fee for amending a letter of credit, performance
bond, etc., was to be increased over the years.

KROUT stated that he did not recall increasing those fees
over time. That is basically an administrative process and felt
that $50 is adequate for the foreseeable future to cover staff’'s
costs.

FAIRBANKS stated that the one thing that he is really
concerned with is the 12.5% markup. He is not critical of what
they have gotten out of this so far; he likes the step increases,
but is real concerned with the 12.5% markup. They made a
recommendation to take this to a 3-year increment; their
recommendation goes on paper and comes back with a 12.5% hike.
He did not think they needed to consider 3 years and 12.5%; they
could consider that or 3 years without the 12.5%. He too would
like to see recuperation of as many costs as possible, but they
have gone 8 or 9 years without recouping costs. They have sat
down as a body and talked about stretching these things over 3
years, and they have kind of changed the rules and the game a
little bit, suddenly there is 12.5% more.
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KROUT said that if that is the recommendation of the
planning Commission, they could readjust the fees based on that
recommendation. He said that during the discussion the last time
and the time before, there was some discussion from Commissioners
about maybe they should build in some kind of automatic cost of
living increase so that they avoid getting into this problem.

MILES said that he would like fcr them to sometimes try to
study a way to save some money. When someone brings a plat in,
it should not take a full year to get it to run through this
building and other buildings around it. He said that he bought a
piece of property a year ago and just did last week get it
approved. He felt that was a long time to have your money
invested trying to get it through the bureaucratic program, and
if they didn’t have so much money, maybe it wouldn't take so
long.

KROUT responded that one year was probably unusual for a
plat. He did not know what Mile’s circumstances were, but if the
Planning Commission would like, they could take his plat as an
example and walk it through the departments and everyone that
reviewed it and find out what the problems were and report to him
about it.

GARDNER commented that it was appropriate to note for the
record that they have discussed the philosophy of who to tag for
additional revenues to create the additional funds needed in the
Planning budget to compensate the shortfall that the Manager had
built in during the budgeting process that was contingent upon
raising fees to maintain a service level and handle work items
that the Council had indicated were important including an update
of the Comprehensive Plan. Philosophically it was decided that
persons who utilize the Current Plans section with zoning cases
and platting cases and the items for which the associated fees
are being discussed should be those saddled with the increase.
Philosophically it was determined that it was improper to charge
the neighbors an opposition fee for which staff spends copious
hours hunting and shuffling papers and totaling commercial areas,
etc. in a seemingly unending stream of requests for data. There
was a discussion that the Planning Department exists to provide
in many ways a source for community data relative to the
community’s development, growth, and overall condition, and they
do not have charges for things of that nature. Certainly the
Planning Department exists in such a manner that it should be
open and available to the public and accessible for consultation
and other uses of their time in a manner that would benefit the
public in general, and the Commission has obviously spent a great
deal of time in dealing with the downtown revitalization, having
issued what, for all intents and appearances, is a carte blanche
availability in terms of staff hours to service whatever needs
are generated there, again, under the apparent concept of a
public benefit. He said that if they are going to apply a user
fee concept with equity, it would philosophically require that
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they attempt to structure something to compensate in those areas
that he had just mentioned as opposed to laying the burdens
solely upon the one group using rezoning and platting as their
prime concern. He said that they were being selective. They are
being admittedly discriminatory in their approach to charging for
certain areas and agreeing to not charge for others. He felt it
should be understood that there needs to be a level of equity in
the attempt to charge where they hold forth these fees as needing
to be recovered because they are user related whereas they have
philosophically determined not to charge for other things
claiming that they should not be charged for. The inequity
stands. He did not believe it was necessary to fully recover as
is being proposed, or even to the percentage they are attempting
to recover, and as a result of that have some problems with the
magnitude of the increases that they are talking about. GARDNER
said that he appreciated that they were addressing it on a
graduated basis, however, for implementation.

GARDNER continued that there is every likelihood, and he was
not going to ring the bell too loudly for stockwell’s shop, but
that shop operates a good grantsmanship where they acquire funds
for a variety of other beneficiaries through the processing of
applications, etc., and he hoped that they were able to lug back
some kind of an administrative key as a result of the benefit
that other departments accrue. He said that he was thinking in
terms of the road projects, MTA projects, Airport projects, etc.,
and he did not think that the Planning Commission had ever been
privy to a discussion of how they are charging for that and
whether or not they have a recovery capacity there as well. He
felt that it is an area where a yeoman'’s work is done annually in
terms of acquiring those monies back into the community that
otherwise would not be acquired here and there probably ought to
be a charge from that to subsidize the operation.

SHERMAN stated that he agreed philosophically with what
Commissioner Gardner is saying that it would be nice to charge
some sort of an opposition fee. He said that he was not aware of
anywhere that does anything like that and felt that it would be a
nightmare to attempt to do such a thing. He said that he
appreciated staff trying to buffer this a little bit by spreading
it out, but he still has a problem with the idea of cost recovery
or full cost recovery or some attempt to approach that. He felt
that the developers and the people that are taking the brunt of
this are generally taxpayers.

CROCKETT asked if all of the affected groups had been given
this information, and had they responded.

KROUT said that staff had heard informally from Marvin Wynn
at the Chamber of Commerce. He did not disagree philosoph-
ically with the idea of raising fees, but said it looked like a
high percentage to happen in one year.
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MOTION: That the Planning Commission agree to
adopt a policy of increased fees for the
subject items, but not stating what that
increase is at this time. Fairbanks moved,
Brinegar seconded.

BRINEGAR stated that he has a little problem with the
3-year step up. He said that he disagrees with building in an
additional cost of living increase. He can see some justifica-
tion, as they previously discussed, for the incremental step if
they are trying to recover "cost". He said that he really could
not go for the 12.5% overall increase.

GARDNER commented that they have already identified in
previous discussions that if the betterment proposal to go to
computer mapping had been adopted, which was an initial outlay, a
substantial number of staff hours could have been reduced from
the processing across the board and on an increasing basis in
terms of the number of staff hours saved per annum. He said that
perhaps what the Commission ought to do would be to concur that a
fee increase is appropriate which runs highly contrary to the
Manager’s supposition in a recent letter as to the general
Planning Commission attitude. He said that cthey could agree to
an increase, spread it over a 3-year period subject to annual
approval, and not include the 12.5% for the 4% per annum. He

felt that the manner in which they would look at recommending
adoption of the increase the second year might be predicated upon
whether or not computer mapping had been included as a betterment
in  an attempt to effectively reduce staff hours. In
that regard you make some of the continuing increases and the
achievement of that revenue contingently upon an administrative
commitment towards reducing those staff hours.

VOTE ON THE MOTION: It carried unanimously.
Moore and Parsons were absent.

FAIRBANKS was not clear on which fees would be left to the
Planning Commission to determine and which fees the City Council
or some other group would determin.

KROUT stated that the City BZA fees are in Chapter 2 of the
City Code, and so those are not in the zoning ordinance and were
not 2dvertised for this hearing, and they are not formally a part
of the Planning Commission’s review.

KROUT stated that another set of fees are in the
Subdivision Regulations and according to state law, the
Subdivision Regulations are adopted by the Planning Commission,
which means that the City Council and the County Commission do
not have the authority to raise fees any higher than the Planning
Commission wants to set them.
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KROUT stated that for the fees in the City zoning
regulations, the Planning Commission is the recommending body.
He said that staff’s recommendation was to put them in Chapter 2,
the same chapter as the BZA fees, and not go through the hearing
process before the Planning Commission.

KROUT said that the County zoning resolution contains both
the County zoning fees and the County BZA fees, and staff had
recommended that both of those be taken out and put into an
administrative section of the County Resolution.

MOTION: The Planning Commission resolves that
none of the fee schedules should be removed to
administrative sections of the codes which
would in any way delete the present policy for
public input and participation in establishing
equity in fees, and that the City BzZA fees be
taken to Chapter 28 and be consistent with the
rest. Gardner moved, Fairbanks seconded.

SHERMAN commented that with the exception of the lack of
public hearing he would just as soon put this in the hands of the
governing bodies.

VOTE ON THE MOTION: It carried unanimously.
Moore and Parsons were absent.

Item 4. (DR 88-6) City Zoning Fees

KROUT explained that staff has made the fees that they
originally brought to the Planning Commission effective in 1990,
and divided the $150 difference up into two years. There are no
cost of living increases added in the zoning fees. 1In the Cup,
where there are 3-year increments, the cost of living was added.

GARDNER stated that the Planning Commission scems to have a
consensus on a gradual fee increase but he would like to see only
the first year increase approved now with future increases coming
back to them for review before they are implemented.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
to the governing body that the January 1, 1989
fee schedule for City zoning, CUPs, and special
permits be adopted, less the cost-of-living
percentage factor, and indicate a general
consensus in the incremental fees schedule, but
withhold a recommendation of approval for the
second and third year increases subject to
MAPC’'s annual September review and approval.
Gardner moved, Goebel seconded.

GARDNER felt that the intent here should be stated very
clearly and is the hope that certain betterments that have been
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requested, specifically the computerized mapping and several
other elements, if included as betterments in next year’s
operating budget, could effectively reduce some of the costs
currently inherent in these items, and the Planning Commission
may in fact, in an annual review, have an opportunity to make a
reduction in fees based on those potential savings.

VOTE ON THE MOTION: It carried unanimously.
Hoore and Parsons were absent.

Item 5. (DR 88-7) County Zoning and BZA Fees.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
to the governing body that the January 1, 1989
fee schedule for County =zoning and BZA be
adopted, and indicate a general consensus in
the incremental fees schedule, but withhold a
recommendation of approval for the second year
increases subject to MAPC’'s annual September
review and approval. Gardner moved, Brinegar
seconded and it carried unanimously. Moore and
Parsons were absent.

City BZA Fees.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
to the governing body that the City BZA fees be
approved, and that they be incorporated into
Chapter 28.04 of the City Code. The reasoning
is that there should be the same kind of public
input and the public opportunity for input in
that process as there is in any other case.
Gardner moved, Sherman seconded and it carried
unanimously. Moore and Parsons were absent.

Item 6. (5-152-10) Subdivision Filing Fees.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
to the governing body that the Subdivision fecs
for 1989 be adopted. Gardner moved, Brinegar
seconded and it carried unanimously. Moore and
Parsons were absent.
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METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING
DEPARTMENT
CITY HALL — TENTH FLOOR
455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1888
(318) 2684561

October 4, 1988

Mr. Ves Galyon

Vichita Area Builders Association
730 N. Main

Vichita, KS 67202

Re: Proposed Amendments to MAPD Filing Fees

Dear Mr. Galyon:

At their meeting on September 29, 1988, the Metropolitan Area Planning Commis-
sion continued their public hearing on proposed fee increases for cases (both
zoning and subdivisior) [iled with the HAPD. The action of the Planning Com-
mission was to unanimously recommend only the first year of a stepped increase,
without the cost of living adjustment, as they had discussed at their
September 15 meeting. They also voted unanimously to retain the review author-
ity for future fee schedules for zoning-related applications and to add to
Chapter 28.04 of the City Code (Zoning Ordinance) the fee schedule for City
Board of Zoning Appeals cases. That schedule is currently included in Chapter
2.12, which requires only the City Council’s approval to change.

These proposed filing fee changes will now be scheduled for review by the City
Council on October 25, 1988, and by the County Commission on October 26, 1988.
If you have any questions regarding this matter of fees, please call our office.

Sincerely,

%&MO

Louise Olivarez
Principal Planner

LO:jem

cc: Lynda Tousley, Wichita Area Board of Realtors
Tim Vitsman, Wichita Area Chamber of Commerce
Joyce Smith, Building Owners and Managars Association

FILE COPY
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: September 22, 1988

TO: Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
FROM: Marvin S. Krout, Director of Planning
SUBJECT: Application Fees

Attached are proposed amendments to fee schedules that reflect
"graduated" increases in some cases, per your September 15
discussion on this subject. 1In summary, we have stepped those
fees which involved an increase of over $100 in a two or three
year period. Fee increases for zoning changes and special
permits would be stepped over a two-year period, fees for CUPs
over a three-year period, fees for BZA applications in one year,
and fees for subdivisions cver a two or three-year period. 1In
the case of the three-year graduated increases, we felt that it
was necessary to build in a "COL" adjustment: our cost estimates
were based on 1988 costs; in 1989 our costs will be 4% higher,
and by 1991 they could be 12.5% higher. We think that in order
to avoid a future problem of "playing catchup”, any plan to
increase fees over a three-year period should account for
expected cost increases.

If the MAPC makes a recommendation for multi-year increases, you
should clarify whether or not it is your intent to officially
adopt increases for 1989 only, or to include increases for 1990
and 1991 in the ordinances. You should also make a
recommendation on whether any or all of the fee schedules should
be removed to administrative sections of the codes.

The MAPC motion also directed staff to provide "additional
justification" for our cost estimates. My staff has already gone
to considerable effort in developing the detailed estimates that
were previously provided to you. I stand by their assertion that
these estimates are reliable and based on an efficient use of
available personnel and equipment. That is not to say that
additional efficiencies are not possible; we will continue to
explore these and they will be reflected in any future analyses
of fees.

MSK:rme
Attachment
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to be filed with the director of planning and with.the official charged with
the enforcement of zoning. After receiving the recommendation of the
commission, the governing body may approve, disapprove or amend, by
motion, the plan subject to changes, special conditions and safeguards as
may be deemed by either the commission or governing body to be in the
public interest. t 7

¢ All amendments to any plan approved hersunder or under previous
procedures shall follow the same procedure as for the hearing and approval
of an original development plan. :

d. No building permit shall be issued on lands meeting the conditions
and criteria under B.1.a of this section unless a development plan shall have
been approved in accordance with provisions herein.

€. After a plan has been submitted and approved for tracts as one unit,
development in compliance with the plan may proceed on parts of a unit.

f. Any substantial deviation as determined by the superintendent of
central inspection from the plans submitted shall constitute a violation of
the building permit authorizing construction of the proposed’ development.
No building permit shall be ‘issued for any construction which is not in
conformity with an approved development plan. =

g Notice of hearing of the, plan shall be given by publication in a
newspaper of general circulation in the city for one publication not less than
twenty days in advance of hearing, and by notice by mail to adjoining
property owners 2s may be determined necessary under adopted policies of
the commission. (Ord. No. 28670, § 1: Ord. No. 27-712,§ 1)

28.04.195 Historic landmark designation. The purpose and intent of this
section is to provide mcans of designating on the official zoning map of the
city of Wichita those properties determined to be historic landmarks by the
board of city commissioners of the city of Wichita. The determination of

. eligibility for designation as a historic landmark shall be based on the
conclusions and findings of fact of the historic landmark preservation
committee as created and directed by Sections 2.12.1015 through 2.12.1025
inciusive of the code of the city of Wichita and upon the recommendations
of the metropolitan area planning commission following public hearing as
hereinaster provided.

Upon recommendation of the historic landmark preservation
committee, an application may be initiated for the designation of a historic
landmark on legally described property or properties which have been
incorporated into the historic landmark preservation plan of the city of
Wichita.

The applicant shall provide the names of the owner(s) of record,
together with an accurate legal description of the property proposed to be
designateds : g

(Wichita 10.80)
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28.04.200 ZONING

i i i . The
aoplicant shall also identify the specific criteria as set out in Sections
2.12.1019 and 2.12.1020(2) of this code under which the described
property is proposed to be designated as a historic landmark.

Upon receipt of the complete application and—fee, the metropolitan
area planning department shall establish a case file and proceed to prepare a
notice for . public hearing before the metropolitan area planning
commission. The notice shall be sent by certified mail with retumn receipt
requested to the owner(s) of record of the property directly involved and
shall be published once in the official city newspaper at least twenty days
prior to the hearing date.

At the conclusion of the public hearing, the metropolitan area planning
commission shall forward its recommendation for approval or disapproval of
historic designation to the board of city commissioners. In the event the
board of city commissioners takes action to approve the historic designation
of the property involved, the metropolitan area planning department, on the
basis of the public meeting record, shall set out on the official zoning map of
the city of Wichita a designation corresponding to the case number and a
delineation of the property involved.

The establishment cf the historic landmark designation shall in no way
alter the uses permitted by the zoning classification or districts of this
chapter as previously established on the property. A desire to change
permitted uses will require the filing of an application requesting a zoning
change as provided for in Section 28.04.210. .

In the event a permit is issued as provided for in Section 2.12.1024 of
this code, for the demolition or removal of a designated historic landmark
structure not located within a landmark district, the superintendent of
central inspection shall instruct the metropolitan acea planning department
to remove the designation from the official zoning map of the city; provided
that, upon removal of a structure within an historic landmark district, the
land shall retain its classification as. and remain a part of said designated
historic landmark district. (Ord. No. 36-595, (part).)

28.04.200 Sectional zoring maps. A. PREPARATION. The planning
‘commission shall cause to be prepared sectional maps of all lots, tracts and
parcels of lands located within the city, which maps describe by legend and
color the zoning classification or district of each such lot, tract and parcel of
land as the same has been heretofore approved and established by the
planning commission and the city commission according to law.

B. OFFICIAL TITLE. Each such sectional map, identified by the
particular section, township and range of the lands, embraced therein, shall’
be marked “Official Zoning Map, City of Wichita, Kansas,” and shall be

(Wichita 10-80) 1062-12b
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28.04.210 ZONING

approves the recommendation, may either adopt the recommendation by
ordinance or deny the application as recommended. In the event the planning
commission submits a *“‘failure to recommend,” the council may take such
action as it deems appropriate. Upon receipt of a recommendation of the

.planning commission which the council disapproves, the council shall return

the recommendation to the planning commission with a statement spe:

ing the basis for disapproval. The planning commission, after reconsidering
the same, may resubmit its original recommendation, giving the reasons there-
for, or submit new and amended recommendations. Upon the receipt of the
recommendations, the council may adopt or may revise or amend and
adopt the recommendations by ordinance. If, however. a protest against the
amendment, supplement or change be filed in the office of the city clerk within
fourteen days after the conclusion of the public hearing pursuant to the publi-
cation notice, duly signed and acknuwledged by the owners of twenty percent
of the total area, excepting public streets and ways, located within two hun-
dred feet of the property proposed to be rezoned, the amendment shall not be
passed except by at least three-fourths vote of all the members of the council.

3. Changes by other individuals or groups.

3.1 A proposal for an amendment or change in zoning may be initiated
by the governing body without fee, the planning commission or upon appli-
cation of the owner of the property affected. The application shall be filed
with the planning commission upon forms and accompanied by such data
and information as may be prescribed by the planning commission, so as to
ensure the fullest practicable presentation of facts for the permanent record.

3.2 For the purpose of defraying costs of proceedings described here-
in, filing and publication fees shall be paid-upon the filing of each applica-
tion for a change of district boundaries or classification as follows:

Size of Applicati
Fees “bnl, 1989 ize of Application Area

ﬁeb \’dﬁ I).

Zoning Up to and Over3  Overé6
Classification including acres to  acres to Over
Requested 3 acres 6 acres 15 acres 15 acres

:ag'_'_ﬁ;:;: $200 275 5300375 5460 Y25 500 S AL
“R f & 406475 $S0OTAS 5600
AGH 5400425 S5005 A5 5660 & AT
"gcf :?_?:: o 5458525550 528 $650 725
g $5005° 75 5600 6 7S 5700 775
Size of Application Area
Up to and Over3  Over6

including acres to  acres to
3 acres 6acres 15 acres

5206 350  $300 450 S480 550
$480 S50 $500-(S0.
5408 550 $508 LSO
5456 o0 5550 160

$560 (SO S688 7SO
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1929, 1930, 199/ _ when h leat:,
Residential C.UP. oma:i 51% cre

P!
for each acre over

c:z_d_ -’EF“‘{'-P‘ {7 9;10 /30, plusls

for each acre over
40 !IGI!S

Major— (design or use change $586- Lf ZJ: 8ys”
that would affect 50%
or more of the area
contained within the
C.UP)

Amendments

(design or use change  $200 320, 4¥0, $%0
that would affect less

than 50% of the area

contained within the

C.UP)

Adjustment - $100
/4, 630, 45T
Commercial CUP.  Original— when filed with lus

rezoning application 35 per acre for
each acre over 15

Ctt P Fees

acres
7f 1 920, /30
lus

separately S5 per acre for
each acre over 15
acres

Original— when filed »

Re

Amendments

Major—  (design or use change  $566 4 /5, 730, £44
that would affect 50%
or more of the area
contained within the
C.UP)

(design or use change  $200 329, 440, 5o
that would affect less

than 50% of the area

contained within the

C.UP)

Adjustment -

1062-16a (Wichita 6-30-87)
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28.04.220 ZONING

B25p . /989, 350 1990

A fee of -one-hundred-fifdellars-shall be charged for those requests
for special permits or uses, where authorized by the zoning ordinance, that
are referred by council to the metropolitan area planning commission
for public heari fecommendatior¥ Said fee shall be paid by the applicant
prior to the scheduling of a hearing before the metropolitan area planning
commission.

Any person requesting deferral of a case shall be charged a fee of fifty
dollars o cover administrative cost at such time that the deferral is granted.

A written receipt shal! be issued to the person making such a payment
and records thereof shall be kept in such a manner as prescribed by law.

3.3 No application for any change of zoning classification shall be filed
within one year following a previous application on the same property or
portion thereof; provided, however, the planning commission, upon petition
by the applicant, may permit a refiling of said application after six months
of the original publication date, when significant physical, economic or land
use changes have taken place within the immediate vicinity or a significant
zoning ordinance text change has been adopted, or when the reapplication is

for a change of zoning classification more res e -than the original re-
quest. The applicant shall submit a statement in detail, setting out those
changes which he deems significant and upon which he relies for refiling
the original application. (Ord. No. 39-836.)

28.04.220 Building permits; certificates of occupancy and compliance:
pq'fommce guarantees to assure compliance; waiver or extension. A. The

existing use and occupancy of premises shall not"be changed nor shall any

X excepl 4hot when {LJ li___j_d S Zone

change, the eae Lor o specis] ’g_»_,_l-

'51‘\&.” 17: \#12;5 in 1959 al'ul
in 19906 .

(Wichita 6-3087) 1062-16b
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Initiation: Whenever the public necessity, convenience,
general welfare or good zoning practice requires, the Bcard
of County Commissioners may by Resolution, after report
thereof by the Commission, and subject to the procedure
provided in this Section, amend, supplement or change

the regulations, district boundaries, or classification

of property now or hereafter established by these
regulations. An amendment, supplement, reclassification

or change may be initiated by the Commission or the Board
of County Commissioners, or by an application by the
owner or owners of the property proposed to be changed.

Appiication:  Application for any change of district
undaries or reclassification of districts as shown on
the Zoning Map shall be filed with the Commission upon
forms and accompanied by such data and Information as
may be prescribed for that purpose by the Commission
so as to assure the fullest practicable presentation of

facts for the permanent record.
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Applications must be accompanied by a certified list of
property owners of record and their addresses, if avallable,
and if not available, then the address of the occupant of
the premises, if tenanted, in all directions from the

subject property for a distance of 1,000 feet.

RE: Zo,
Special

.

For the purpose of defraying costs of proceedings pre-
scribed herein, filing and publication fees shall be
paid in accordance with the signed agreement between
the City of Wichita and Sedgwick County concerning
MAPD, upon the filing of such ‘application for change
in district classification. The fee for such appli-
cation is as follows:

EJZCVF'!' Grom Guar‘-

ﬁes ‘L’" 'rf 1987 Size of Application Area

Zoning up to & over 3 over 6 over
Classification including acres to acres to 15

3 acres 6 acres [I5 acres acres
"R", "R-1" & "AA" 4206 275 4300375 4400 Y25 4500 S 25
"BB" 4358 42§ $450-535$550 A5 $650 Z 28
"OC","L(:","C","E"s"F" 4400 7‘5— 5503{39’#5006 75'900 7"-

Fees Jam 1, 1990 Size of Application Area
Zoning up to & over 3 over 6 over
Classification including acres to acres to 15
3 acres 6 acres |5 acres acres
WRM, NR-1" g WAAM 4200 350  $300°4450 $400-5<50 $500 &30
"BB" $356 SO0  $450 G oo 4550 Z00 $650 T oo
*oc","LC","C","E"s"F" $400 S S0 $500 L w4600 757 $700 §=
"CU" Conditional Use Permit - Fee rec?’ulred;si the same as for
District in which iocated, unle Hed wi h

g'f:ck case _.I-,‘hc Ter i3 4’0'# ox¥ the w or ?..

Special Permit
Fee sholl befaso in 1989, o exce

Any person requesting deferral of a zoning case or a condi- = Zene change, Fhe

tional use case shall be charged a fee of $50 at such ce Shal i,_;

time that the deferral is granted to cover administrative %/24 v 15792, 3m

costs. X285 in 1592,
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RESOLUTION AMENDING THE "ZONING REGU-
LATIONS FOR THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS® AS PUBLISH
BOOK FORM BY THE WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN  AREA  PLANNING COMMISSION,
EDITION OF OCTOBER 5, 1983 AND ADOPTED BY THE
BOARD OF SEDGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ON
DECEMBER 12, 1988 AND BECAME EFFECTIVE
NUARY 1, 1985; BY AMENDING SECTION 16-(B) OF
E "ZONING REGULATIONS FOR THE UNIN-
RPORATED AREA OF SEDGWICK  COUNTY,
NSAS": ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
UTHORITY GRANTED iN SECTION 17.C THEREOF. :

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF A\

SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS:

SECTION 1. That upon the recommendation of the Wichita-Sedgwick
County Mstropolitan Area Planning Commission on July 28, 1986, after fnotice
and public hearing as provided by law under authority granted by Section
17.C of the Zoning Regulations for the unincorporated area of Sedgwick
County, Kansas as adopted on December 18, 1983, Section 16- *“BOARD oF
ZONING APPEALS": SUBSECTION B. "pROCEDURE" shall be amended to
read as follows:

B. PROCEDURE
1. Written applications for the approval of an appeal, wvariance or
exception referred to in this section shall be filed in a manner
prescribed by the Board. 2

A fee, as set forth herein, shall be paid In accordance. with the
signed agrecment between the City of Wichita and Sedgwick
County concerning MAPD, upon the filing of each application for
an appeal, variance or exception, for the purpose of defraying
costs of the proceeding described herein. A written receipt shall
be Issued to the person making such payment, and records
thereof shall be kept In such manner as prescribed by law.
Applications for appeals from the decisions of the enforcing
officer shall be made within twenty (20) days of the date of such
decision.

Board of Zoning Appeals *

e Application Fees
500 250.60

cppiul’ for Residential U
ariances for Residential Uses
For Individual zoning lot sa00-00 300-00_

Additional variance on same property 7508 o0 .‘

Multiple lot application $200:00 . k-3
phus—0-periot ]
¢ W‘ PPLICAT!OL

Variance for All Other Uscs $300-00 400.00
For additional variance on lot

Exceptions for Residentizl Uses

Exceptions for All Other Uses
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(b) All applications to the board of zoning appeals for any type of
proceeding, shall be in writing and shall be filed at the office of the secretary
of the board of zoning appeals. Applications shall be filed upon forms pro-
vided for that purpose by the secretary of the board and shall be accom-
panied by: ;

1. A fee as set forth herein payable to the City of Wichita.

Appeals. ... T TP = -

Variances for residential uses

250.00

(individual Zoning 108) .. .. ....0uvivuieinicenenenn... 200:00 300.00°
Additional variance on individual zoninglot ............. 75-80 160,00

Variances for residential uses
(multiple zoning lots). .................
s or each lot in the application
othi ances. . ....
Additional variance on ind%304% zoning ot

Exceptions for residentialuses ..............

Exceptions for other uses permitted in residential

districts. . ........ B SR e

Exceptions for uses in all other districts

For uses on a zoning lot exceeding 3 acres. .

A seprrate fee shall be required for each proceeding.

A deferral at request of applicant requiring the mailing ;

of new notices or readvertisement...........000veennn...  50.00

2. A current certified list, prepared by a local abstract firm, of the
names and mailing addresses of all property owners within two hundred feet
of the exterior boundaries of the property to be considered in the applica-
tion.

Any proceeding authorized hereunder may be initiated by the board it-
self (or any other governmental agency) in cases where the property is resi-
dential and occupied and the payment of the application fee and the cost
of furnishing an ownership list would create a financial hardship on the
property owner. In any such case the property owner may be relieved of
such costs of the proceeding before the board, but shall not be relieved of
the responsibility of complying with all of the approval conditions imposed
by the board, including the expenses or costs thereof,

(c) The secretary of the board of zoning appeals shall cause to be
published in the official paper of the city, a notice as to the time, place, date
and subject of hearing, of a public hearing for each application: such notice
to appear once in the official city paper no less than twenty days prior to the
date of hear'ng. The secretary shall also cause notice to be given by mail no
less than twenty days prior to the date of the hearing, to each of the
property owners within two hundred feet of the exterior boundaries of the
property to be considered in the application; as such owners are listed on the
cument certified list ‘accompanying the application, to each party to the
appeal or other proceeding and to each member of the metropolitan

* planning commission.

63 (Wichita 12-30-85)
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PART 3. FILING FEES

FILING FEES.

The filing fees for subdivision applications shall
be as follows:

in 17998400 in (990 andPS0D 0 19
(1) $200-00A $580~00 for sketch plat. At the time
of filing preliminary plat, an additional
.0 :
per lot will be charged. If the

property is zoned for—industeialpurposes OF

i
i

approved for re-zoning to other than a

one-family, two-family or four-family
/0.
district, the additional fee will be -Ef:%% per
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(2) P usm per lot for a

preliminary plat if a filing fee for a sketch
plat has not been previously paid. 1If the
property is zoned fer—industrial—purpeses, OC
approved for re—zoning to other than a
one-family, two-family or four-famil
district, a &@Tﬁ per acre fee will be
AT R/p. 00

charged instead ot‘ﬁ_pu lot.

$200.00 $300.00 PLUS $5.00 per lot for a
final plat filed under Article 4, Part 5 of

these regulations. If the property is zoned
£for—industeial purpeces, or approved for

=1=




re-zoning to other than a one-family,

two-family or four—family district a $5.00 per
acre fee will be charged instead of $5.00 per

lot.

Whenever an overall preliminary plat is

finaled out in portions, each final plat after
RS in_ ! a

L] G
the first shail be charged aA$l50-00— $300.00-

<ee for administration purposes.

A $100-00 $150.00 fee will be charged for

any revised preliminary or final plat which,
in the opinion of the Director of Planning,

requires a rehearing before the Subdivision

and Utility Advisc_;ry Committees. If, in the
opinion of the Director, proposed revisions

are so significant as -to constitute a new

plat, a full filing fee will be charged.

4+6—450-00fora replat—resultingfrom
requitements—ofsonecase—approval— The
$50-00—£iling fee chall—be——charged-when—the
sone—change—involves—an—exicting—platted

tot{e}—forwhicha—buildingperait-—couldbe
desued.

and
(6) $125in 198908200 in 1990 + 8500 per
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the £111(0) fees for lot split appl{Jitions shall be

as follows:

(1) Residential zoned lot split - $135-00
$200.00.

(2) office, commercial or industrial zoned lot

split $150.00 $250.00.

The filing fees for vacation applications shall he

as follows:

(1) city Case - $250.00

(2) county Case - $150.00

(3) A $125.00 fee shall be assessed for
reprocessing a City vacation case, previously
considered by the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission and approved by the Wichita City
Council, under the revised State statue which
vests with cities the title to streets, alleys

and other public reservations.

Por subdivision applications, the charges
associated with engineering costs and recording
documents are in addition to filing fees. These
will be billed to the applicant. For lot split,
street name changes and City vacation applications,
costs associated with recording and publishing
documents shall be included as part of the filing
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fee and no separate recording and publishing costs
will be billed to the applicant. For County

o W
' |

vacation cuses, there will be separate charges for

publication of a Vacation Notice and recording of

a Vacation Order.

(E) The fee for amending a letter of credit,
performance bond or cash guarantee that was
submitted to assure the construction of required
improvements shall be $50.00. :

F) The fee for processing a street name change request

shall be $200.00.

(G) The fee for processing a request for extension of
platting time associated with a zone change

request, shall be $50.00 for an administrative
action. A $100.00 fee shall be required for a

platting time extension when governing body
approval is required.

8:03
45> A written receipt shall be issued to the person(s)
paying filing fees.
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A fee shall not be required when such proposed
plat, vacation or lot split site is owned by any
department, agency, political subdivision, board or
commission of any city, the courty, state or

federal government.

b

A fee shall not be refunded in the event any

-applicatlnn is disapproved or withdrawn.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: August 26, 1988

TO: Metropolitan Area Flanning Commission

FROM: Marvin S. Krout, Director of Plannirng M

SUBJECT: MAPD Application Fees

Attached are proposed amendments to the various fee schedules in
city and county ordinances and resolutions pertaining to
applications received by MAPD (for zoning changes, subdivisions,
CUPs, special permits, variances, etc.). These amendments are
based on a comprehensive analysis of our costs in processing
these applications. As you know, MAPD’s 1989 budget proposal to
add two staffers and provide a contingency fund for consultant
assistance was approved by the governing bodies, but is
conditional on our ability to raise revenues from fee increases.

MAPD took in approximately $105,000 in revenues from application
fees in 1987. These revenues reduce the city’s and county’s
contributions from their general funds that are needed to support
MAPD operations. Current application fees are recovering less
than 60 percent of our direct costs related to processing these
applications. The proposcd fee schedules would come close to
full cosc recovery for most applications, and generate an
additional $75,000 in annual revenues. The discussion below
summarizes the recent history of MAPD fees, the methodology used
in our analysis, the conclusions of the analysis, philosophical
issues, comparison to other cities, and our overall
recommendations.

A MAPC public hearing has been advertised for September 15 to
consider these amendments. An informal workshop has been
scheduled for 10:30 a.m. on September 1, ¢tc go over these
proposed changes with you and to invite representatives of the
developuwent community for their input.

ﬁistarﬁ: The last time that MAPD fees were analyzed in 2
comprehensive manner was 1979. At that time, fees had not been
increased for 16 years. The 1979 analysis resulted in fee
increases for most types of applications. The aim of that study
was to generate an additional $40,000 in revenues, though not
necessarily to charge a fee to recover full cost of service.




Metropolitan Area éT}nning Commission
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In 1986, city and county BZA fees were increased from $75 - 200
to $175 - 500. 1In 1987, MAPD proposed increases in fees for lot
splits and vacations, and a new $100 fee for administrative
adjustments tc CUPs in the city. These changes were adopted and
resulted in approximately $10,000 in increased revenues in 1987.
A proposal to increase the cost of commercial CUPs when £iled
together with a rezonirg application, which would bring that fee
in 1line with the current charge for residential CUPs, was
recommended for disapproval by the MAPC, and the City Commission
concurred with the MAPC recommendation.

Methodology: In a manner similar to the 1979 analysis, staff
estimate the costs of processing a number of "typical"
applications. Estimated costs include: staff time for
preapplication conferences, reviewing and logging in
applications, setting up files, field inspection, staff research
and report writing, preparing notices, mailouts, and graphics,
conferencing with applicants, preparation for board meetings,
participating at those meetings, followup correspondence, minutes
preparation, preparing resolutions and instruments, costs of
publishing and recording, costs of supplies, postage, xeroxing
and photography, and updating official maps. In addition, a 6%
"administrative”™ charge, for assistance of the clerk, attorney’s
office, personnel, etc., and a proportionate charge for office
rent are included. Not included was staff time spent with
"prospective" applicants and with the general public, work spent
on text amendments, etc. by Current Plans division staff, or the
time spent by the Planning Director or by a numbe: of other
departments invoived in development review.

Costs for these "typical" applications were then compared to the
actual fees charged. Based on this comparison, recommendations
were prepared for increases in the fee schedules that would bring
more application fees close to full cost recovery. Staff also
identified a number of services for which no fee was being
charged, and included proposed new fees in the schedules.

Conclusions: There is a wide variation in the degree to which
typica application fees recover the ccsts of service, Fees for
vacations, raised just last year, approach full cost recovery.
The cost of processing a typical CUP is about eigh® times the fee
charged; the cost of processing a plat that is made a requirement
of an approved zoning change is more than ten times the fee
charged. Fees for most other types of applications range from
24-72% of cost recovery.

No fees are currently being charged for a number of services
which are time-consuming; these include requests to extend
platting times and to amend letters of credit required by
platting, requests to change street names, review of Certificates
of Appropriateness for designated historic landmarks, and various
administrative reviews, annexation requests, and dedications.
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Philosophical Issues:

Local governments across the country, under increasing financial
strains, are increasing development-related fees and establishing
new fees to transfer a greater share of the cost of providing
services to the "users" of those services. The two streams of
criticism to this strategy are: a) there is a "community
benefit" to processing these applications, because they provide
for appropriate community development and are part of efforts to
encourage economic development and increase the local tax base;
and b) higher development-related fees increase the total cost of
development, and are therefore passed on toc the "consumer" in the
form of increased sales price or rental, running contrary to
community objectives to maintain housing affordability.

However, the fee increases recommended in this report result in
schedules which are still moderate in comparison to many other
communities. A typical subdivision application that we are
recommending to increase from $450 to $750 now costs an average
of $1588 in six surveyed cities. A typical zone change request
that we are recommending to increase from $400 to $550 now costs
an average of $709 in those same cities. Many other communities
also charge "impact fees" for road improvements, park land, and
other services that are not currently imposed in Wichita.

There are just a few types of applications for which we are not
proposing to increase fees to recover our administrative costs.
These are cases where the applicant does not particularly benefit
from the approval of an application, but the regulatory
requirements provide a substantial community benefit. We would
include in this category:

- Annexation requests. Costs and benefits, to the city
and to the property owner requesting annexation, vary in each of
these cases, but in almost all cases annexation will have a net
positive fiscal impact to the city, and should continue to be
encouraged by processing at no expense to the applicant.

- Certificate of Aggrogriateness. The owners of historic
properties o get free design assistance, but they are subjected
to additionzl time, and often increased construction costs, to
get permit approval for planned exterior alterations. The
preservation of our historic resources is a substantial community
benefit. For that reason, we would also recommend that the
existin fees for designating historic landmarks and districts,
which gfscourage appi?cationa, be deleted. Since a fee for
historic landmark designation was Imposed several yeares ago, only
two applications have been filed. The Historic Preservation
Board has already voted their support for this amendment.

The existing fee schedules and proposed revisions provide for
flat fees, with add-ons in some cases (on a per-lot or per-acre
basis) to account for the fact that larger tracts do cost more to
process (but at a decreasing marginal cost). Another approach to
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setting fees is to tailor them to each individual application.
"Individual-cost” systems are in limited use; they involve
logging staff hours, and other costs for each individual
application. A number of communities that experimented with such
systems have returned to a flat fee system, for a number of
reasons: applicants cannot predict fees, some costs are beyond
an applicant’s control (e.g., governing body sending a case back
to MAPC for reconsiderationj, collection difficulties,
administrative problems and expense in accurate record keeping.

It should be pointed out that MAPD is also looking at ways to
reduce time and costs involved in getting development approvals.
Text amendments in the "draft and discussion"™ stage include a
proposal for "administrative adjustments" to replace BZA hearings
in the case of some minor variances, and provisions for allowing
zero lot line and cluster developments without the need to file a
residential CUP application.

Recommendations: Based on our analysis and the discussion above,
we are recommending the following changes:

1. Review fees and adopt new schedules on an annual or
semi-annual basis, to reflect cost of 1iving increases and
other changes. Small annual or semi-annual increases will

not create the impact or controversy of major, infrequent
increases.

2, In order to make this process simpler, fee schedules should
be removed from the regulations that require public hearings
and review by the MAPC, as follows:

a) The city zoning ordinance and the county zoning
resolution should be amended so that fees are
established by separate city ordinance and county
resolution, rather than as "text amendments" through
the MAPC. Subsection 28.04.210/3.2 of the city zoning
ordinance and a portion of Section 17.C.2 of the county
zoning resolution should be deleted. No other fee
schedule adopted by either governing body must go
through the complicated, expensive, and time-consuming
procedural hoops as these do. The MAPC is not charged
in the city-county ordinance or agreement with setting
fees, and unlike other administrative boards that do
set fees, has no budgetary authority.

b) State enabling laws should be amended to make the
governing bodies, rather than the planning commission,
responsible for setting subdivision fees (in practice,
the governing bodies do establish these fees by
approving amendments to the subdivision regulations).
When that is accomplished, Article 3, Part 3 of the
subdivision Regulations on fees should also be deleted
and moved to separate city ordinance and county
resolution.
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3. Adopt new increased fee schedules as follows:

a) for city zoning-related applications, establish a
new city code Section 2.26, moving the fee
schedules from Title 28 and also from Section
2.12, which governs BZA applications;

b) adopt new fees for county zoning applications by
separate county resolution; and

c) amend the fee schedule in the city/county
subdivision regulations.

The increases proposed will bring the fees charged for most
applications at or close to full recovery of the department’s
processing costs, increasing annual revenues by approximately
$75,000. The proposed new fee schedules include new fees for
processing requests for platting time extensions, street name
changes, and amendments to letters of credit. Annexation
requests, dedications, and Certificates of Appropriateness would
continue to be processed without fee and the fee for historic
designation would be deleted.

MSK:rme
Attachments

cc: Chris Cherches, City Manager
Kim Dewey, County Manager
Wes Galyon, Wichita Arza Builders Association
Lynda Tousley, Wichita Area Board of Realtors
Tim Witsman, Wichita Area Chamber of Commerce
Board of County Commissioners
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EXPLANATORY NOTES ON CASES
1.  ZONE CASE

The cost and time (22.25 staff hours) shown reflect a typical
zoning case "AA" to "LC" that encompasses approximately two
acres. Time would be about the same whether the case was in
Wichita or in the County, except for the driving and meeting time
required of the Chief Planner to attend Planning Commission
meetings in the smaller cities. It was assumed, in estimating
time requirements, that there would not be a large amount of
protest; although one or two people could be expected to call the
MAPD and/or speak at the MAPC meetings. Time required to process
an application for an area of 1less than one acre could involve
less time. However, the time required for many of the actions,
such as notices, meeting time and agendas, would not be reduced.

Rezoning applications, other than to "LC" or "C" will, on the
average, take less time since there tend to be fewer protestors
for residential requests. However, many of the actions require
the same amount of time to accomplish regardless of the zoning
classification requested.

2. SPECIAL USE PERMIT
Time (15.5 staff hours) and cost are reflected in processing

special permit request for a neighborhood swimming pool in au
"AA" district, or an auto salvage yard in an "E" district.

3E COUNTY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Reflects approximately 19 staff hours to process a typical
conditional use application for a four acre mobile home park in
an "AA" district.

4. COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN (C.U.P.)

A commercial Community Unit Plan, approximately 15 acres in size,
with no major opposition, will take approximately 58.25 staff
hours to process. When processing a C.U.P., a substantial amount
of time is required to review the proposed plans and meet with
the applicant to discuss the C.U.P. In addition, C.U.P.'s
require additional MAPC meeting time due to the size, the
explanation by staff of the C.U.P. provisicns and the
presentation by the applicant. Generally, a C.U.P. covers an
area that requires sending notices to all property owners within
a 1,000 foot radius, which increases secretarisl time and also
increases the possibility of protest. A residential C.U.P.
proposing apartments around a sandpit would take approximately
the same amount of time.
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L BZA VARIANCE

The fee analysis shows the time (17.25 staff hours) and costs
incurred in processing a typical application requesting a
variance of the off-street parking requirements. Requests for
exceptions take approximately the same amount of time as a
variance. However, it should be noted that some cases will
require a substantial amount of time to process due to unique
circumstances. Conversely, some cases, such as a variance of a
setback line, will take relatively little time to process. In
all cases there is a certain amount of time required to receive
and log in the application, prepare and mail notices and present
the case at the BZA meeting.

6. VACATION

Time and cost reflect a "typical" vacation of easement or
setback. A street or alley vacation would require a greater

amount of time.

Approximately 12 staff hours are needed to process a typical
easement or setback vacation. Estimated cost to process a
vacation request is $250.07. Generally the process of setback or
easement vacations take less processing time than strest or alley
vacations. This is due in part to the amount of area covered,
number of adjoining properties affected, increased
interdepartmental conferences and additional notices. As in all
tables, a "iypical" application was used in determining estimated
time and cost since a few cases will take a minimum of time to
process while others will take considerably longer due to
protest, size, drainage problems, amended applications, etc.

7. LOT SPLIT

Lot splits for industrially zoned land will generally require
more time. Lot split appeals require much more time. Time(8.5
staff hours) and cost estimates reflect a lot split in a
residential area. It assumes that major problems such as access
or utility service to the new building sites would not have to be
resolved. Generally, commercial lot splits take slightly longer.
Industrial lot splits alsoc take additional time due to increased
size of the original lot, drainage problems, utility service,

etc.

8. PLAT (final and preliminary)

The fee analysis shows the estimated time and cost attributed to
processing a residential, twenty acre, 50-70 lot plat. The time
and costs are broken down into two phases of plat review,
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preliminary and final, Total estimated time is 33.5 hours at a
cost of $804.52, beginning when the application is filed until it
is recorded. In estimating the processing time, it was assumed
that there would not be any major drainage problems or other
substantial difficulties in providing service to the site.

In most cases there would not be a significant difference in time
to process a twenty acre residential plat or a twenty acre
commercial plat. Factors which increase processing time of plats
include drainage, utilities and other problems unique to the
site, not the development. These problems would increase the
amount of staff time needed to confer with other departments and
the applicant.

A

.‘-.f\:
g
;
F.
b




20-0ul-88

FZE ARALYSIS

1. 10RE CASE

Jab Task
Sreapplicaticn conference with
applicant

Receiving application - review of
application for legal descriptior.
cunership list, addrasses, etc.

Logging in application, setting up
file, posting cards and filing

Past to atlas and picture sheet for
nailout and file

Field check, take pictures, slide
preparation

yping, ailing, filing aotice
of hearings, legal notices,
ordinances, xersxing

Conferences - interdepartaental

Staff review, historical research
surrounding land use and zoning
intra staff conferences

MAPC mailout

Reports, follow up correspondence
agendas, final letters, drafting
ardinances

Hearings - NAPC, CC, BCoC, includes
preparation, actual meeting time,
referral sheets, minute taking,
typing and editing

Updating official zoning maps

Supplies, postage, xeroxing, slides

Mileage - 15 mi. 0 .25/ni.
Legal publications

Rent @ 511 sq. ft.

Plus 6% Adain,

Total Jourly Bscizated

staff Tize Rate

ce 0.50 1.8
e 1.0 .3

e 0.50 14.35

Sec. 11

PA III

BA III

i3

Sec. II

.35

5.8
.38

.80

1.
24,35
13.80

40.50
1.6
20,35
15.97

17.56

Costs

15.95
4.3
0.00
.18
0.00
0.00
8,20
27.60
0.00
0.00
17.56
0.00
0.00
8.4
6.08
0.00
51,15
0.00
0.90
0.00
12,18
0.00
16.95
3653
0.00
2.00
348
0.00
16.95
73.08
20.70
0.00
20.25
5.4
18.26
2.9

17.5

13.50
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20-Jul-88

FEE MMALYSIS

2. SPECIAL USE PERNIT

Jab Task

Preapplication cunference with
applicant

Receiving application - review of
agplication for legal description
ownership list, and addresses

Logging in application, posting
cards, setting up file

Post to atlas, picture sheet for
milout and file, slide preparaticn

Conferences - interdepartmental
and with applicant

taff revies - includes research
and intra staff zsnferences

Reports, follow-up correspondence
final letters, agendas, mailouts
notices, ete,

Bearings - NABC, CC, preparatien,
meeting time. referral sheets,
sinute taking, typing and editing
Updating official maps

Supplies, postage, xeroxing
and slides

Rent @ §11 sq. ft.

Plus 6% Mnin.

Total

Hourly Estimated

Sec, II

A 111
H3

52
(44

i
5P

i
5P
Sez, 11

bir.

43

52

Aa, Sec.

A 111

15.50

3.89
24.38

24,38

13.80

17.5
24.35

1.5
13.89

13.89
24.35

33.89
24,35
13.80

40.30
33.89
.38
15.97

17.56

11.16

386.38
.98

388,36




20-Jul-88

FEE ANALYSIS

3. COUNTY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Job Task

Preapplication conference with
applicant

Receiving applization - review of
application for legal description,
ownership list, addresses, etc.

Logging in application, pesting cards,
seccing up files, filing motices,
agendas and mailouts

Pest to atlas, pieture sheet for
aailout and file, siide preparation,
field check for land us2 and photo-
graphs of arza

Conferences - interdepartmental, and
with applicant

staff review - includes intrastaif
conferences, research, ete.
Reparts, follow-up correspondence,

final letters

Bearings - MAPC, BCoC, includes
preparation, actual meeting time,
refarral sheets, minute taking,
typing and editing

Update cfficial zoning maps

Legal publications

Nileage - 20 mi. @ .25/ni.

Rent @ §11 sq. ft.

Plus 6% Ada.

Total

e,

e -I—-m— e

P N i e

Tatal

Staff Tine

ce
se

H3

Sec. II

e
[
b3

43
P

cp

s?
Sec. II

Aa. Sec.

A III

15.00

Bourly
Rate

.89
.35

4.3

Estizated
Costs

16,95
18.26
1.0
12.18
0.00
0.00
0.00
{140
0.00
0.00
0.00
26.34
0.%0
0.00
0.00

12,18
16.35
U438
.00
8.47
4.
0.00
16,95
.70
27,60
0.00
30,38
5.4
18,26
2.9
0.00
[ B} ]

40
5.00
13.68

11.52
.29

189,81
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FEE ANALYSIS

4. CONNUNITY UNIT PLAN (C.U.P.

Job Task

Preapplication conference with
applicant

Receiving application - review of
lagal descripuican, cwzership lists,
addrasses, ate.

Lagging in applicaticns, posting
cards, setting up file and filing

Post to atlas, picsure sheet for
2ailout and file

Field check, take pictures,
slife preparation

Notices, agendas and aailouts
Review of preliminary plans

and correspondence - intra statf

cenferesces

Review of revised plans,
intra scaff conferences

Review of landscape plan,
intra staff conferences

Conferences - interdepartmental
Conferences with applicant
Reports, follow up correspondence
final lectars, agendas

Updating official zoning maps
Bearings, MAPC, CC, BCoC
preparation, actual meeting time,
reterral sheets, ainute taking,
typing and editing
Mdainistrative adjustaents-
interpretation, conferences,

letters, follow up

Update official zoning maps,
micro cards

Supplies, postage, xeroxing, slides

stafi

i 4
s?

§2

Sec. II

B III

P
I
52

See. II
]
5P
e
se

cp
b4

sP

cP
sp

43
5P
Sec, I1

A I

pir.

e

i

Adn. Sec.

4
b
See, 11

I

Tatal
Tize

2.00
1.0

1.00
L0
0.50
1.50

2.00
5.00
1.50

0.50

Hourly Zstizated
Rate

4.5

33.89
.35

24,35

3.89
24,35

3.8
24.35
13.80

17.56

40,50
13.89
24,35
15.97

13,89
.35
13.80

17.56
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PIE AYALTSIS
cUP. Po4e 2

Nileage 15ai. 0.25/ai,
Legal publications for notices

Rent # §11 sq. it.

Plus 6% Adziz.

Total
[
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20-Jul-83

FEE ANALYSIS

5. 31X VARIANCE

Bourly Estimated
Jab Task Rate Costs

Preagplication cenference with 0.50 6.2 13.11
applicant b 246 5.62

Receiving application - iacludes 26.22 3.1
review of application for legal 2,46 5.82
description, ownership list, 0.00
addresses, etc. 0.00

0,00
Logging in application, setting Sec. II 20.70
up files, filing notices, agendas, a 1.25 21.95
zailouts, posting to atlas, picture 0.00
sheet for mailout and file 0.00

0.00
Iaspect site 13.11

0.00
Conferences - with applicant H 26.22
and explaining notices .41

0.00
Staff review - includes intra-staff 5.44
conferences, research 16.95

0.00
Reports, follew up correspondence 1 .33
final letters 1 1,25 17.33

0.09
BZA meetings - includes preparation, 1.00 33,88
actual aeeting time, taking minutes 4 %.22

13.480

0.00
Preparation of 32A, resolution - 3.47
includes drafting and editing % 6.2
ainutes U4.15

Legal publications 4.58

Nileage 10/ni. @ .25/ni.

Supplies, postage, xeroxing, slides

Rent @ 511 sq. ft.

Plus 6% Admin.

Total 455,76



20-Jul-88

FEE ANALYSIS

6. VACATION

Receiving applicaticn - includes
reviewing application for legal
description, ownership list,
addresses, preapplication conference
with applicant

Loggiag in application, pesting Sec. II
cards, sstting up files and filing

Post to atlas, picture sheet for PA III

file and staff report, slide
preparation

Conferences - interdepartaental se
and with applicant pi
Notices, agendas and mailouts Sec. II

staff review-includes prepari~g
staff report

e
SP
P14

Correspondence, reports and b
final letters Sec. II

Hearings-Subdivision Comnittee, [43
MAPC, CC or BCoC, includes P
preparation, actual meeting time, bl
drafting of resolution or order sec. II
and notice, referral sheets,

sinute taking, typing, editing,

and closing file

Posting on official base maps and PA III
zoning maps. Reshoot zoning slides

Supplies, postage, xeroxing, slides,
recording costs

Rent @ $11 sq. fit.

Plus 6% Admin,

Total

Jouzly
Rate

2048
.05

Istisatad
Costs
11.23

6.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
7.90
.90
0.00
0.00
11,56
0.00
0.00

.0
1.2
0.00
13.80
0.00
8.41
18.2
22.46

12.18
20.70
0.00
8.47
24.35
1.1
1.5
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
n.n

14,68
B.64

258,85

e o oS TR s Wl 1 PR




g e T e

i 2 g s,
" By

Tyt

é("“‘".

20-Jul-83

FEE ANALYSIS

7. Lot sPLIT

Jeb Task

Receiving application

reviewing application for legal
description; alsc preapplication
conference

Logging in application, setting up
file, filing

Conference, interdepartaental and
with applicant

taff review - includes intra NAPD
staff conferences
Posting to atlas

Follow up correspondence, fimal
letter to City Clerk

Supplies, postage, zeraxing

Renc @ S1I sq. ft.

Plus 6% Adain.

Total

Sec, II

bl

e
SE
il

PA 111

i
Sec. II

Total
Tize

1.00

Bourly Bstiaated

Rate

20.46

Casts

2.4
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FEE ANALYSIS

8A. PRELININARY PIAT

atad
Costs

conference with applicant

Best to atlas, slide preparation.
Prepare picture shee: for steff
report

Logging, posting cards, setting up ez, 11
file, filing

Conferences - interdepartaental e 12.18
and with applicant b3 16.85
cp 15.95
SP U.35
bid 5.62

staff review includes intra - NAPD e 16.95
staff conferences H3 v £0.88
i 44,92

Reports and follow up p 8.47
correspondence, mailouts, agendas 8.7
.92
31,05

Hearings - Subdivision Comnittee i 16,95
preparation, actual meeting tize, 12.18
ainute taking, typing and editing 1.3

10.35

Supplies, postage, zeroxing 10.67
Reat @ §11 sq. ft. 13.12

07.84
Plus 6% Mduic, 26.21

Total 461.11
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P15 ABALTSIS

§3. FINAL PLAT
Total dourly 3scizaced
ek Task statf Tiae Rate asts

Receiving aad logging in, pesting Sec. 17 1.00 1380 13.80
sards, filing

Past atlas and slide preparation 3 I
prepare pictore sheet For staff report

Conferances interdepartaental, 1.00 14.35 H I H
with applicanc 22.48 .48

§taff review includes iatra-¥APD (i} 0. 1.y A1
staff conferences P .15 4.5 18.26

bt . .48 0.0
Reports, follow up correspendence, (4 : RER ] 41
final letters, agendas, mailouts, sP 0. 12.18
closing files 7 2.48 1.3

Sec. II 13.40 .15
dearings, Subdivision Committee, ce .y 8.47
MABC, BCC or BCoC - includes sP .35 12.18
preparation, actual zeeting time, i .46 1.2
ainute taking, typing and editing See. II 13.80 10.35

Updating official base maps and P IIT z 11.56 .29
oning aaps

Prints for files and nicrofilaing bl 2.48 i

Follow up on guarantees after P 2.46 1.3
plat has been recorded Sec. 1I 13.80 L

Supplies, postage, xeroxing 10.18

Plus 6% Admin,

Total

464,11 Prelininary

&
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20-ul-34

FEE ANALYSIS

9. FINAL PLAT (filed on later portisn of prelizinmary)

Job Task

Total Hourly
staff Tige Rate

Estiaated
Costs

Receiving and legging in, postiag
cards, filing

Post to atlas, prepare picturs
sieet for staff repers, slide
pregaration

Cenferences interdspartaental,
with applicaat

Staff review includes intra-NA?D
staff conferences

Raporss, Zollow up correspendence,
final letters, agendas, sailauts,
clesing files

Bearings, Subdivision Comaittee,
NAEC, BCC or BCoC - includes
preparaticn, actual zeesing time,
ainute taking, typing and editing

Updating official base aaps and
zoning saps

Prints for files and micrafilming

Follow up on guarantees after
plat has been recorded

Supplies, postage, zerozing

Rent

Plus 6% Main,

Total

Sec, II .75 13.80

BAIIT 17.58

b3
b

P
4
i3

43
52
J2
Sec. II

(4]
113
il
Sec, 1T

BA III

I

10.38

1nn

1.3
12,48

16.95
3.5
.31

8.47
42,51
35,31
31,08

8.47
12.18
11,23
10.35

48.2%

1.3

1L
L

10.18

12.88

424,86
25.49

450,35




FEE ANALYSIS AUGUST, 1983

PERCENT
ACTCAL CURRENT PEE OF Cos? PROPOSED
TYPE OF CASE cos? CHARGED RECOVERY FEE
1. leme Case 553,16 400.90 28 550,00

Special Use Perait 388,36 150.00 9% 350.00

County Corditional
Us2 Perait 18981 190,00 B0% 450.00

o

L e e

Conaunity Tait
Plaz Lede0 200.00 12% 150,00

524 Variance {55.76 100,00 £5% £00.00
Yacation 7438 250,00 318 saqe
Lot split 8.2 125.00 i 200.00

?lat {final and
prelininary) 304,32 450.00 568

3
.
1

Final Plat filed on
lazer portion of
prelizinary 450,35 300,90

Plat filed as condition
to Zoning approval 804,52 750,00

Pt

|
|

]
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FEE ANALYSIS AUGUST, 1988

THPE OF SAS2

2LAT8

LOT S2LITS
VACATIONS

CITT BIA

COUNTY BTA
SPECIAL PERNITS
COUNTY ZOKE CASES
COURTY C.U.S.
CITY 05 CASES
Cues

STRZET NAME CHANGE

ERTENSION OF LETTER
OF CREDIT

EXZENSION OF
PLATTING TINE

FILED IN 1947

X AVG, PP

=1987 R2VENUS

428,289
§4,150
§14,700
815,350
$L.880
$300
§2,802
52,500
4,826

§9,516

0
§108,314

PRIPOSED ATG.
INCREASE

=350

2R0JECTED 1349
REVENVE INCREASE

S800
51,200
£900
§700
s8,850

512,600

400
§100

51,128

§,628
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FEE ANALYSIS - JULY, 1988

Albuquerque
Austin

Colorado Springs
Dallas

Oklahoma City
Tulsa

Average fee

Wichita proposed fees

Fee for typical
Zone case

§ 290
1,302
175
1,250
730
510

$ 709

S 550

Fee for
typical plat

$1,000
3,692
230
2,700
1,500
400

$1,588

8 750




e asg— T —

R

Y

e

P A T A e e e T T Ay

=

@

GENERALLY | 28.04.195

to be filed with the director of planning and with.the official charged with
the enforcement of zoning. After receiving the recommendation of the
commission, the governing body may approve, disapprove or amend, by
motion, the plan subject to changes, special conditions and safeguards as
may be deemed by either the commission or governing body to be in the
public interest. ] 3

c. All amendments fo any plan approved hereunder or under previous
procedures shall follow the same procedure as for the hearing and approval
of an original development plan. i

d. No building permit shall be issued on lands meeting the conditions
and criteria under B.l.a of this section unless a development plan shall have
been approved in accordance with provisions herein.

e. After a plan has been submitted and approved for tracis as one unit,
development in compliance with the plan may proceed on parts of a unit.

f. Any substantial deviation as determined by the superintendent of
central inspection from the plans submitted shall constitute a violation of
the building permit authorizing construction of the proposed’ development.
No building permit shall be “issued for any construction which is not in
conformity with an approved development plan. S

& Notice of hearing of the, plan shall be given by publication in a
newspaper oi general circulation in the city for one publication not less than
twenty days in advance of hearing, and by notice by mail to adjoining
property owners as may be determined necessary under adopted policies of
the commission. (Ord. No. 28-670, § 1: Ord. No. 27-712, § 1.)

28.04.195 Historic landmark designation. The purpose and intent of this
section is to provide means of designating on the official zoning map of the
city of Wichita those properties determined to be historic landmarks by the
board of city commissioners of the city of Wichita. The determination of

. eligibility for designation as a historic landmark shall be based on the

conclusions and findings of fact of the historic landmark preservation
committee as created and directed by Sections 2.12.1015 through 2.12.1025
inclusive of the code of the city of Wichita and upon the recommendations
of the metropolitan area planning commission following public hearing as
hereinafter provided.

Upon recommendation of the historic landmark preservation
committze, an application may be initiated for the designation of a historic .
landmark on legally described property or properties which have been
incorporated into the historic landmar!: preservation plan of the city of !
Wichita.

The applicait shall provide the names of the owner(s) of record,
together with an accurate legal description of the property proposed to be

designateds

1062-12a
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2804200  ZONING

aoolicant shall also identify the specific criteria as set out in Sections
2.12.1019 and 2.12.1020(2) of this code under which the described
property is proposed : be designated as a historic landmark.

Upon receipt of the complete application -and—fee, the metropolitan
area planning department shall establish a czse file and procesd to prepare a
notice for a public hearing before the metropolitan area planning
commission. The notice shall be sent by certified mail with retum receipt
requested to the owner(s) of record of the property directly involved and
shall be published once in the official city newspaper at least twenty days
prior to the hearing date,

At the conclusion of the public hearing, the metropolitan area planning
commission shall forward its recommendation for approval or disapproval of
Listoric designation to the board of city commissioners. In the event the
board of city commissioners takes action to approve the historic <lesignation
of the property involved, the metropolitan area planning department, on the
basis of the public meeting record, shall set out on the official zoning map of
the city of Wichita a designation corresponding to the case number and a
delineation of the property involved.

The establishment of the historic landmark designation shall in no way
alter the uses permitted by the zoning classification or districts of this
chapter as previously established on the property. A desire to change
permitted uses will requirc the filing of an application requesting a zoning
change as provided for in Section 28.04.210. .

In the event a permit is issued as provided for in Section 2.12.1024 of
this code, for the demolition or removal of a designated historic landmark
structure not located within a landmark district, the superintendent of
central inspection shall instruct the metropolitan area planning department
to remove the designation from the official zoning map of the city; provided
that, upon removal of a structure within an historic landmark district, the
land shall retain its classification as. and remain a part of said designated
historic landmark district. (Ord. No. 36-595, (part).)

28.04.200 Sectional zoning maps. A. PREPARATION. The planning

‘commission shall cause to be prepared sectional maps of all lots, tracts and

parcels of lands located within the city, which maps describe by legend and
color the zoning classification or district of each such lot, tract and parcel of
land as the same has been heretofore approved and established by the
planning commission and the city commission according to law. :
B. OFFICIAL TITLE. Each such sectional map, identified by the
particular section, township and range of the lands, embraced therein, shall’
be marked “Official Zoning Map, City of Wichita, Kansas,” and shall be

1062-12b
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28.04.210 ZONING

approves the recommendation, may either adopt the recommendation by
ordinance or deny the application as recommended. In the event the planning
commission submits a “failure to recommend,” the council may take such
action as it deems appropriate. Upcn receipt of a recommendation of the
planning commission which the council disapproves, the council shall return
the recommendation to the planning commission with a statement specify-
ing the basis for disapproval. The planning commission, after reconsidering
the same, may resubmit its original recommendation, giving the reasons there-
for, or submit new and amended recommendations. Upon the receipt of the
recommendations, the council may adopt or may revise or amend and
adopt the recommendations by ordinance. If, however, a protest against the
amendment, supplement or change be filed in the office of the city clerk within
fourteen days after the conclusion of the public hearing pursuant to the publi-
cation notice, duly signed and acknowledged by the ownersof twenty percent
of the total area, excepting public streets and ways. located within two hun-
dred feet of the property proposed to be rezoned, the amendment shall not be
passed except by at least three-fourths vote of all the members of the council.

3. Changes by other individuals or groups.

3.1 A proposal for an amendment or change in zoning may be initiated
by the governing body without fee, the planning commission or upon appli-
cation of the owner of the property affected. The application shall be filed
with the planning commission upon forms and accompanied by such data
and information a5 may be prescribed by the planning commission, so as to
ensure the fullest practicable presentation of facts for the permanent record.

3.2 For the purpose of defraying costs of proceedings described here-
in, filing and publication fees shall be paid-upon the filing of each applica-
tion for a change of district boundaries or classification as follows:

Size of Application Area
Zoni.r‘ng Up to and Over 3 Over 6
Classification including acresto  acres to
Requested 3 acres 6 acres 15 acres

“AAT & “A” $209- 350 $3060- 450 S460 550

. “RB," “R-5",

:g-s" & U 5300 450 S400550 $566-(pS0
" N/A 5400 550 $500 <O
“B" & “BB" $350 S0C 5458 Leo 5550 160
“oc”, "LC". "C".

“D", “E" & “F" 5466 S50 5500 (SO 5608 750

(Wichita 6-0-87) 1062-16
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Residential C.UP.

Commercial C.UP.

n)l"'n 0
Original— % $5 per acre

for each acre over

Amendments

Major—  (design or use change
that would affect 50%
or more of the area
contained within the
C.u.p)

(design or use change
that would affect less
than 50% of the arca
contained within the
C.U.R)

Adjustment -

Original— when filed with
rezoning application

Original— when filed
separately

Amendments

Major—  (design or use change
that would affect 50%
or more of the area
contained within the
C.U.P)

(design or use change
that would affect less
than 50% of the area
contained within the
C.U.P)

Adjustment -

1062-16a
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l -vhon iled separately  $100 plus 15 ger

${o00
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cU.lF FEE

:

v each acve| over

__-ul"ls
$500- 150

_—

s200- Y540

+
Fooius

$5 per acre for
each acre over 15
acres

$566-plus

§5 per acre for
each acre over 15
acres

$560 Y150

5200- 4500

¥
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28.04.220 ZONING

< i

A fee ot%“hundnd fifty dollars shall be charged for those requests
for special permits or uses, where authcrized by the zoning ordinance, that
are referred by t£ council to the #etmpolita.u area planning commission
for public hearing,; commendation, Said fee shall be paid by the applicant
prior to the scheduling of a hearing before the metropolitan area planning
commission.

Any person requesting deferral of a case shall be charged a fes of fifty
dollars to cover administrative cost at such time that the defer=al is granted.

A written receipt shall be issued to the person making such a payment
and records thereof shall be kept in such a manner as prescribed by law.

3.3 No application for any change of zoning classification shall be filed
within one year following a previous application on the same property or
portion thereof; provided, however, the planning commission, upon petition
by the applicant, may permit a refiling of said application after six months
of the original publication date, when significant physical, economic or land
use changes have taken place within the immediate vi inity or a significant
zoning ordinance text change has been adopted, or when the reapplication

CiAL F?'R"l T T

TPr

{ErE
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for a change of zoning classification more restrictive -than ‘the original re-
quest. The applicant shall submit a statement in detail, setting out those
changes which he deems significant and upon which he relies for refiling
the original application. (Ord. No. 39-326.)

28.04.220 Building permits; certificates of occupancy and compliance;’
performance guarantees to assure compliance: waiver or extension. A. The
existing use and occupancy of premises shall not be changed nor shall any !

* @chf'l' that wWhen Lifed Wit a s ;
o fee bor a special Fe.rw\'r(' ahkall be #)9s,

'\:
!\\
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(Wichita 6-30-87) 1062-16b




AND AMENDMENTS TO REGULATIONS, DISTRICT BO

Initiation: Whenever the public necessity, convenience,
‘general welfare or good zoning practice requires, the Board
of County Commissioners may by Resolution, after report
thereof by the Commission, and subject to the procedure
provided in this Section, amend, supplement or change
the regulations, district boundaries, or classification

of property now or hereafter established by these
regulations. An amendment, supplement, reclassification

or change may be initiated by the Commission or the Board
of County Commissioners, or by an application by the
owner or owners of the property proposed to be changed.

VSE 2 T.PE) .

Application:  Application for any change of district
unares or reclassification of districts as shown on
the Zoning Map shall be filed with the Commission upon
forms and accompanied by such data and Iinformation as
may be prescribed for that purpose by the Commission
so as to assure the fullest practicable presentation of
facts for the permanent record.

Applications must be accompanied by a certified list of
property owners of record and their addresses, if available,
and if not available, then the address of the occupant of
the premises, if tenanted, in all directions from the

subject property for a distance of 1,000 feet.

For the purpose of defraying costs of proceedings pre-
scribed herein, filing and publication fees shali be
paid in accordance with the signed agreement between
the City of Wichita and Sedgwick County concerning
MAPD, upon the filing of such application for change
in district classification. The fee for such appli-
cation is as follows:

Size of Application Area
Zoning up to & over 3 over 6 over
Classification including acres to acres to 15
3 acres 6 acres |5 acres acres
"R", "R-1" & "AA" %L $300-950 $400 550 $500- 65O
"BB" $350 500 sm_a_vgo_ $550 700 $650- 800,
T MOCH WLCH MCH EMENET 3400550 $500 G50 $660- 750, $700- 850 850

"CU" Conditional Use Permit - Fee required is the szme as for
the District In which located, vuce: ILED WITH A
WHICH CASE THE FEE IS S0%) OF THE RESQUIRED FEE For. M_M_c__e_

Spoclal Permit -
Fee shall be $250 evcept when Filed mﬁ.,g, 2ne change, e
i Any person requesting deferral of a zonlng case or a condi- Fec for o spoei -.l
: tional use case shall be charged a fee of $50 at such i F sM_F—Tns
time that the deferral is granted to cover administrative [ormit shell be
costs.




i

e,

]

DO S—

i o s

P
L
5
E :
I
b
b
i

P

AL

oy ————

i
]
1
|

L

N T T e e e e O A

#

Published in The Daily Rgter on 5£PT.

#_ / ? X" RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE "ZONING REGU-
LATIONS FOR THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS" AS PUBLISHED IN
BOOK FORM BY THE WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN  AREA  PLANNING  COMMISSION,
EDITION OF OCTOBER 5, 1983 AND ADOPTED BY THE
BOARD OF SEDGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIOMERS ON
DECEMBER 12, 1988 AND BECAME EFFECTIVE
JANUARY 1, 1985; BY AMENDING SECTION 16-(B) OF
THE "ZONING RECULATIONS FOR THE UNIN-
CORPORATED AREA OF SEDGWICK COUNTY,
KANSAS":; ALL N ACCORDANCE WITH THE
AUTHORITY GRANTED IN SECTION 17.C THEREOF.

BE IT RESOLVEL BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
SEDCWICK COUNTY, KANSAS:

SECTION I. That upon the recommendation of the Wichita-Sedgwick
County Mstropolitan Area Planning Commission on July 24, 1986, after hn'!lu
and public hearing as provided by law under authority granted by Section
17.C of the Zoning Regulations for the unincorporated area of Sedgwick
County, Kansas as adopted on December 14, 1984, Section 16- "BOARD OF
ZONING APPEALS"; SUBSECTION B. "PROCEDURE" shall be amended to
read as follows:

B. PROCEDURE

1. Written applications for the approval of an appeal, variance or
exception referred to in this scction shall be nl-d in a manner
prescribed by the Board.

A fee, as set forth herein, shall be paid in accordance wit.. the
signed agreement between the Cily of Wichita and Sedgwick
County concerning MAPD, upon the filing of each application for
an appeal, variance or exception, for the purpose of defraying
costs of the proceeding described herein. A written receipt shall
be Issued to the person making such payment, and records
thereof shall be kept In such manner as prescribed by law.
Applications for appeals from the decisions of the enforcing
officer shall be made within twenty (20) days of the date of such
decision.

Board of Zoning Appeals -
Application Fees

#ppenls 5 5 : $1715:00 250.60
‘ariances for Residential Uses
For Individual zoning lot 20800 300-00
Additional variance on same property $75-00 OO0
Muitiple lot application 20000 fél=]
(phus—i20-per—tot
Variance for All Other Uses
For additional variznce on lot
Exceptions for Residential Uses
Exceptions for All Other Uses

A separate fee shall be required for cach procceding.

<

j?‘r‘)”l\)(‘, QE‘”

Guuﬂ

. S
In_application) FPLIZATION )|
$360-00 400.00




BOARDS, AGENCIES AND COMMISSIONS .580

(b) All applications to the board of zoning appeals for any type of
proceeding, shall be in writing and shall be filed at the office of the secretary
of the board of zoning appeals. Applications shall be filed upon forms pro-
vided for that purpose by the secretary of the board and shall be accom-
panied vy:
1. A fee as sei forth herein payab!= to the City of Wichita, |
Appeals......... e i O e O e cereseees. . SH7500 250.00!
Variances for residential uses
(individual zoning lot) . . . 286:80 300.00
Additional variance on indivi : e 1500 (00.00
Variances for residential uses R
(multiple zoning lots). . ... . e e Ceereeaeee.. 200:00-200.00
P or each lot in the application

BN GE=2

=

EYC ECFT rrom (iry T ove

Exceptions for residential uses ,...... GRS

Exceptions for other uses permitted in residential

st L

Exceptions for uses in all other districts

For uses on a zoning lot exceeding 3 acres.

A separate fee shall be required for each proceeding.

A deferral at request of applicant requiring the mailing 2

of new notices or readvertisement....................... 50,00

2. A current certified list, prepared by a local abstract firm, of the
names and mailing addresses of all property owners within two hundred feet
of the exterior boundaries of the property to be considered in the applica-
tion,

Any proceeding authorized hereunder may be initiated by the board it-
self (or any other governmental agency) in cases where the property is resi-
dential and occupied and the payment of the application fee and the cost
of furnishing an ownership list would create a financial hardship on the
property owner. In any such case the property owner may be relieved of
such costs of the proceeding before the board, but shall not be relieved of
the responsibility of complying with all of the approval conditions imposed
by the board, including the expenses or costs thereof.

(c) The secretary of the board of zoning appeals shall cause to be
published in the official paper of the city, a notice as to the time, place, date
and subject of hearing, of a public hearing for each application; such notice
to appear once in the official city paper no less than twenty days prior to the
date of hearing. The secretary shall also cause notice to be given by mail no
less than twenty days prior to the date of the hearing, to each of the
property owners within two hundred feet of the exterior boundaries of the
property to be considered in the applicatic:i; as such owners are listed on the
current certified list accompanying the application, to each party to the
appeal or other proceeding and to each member of the metropolitan
planning commission.

63 (Wichita 12-30-85)
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PART 3. FILING FEES

FILING FEES.

The filing fees for subdivision applications shall

be as follows:

(1) $200-80 $500.00 for sketch plat. At the time
of filing preliminary plat, an additional
$5.00 per lot will be charged. 1If the
property is zoned fer—industsialpurpeses OC
approved for re-zoning to other than a

one-family, two—family or four-family
district, the additional fee will be $5.00 per
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acre.

$200.00 $500.00 plus $5.00 per lot for a

preliminary plat if a filing fee for a sketch
plat has not been previously paid. If the
property is zoned for—industsial purposes, Or
approved for re-zoning to other than a

one-family, two-—family or four-family
district, a $5.00 per acre fee will be

charged instead of $5.00 per lot.
$200-00 $300.00 PLUS $5.00 per lot for a
final plat filed under Article 4, Part 5 of

these regulations. If the property is zoned

foe—industrial puspeses, or approved for

-1-




®

re-zoning to other than a one-family,

two—family or four-family district a $5.00 per
acre fee will be charged instead of $5.00 per

lot.

Whenever an overall preliminary plat is

finaled out in portions, each final plat after
the first shall be charged a $158-00 $300,00
fee for administration purposes.

A $100-00 $150.00 fee will be charged for

any revised preliminary or final plat which,

in the opinion of the Director of Planning,
requires a rehearing before the Subdivision
and Utility Advisory Committees. If, in the
opinion of the Director, proposed revisions
are so significant as to constitute a new
plat, a full filing fee will be charged.
4+6)—%50-00for o vreplat-resulting from
requirements—of sone—case—approval—The
$50-00filing—feeshall-be—oharged—when—the
sone—change—invelves—anexistingplatted

lot{e)—forwhioh a buildingpermitcould be
EEuad

(B) The filing fees for lot split applications shall be

as follows:




Residential zoned lot split - $125+00
$200.00.
Office, commercial or industrial zoned lot

split $3150-00 $250.00.

The filing fees for vacation applications shall be

as follows:

-

(1) Ccity case - $250.00

(2) County Case - $150.00 E’
(3) A $125.00 fee shall be assessed for f
|
reprocessing a City vacation case, previously :i
considered by the Metropolitan Area Planning éﬁ'
“
Commission and approved by the Wichita City F
Council, under the revised State statue which :
vests with cities the title to streets, alleys ! #
and other public reservations. B AR
6" For subdivision applications, the charges A
associated with engineering costs and recording
i : documents are in addition to fiiing fees. These : e
o 0 will be billed to the applicant.  For lot split,
s £ i i &
4 street name changes and City vacation applications, :.
e ; costs associated with recording and publishing e |
L% e S
L R Pl documents shall be included as part of the filing !
- e e A
|
b :
i i
[47%
|
¥ i
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fee and no separate recording and publishing costs
will be billed to the applicant. For County

vacation cases, there will be separate charges for
publicaticn of a Vacation Notice and recording of

a Vacation Order.

(E) The fee for amending a letter of credit,
performance bond or cash guarantee that was
submitted to assure the construction of required
improvements shall be $50.00.

F) The fee for processing a street name change request

shall be $200.00.

(G) The fee for processing a request for extension of
platting time associated with a zone change
request, shall be $50.00 for an administrative
action. A $100.00 fee shall be required for a
platting time extension when governing body
approval is required.

o

(H)

4+8)> A written receipt shall be issued to the person(s)

T—————————
: # 0 "

paying filing fees.
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1 A fee shall not be required when such proposed
| W,
|
" plat, vacation or lot split site is owned by any
| 5o
“ikr i department, agency, political subdivision, board or
5
f

commigsion of any city, the county, state or

federal government.

A fee shall not be refunded in the event any

application is disapproved or withdrawn.
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STATE OF KANSAS)
Sedgwick County) ss.

Larry Ricketts » belng first duly sworn, Deposes
and says: That he Is Publisher

THE DAILY REPORTER

a dally Newspaper printed in the State of Kansas, and published in and
of general circulation in Sedgwick County, Kansas, with a general
pald circulation on a daily basis in Sedgwick County, Kansas, and that
sald newspaper Is not a trade, reiglous or fraternal publication.

of

Sald newspaper is a daily published Monday through Friday and
has been so published continuously and uninterruptedly Insald county
and state for a perlod of more than five years prior to the first
publication of sald notice; and has been admitted at the post office of
Derby, Kansas, In sald County as second class matter.

That the attached notice is a true copy thereof and was published in

the regular and entlre issue of said newspaper for LB consecutive
__week , the first publication thereof being

made as aforesald on the 24th

—_— et dayof
i“&i__.__. 19_88 with subsequent publications
being made on the following dates:

Subscribed and sworn. to before me this 25th
day ofii - SAUBUSE S b O L g R

3 Notary Public
My commissien expires: February 2, 1991

Printer’s fee § 39 lines x 1 col. = $7.78
Additlonal coples $

B ——
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1074 (Published in The Dally Reporter on
August 24, 1988)

OFFI! OTICE =~
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN AND TO
ALL PERSONS INTERESTED:

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on
September 15, 1988, the Wichita-Sedgwick
County Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
mission, in the City Council Meeting
Room, First Floor. City Hall, 455 North
Maln Street, Wichita, Kansas. Ina meeting

applications. i
An amendment to Section 28.04.210.
'changes In zoning classifications or dis-
tricts”. 1o delete Subsection 3.2 relating
to the amuunt of fees for app!

Copies of the proposed amendments are.
avallable upon request from the Wichita..
Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Plan-
ning Department, and all persons In-
terested In sald matter will be heardat this .

ir views and wisl

and
provisions of the proposed
zoning ordinance will be considered by the
‘Commission as law provided. A
WITNESS MY HAND
* August, 1988,
MARVIN S. KR
Wi
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(Published in The Daily Reporter on
OFFICIAL NOTICE

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN AND TO ALL PERSONS INTERESTED:

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on September 15, 1988, the
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, in
the City Council Meeting Room, First Floor, City Hall, 455 North
Main Street, Wichita, Kansas, in a meeting beginning at 1:30
p.m., will consider the following changes in Title 28, the Code
of the City of Wichita, Kansas:

An amendament to Section 28.04.195, "Historic landmark

designation”, to delete portions of the third paragraph
relating to the amount of fees for applications.

An amendment to Section 28.04.210, ‘"changes in zoning
classifications or districts", to delete Subsection 3.
relating to the amount of fees for applications.

Copies of the proposed amendments are available upon request
from the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning
Department, and all persons interested in said matter will be
heard at this time concerning their views and wishes, and any
protest against any of the provisions of the proposed changes of
the zoning ordinance will be considered by the Commission as law
provided.

WITNESS MY HAND this day of , 1988.

MARVIN S. KROUT, Secretary
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission




8,/25/88

ORDINANCE NO.

2N ORDINANCE CREATING AND ESTABLISHING SECTIONS 2.26.010
AND 2.26.020 OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS,
ESTABLISHING SCHEDULES OF FEES FOR PLANNING AND ZONING
APPLICATIONS.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF WICHITA,
KANSAS:

SECTION 1. SECTION 2.26.010 of the Code of the City of Wichita

shall read as follows:

"Fees for Zoning Applications. For the purpose of
defraying costs of zoning proceedings, the governing body
establishes the following schedule of fees.

Upon the filing of each application for a change of
district boundaries or classification, the following shall
be paid:

Size of Application Area

Zoning Up to and Over 3 Over 6
Classification including acres to acres to Over
Requested 3 acres 6 acres 15 acres 15 acres

"AA" & "A" $350 $450 $550 $650
"RB", "R-5",

"R-6" & "U" $450 $550 $650 $750
2@ N/A $550 $650 $750
"B" & "BB" $500 $600 $700 $800
nocr, inpew, Wen.

ADRENEN s En $550 $650 $750 $850

Upon the filing of each application for a C.U.P., the following shall be
paid:
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Residential C.U.P.

Original - when filed with rezoning
application

Original - when filed separately

Amendments:

Major - (design or use change that
would affect 50% or more of
the area contained within
the C.U.P.)

(design or use change that
would affect less than 50%
of the area contained within
the C.U.P.)

Adjustment -

Commercial C,U.P.

Original - when filed with rezoning
application

Original - when filed separately

Amendments:

Major - (design or use change that
would affect 50% or more of
the area contained within the
C.U.P.)

(design or use change that
would affect less than 50%
of the area contained within
the C.U.P.)

Adjustment -

$750 plus $5 per acre
for each acre over 40
acres

$1000 plus $5 per acre
for each acre over 40
acres

$750

$750 plus $5 per acre
for each acre over 15
acres

$1000 plus $5 per acre
for each acre over 15
acres

$750

5
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A fee of three hundred fifty dollars ($350) shall be
charged for those requests for special permits or uses,
where authorized by the zoning ordinance, that are referred
by the council to the metropolitan area planning commission
for public hearing and recommendation except that when filed
with a zone change, the fee for a special permit shall be
one hundred seventy-five dollars ($175). Said fee shall be
paid by the applicant prior to the scheduling of a hearing

before the metropolitan area planning commission.

Any person requesting deferral of a case shall be
charged a fee of fifty dollars ($50) to cover administrative

cost at such time that the deferral is granted.

A written receipt shall be issued to the person making
such a payment and records thereof shall be kept in such a

manner as prescribed by law."

SECTION 2. Section 2.26.020 of the Code of the City of

Wichita shall read as follows:

"Fees for Board of Zoning Appeals Iipplications. For

purpose of defraying costs of Board of Zoning Appeals

proceedings, the governing body establishes the following

schedule of fees to be paid at the time of filing for the

application:




APPEBLB 30 s ilslsiata s stalntnla siois s aih s alsie sielaiare aiaiata sintaian 5250500

Variances for residential uses
(individual zoning 1ot) .......cvcevevenana. $300.00
Additional variance cn individual
ROnINa Lot s, Bl L L 3100200,

Variances for residential uses
(multiple zoning 1lotS) ........ecvuvenveasas. $300 plus $25 for
each lot in the
zpplication

Additional variance on multiple zoning lots. $100 plus $25 for
each lot in the
application

Variances for non-residential uses .............. $400.00
Additional variance on same
ZonEngil oty e T e e i e e S 1B 0500,

Exceptions for uses in residential
districks 8 0 e i e i s 15300500

Exceptions for uses in all other districts ...... $400.00
For uses on a zoning lot exceeding
FUACKes Lol st et Te e L 5500 500
A separate fee shall be required for each proceeding.

A deferral at request of applicant requiring
the mailing of new notices or readvertisement ... $ 50.00"

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall be included in the Code of the

City of Wichita and shall be effective upon its publication once in the

official City paper.

ADOPTED at Wichita, Kansas, this day of

Sheldon Ramen, Mayor

ATTEST:

John Moir, Director of Finance/
City Clerk

5
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF LAW DEPARTMENT DATE: August 17, 1988
TO: Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner

FROM: Joe Allen Lang, Assistant City Attorney

SUBJECT: Ordinance on Zoning Fees

Please find attached a proposed ordinance establishing a schedule of fees
for zoning applications and Board of Zoning Appeals applications in new
Chapter 2.26. These schedules are not zoning boundaries, regulations, or
restrictions, or amendments thereto and may be established by the govern-
ing body (K.S.A. 12-708).

For the goveraing body to establish a schedule of fees, it should just
remove the current schedules from the zoning regulations according to the
statutory procedure for amendment.

I have reviewed your amendments to sections 28.04.210(3.2) and 2.12.580(b)
and find them to be sufficient. Note that the later section (b) includes
a part 2 that should not be deleted. Also, be advised that the amending
ordinance must include the entire section being amended (X.S5.A. 12-3004).

Please let me know if you need anything further.

///Joe Allen Langﬁ4za
Assistant City Attorney

JAL:kj
Attachment RE@EHWE@
AUG 1 81988
AETROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE [
0




6/17/88
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE CREATING AND ESTABLISHING SECTIONS 2.26.010
AND 2.26.020 OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS,
ESTABLISHING SCHEDULES OF FEES FOR PLANNING AND ZONING
APPLICATIONS.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF WICHITA,

KANSAS:

SECTION 1. SECTION 2.26.010 of the Code of the City of Wichita

shall read as follows:

"Fees for Zoning Applications. For the purpose of
defraying costs of zoning proceedings, the governing body
establishes the following schedule of fees.
Upon the filing of each application for a change of
district boundaries or classification, the following shall
be paid:
Size of Application Area
Zoning Up to and Over 3 Over 6
Classification including acres to acres to Over
Reguested 3 acres 6 acres 15 acres 15 acres
"AA" & "A" $350 $450 $550 3650
"RB", "R-5",
"R-6" & "U" $450 $550 $650 $750
"G" N/A $550 $650 $750
"B" & "BB" $500 $600 $700 $800
lloc!l' lILcll' llcll'
"D", "E" g "p" $550 $650 $750 $850

Upon the filing of each application for a C.U.P., the
following shall be paid:

Residential C.U.P.

Original - $500 plus $5 per acre
for each acre over 40
acres




Amendments

Major - (design or use change that
would affect 50% or more of
the area contained within
the c.uU.P.)

Minor - (design or use change that
would affect less than 50%
of the area contained within
the C.U.P.)

Adjustment -

Commercial C.U.P.

Original - when filed with rezoning $200 plus $5 per acre
application for each acre over 15
acres

Original - when filed separately $500 plus $5 per acre
for each acre over 15
acres

Amendments
Major - (design or use change that $500
would affect 50% or more of
the area contained within the
C.U.P.)
(design or use change that
would affect less than 50%
of the area contained within
the C.U.P.)

Adjustment - $100

A fee of one hundred fifty dollars ($150) shall be
charged for those requests for special permits or uses,

where authorized by the zoning ordinance, that are re-

ferred by the council to the metropolitan area planning

commission for public hearing recommendation. Said fee
shall be paid by the applicant prior to the scheduling
of a hearing before the metropolitan area planning

commission.
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Any person requesting deferral of a case shall be
charged a fee of fifty dollars ($50) to cover administra-
tive cost at such time that the deferral is granted.

A written receipt shall be issued to the person making
such a payment and records thereof shall be kept in such a
manner as prescribed by law."

SECTION 2. Section 2.26.020 of the Code of the City of Wichita
shall read as follows:

"Fees for Board of Zoning Appeals Applications. For the
purpose of defraying costs of Board of Zoning Appeals procee-
dings, the governing body establishes the following schedule
of fees to be paid at the time of filing for the application:

AL e o e P e e s S 25 0151010

Variances for residential uses
{individual zoning 1ot) ......cco0ceaveseeas $300.00
Additional variance on individual
Ll (e N S D N B B Ay S B A L T

Variances for residential uses
(multiple zoning lots) ..........ceovveeee.. $300 plus $25 for
each lot in the
application

All other variance ..........cccceeeescanncscsass $400.00
Additional variance on individual
Eon ng e e e 0315000

Exceptions for residential uses ................. $300.00

Exceptions for other uses permitted in residential
QiBEEICES L it ae s s sla et eine 930000

Exceptions for uses in all othei districts ...... $400.00
For uses on a zoning lot exceeding
3 BCLES cc.ccivonnnisnsssvrverivesanansaeass $500.00

A separate fee shall be required for each proceeding.

TET S S e T TR

A deferral at request of applicant requiring
the mailing of new notices or readvertisement ... $ 50.00"
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SECTION 3. This ordinance shall be included in the Code of the : ’
City of Wichita and shall be effective upon its publication once in the 3
official City paper.

N

ADOPTED at Wichita, Kansas, this day of i : ‘;.

S e G e 3

Sheldon Kamen, Mayor d . -

ATTEST:

John Moir, Director of Finance/ i L
City Clerk

Approved as to Form:

Thomas R. Powell, Director of Law
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Amend 28.04.210(3.2) of City Code to read as follows:

3.2 For the purpose of defraying costs of proceedings
described herein, filing fees shall be paid upon the
filing of each application as established by the
schedule adopted by the Governing Body.

Amend 2.12.580(b) of City Code to read as follows:

(b) All applications to the board of zoning appeals for any
type of proceeding shall be in writing and shall be
filed at the office of the secretary of the board of
zoning appeals. Applications shall be filed upon forms
provided for that purpose by the secretary of the board
and shall be accompanied by a fee as established by the

schedule adopted by the Governing Body.

Amend Section 17.C.2(paragraph 3) of the County Zoning Regula-
tions to read as follows:

For the purpose of defraying costs of proceedings
prescribed herein, filing fees shall be paid in
accordance with the schedule adopted by the Governing
Body and the signed agreement between the City of
Wichita and Sedgwick County concerning MAPD, upon the
filing of such application for change in district
classification.
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GENERALLY | 2B.04.195

to be filed with the director of planning and with.the official charged with
the enforcement of zoning. After receiving the recommendation of the
commission, the governing body may approve, disapprove or amend, by
motion, the plan subject to changes, special conditions and safeguards as
may be deemed by either the commission or governing body to be in the
public interest.

c. All amendments to any plan approved hereunder or under previous
procedures shall follow the same procedure as for the hearing and approval
of an original development plan.

d. No building permit shall be issued on lands meeting the conditions
and criteria under B.l.a of this section unless a development plan shall have
been approved in accordance with provisions herein.

e. After a plan has been submitted and approved for tracts as one unit,
development in compliance with the plan may proceed on parts of a unit.

f. Any substantial deviation as determined by the superintendent of
central inspection from the plans submitted shall constitute a violation of
the building permit authorizing construction of the proposed’ development.
No building permit shall be issued for any construction which is not in
conformity with an approved development plan.

g Notice of hearing of the plan shall be given by pubhcalaon ina
newspaper of general circulation in the city for one publication not less than
twenty days in advance of hearing, and by notice by mail to adjoining
property owners as may be determined necessary under adopted policies of
the commission. (Ord. No. 28-670, § 1: Ord. No. 27-712,§ 1.)

28.04.195 Historic landmark designation. The purpose and intent of this
section is to provide means of designating on the official zoning map of the
city of Wichita those properties determined to be historic landmarks by the
board of city commissioners of the city of Wichita. The dctermination of

. eligibility for designation as a historic landmark shall be based on the

conclusions and findings of fact of the historic landmark preservation
committee as created and directed by Sections 2.12.1015 through 2.12.1025
inclusive of the code of the city of Wichita and upon the recommendations
of the metropolitan area planning commission following public hearing as
hereinafter provided.

Upon recommendation of the historic landmark preservation
committee, an application may be initiated for the designation of a historic
landmark on legally described property or properties which have been
incorporated into the historic landmark preservation plan of the city of
Wichita.

The applicant shall provide the names of the owner(s) of record,
together with an accurate legal description of the property proposed to be
designated, and-from and after December 31, 1980, shall accompany the ap-
plication with a fee of two iiundred dollars when the application encompasses
a-single zoning lot as defin=d in Section 28.04.020 of the zoning ordinance.
An application for the designation of a historic landmark district, comprised
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-of two. or-more-zoning lots shall be accompanied by a fee of five hundreq
dollars _plus_one-dollar per zoning lot within the district. The fees shall ke
-used-to-cover-the expenses associated with ‘the-handling of the -case. The
aoplicant shall also identify tiie specific criteria as set out in Sections
2.12.1019 and 2.12.1020(2) of this code under which the described
property is proposed to be designated as a historic landmark.

Upon receipt of the complete application and-fee, the metropolitan
area planning department shall establish a case file and proceed to prepare a
notice for a public hearing before the metropolitan area planning
commission. The notice shall be sent by certified mail with return receipt
requested to the owner(s) of record of the property directly involved and
shall be published once in the official city newspaper at least twenty days
prior to the hearing date.

At the conclusion of the public nearing, the metropolitan area planning
commission shall forward its recommendation for approval or disapproval of
historic designation to the board of city commissioners. In the event the
board of city commissioners takes action to approve the historic designation
of the property involved, the metropolitan area planning department, on the
basis of the public meeting record, shall set out on the official zoning map of
the city of Wichita a designation corresponding to the case number and a
delineation of the property involved.

The establishment of the historic landmark designation shall in no way
alter the uses permitted by the zoning classification or districts of this
chapter as previously established on the property. A desire to change
permitted uses will require the filing of an application requesting a zoning
change as provided for in Section 28.04.210. .

In the event a permit is issued as provided for in Section 2.12.1024 of
this code, for the demolition or removal of a designated historic landmark
structure not located within a landmark district, the superintendent of
central inspection shall instruct the metropolitan area planning department
to remove the designation from the official zoning map of the city; provided
that, upon removal of a structure within an historic landmark district, the
land shall retain its classification as, and remain a part of said designated
historic landmark district. (Ord. No. 36-595, (part).)

28.04.200 Sectional zoning maps. A. PREPARATION. The planning
commission shall cause to be prepared sectional maps of all lots, tracts and
parcels of lands located within the city, wiich maps describe by legend and
color the zoning classification or district of each such lot, tract and parcel] of
land as the same has been heretofore approved and established by the
planning commission and the city commission according to law.

B. OFFICIAL TITLE. Each such sectional map, identified by the
particular section, township and range of the lands, embraced therein, shall
be marked “Official Zoning Map, City of Wichita, Kansas,” and shall be
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approves the recommendation, may either adopt the recommendation by
ordinance or deny the application as recommended. In the event the planning
commission submits a “failure to recommend,” the council may take such
actioii as it deems appropriate. Upon receipt of a recommendaiion of the
planning commission which the council disapproves, the council shall return
the recommendation to the planning commission with a statement specify-
ing the basis for disapproval. The planning commission, after reconsidering
the same, may resubmit its original recommendation, giving the reasons thers-
for, or submit new and amended recommendations. Upon the receipt of the
recommendations, the council may adopt or may revise or amend and
adopt the recommendations by ordinance. If, however, a protest against the
amendment, supplement or change be filed in the office of the city clerk within
fourteen days after the conclusion of the public hearing pursuant to the publi-
cation notice, duly signed and acknowledged by the owners of twenty percent
of the total area, excepting public streets and ways. located within two hun-
dred feet of the property proposed to be rezoned. the amendment shall not he
passed except by at least three-fourths vote of all the members of the council.

3. Changes by other individuals or groups.

3.1 A proposal for an amendment or change in zoning may be initiated
by the governing body without fee, the planning commission or upon appli-
cation of the owner of the property affected. The application shall be filed
with the planning commission upon forms and accompanied by such data
and informaticn as may be prescribed by the planning commission, so as to
ensure the fullest practicable presentation of facts for the permanent record.

3.2 For the purpose of defraying costs of procecdings described here-
in, filing and publication fees shall be paid-upon the filing of each applica-
tion for a change of district boundaries or classification as follows:

Size of Application Area

Zonil}g Up to and Over 3 Over 6
Classification inciuding acres to  acres to Over
Requested 3 acres 6 acres 15 acres J&cres i

“AAT & “A” 5200 5300 5400 3500
“RB," “R-5",

“R6" & “U” 5360 5400 5500 5600
= g N/A 3400 3500 5600
“B" & “BB" $350 $450 5550 5650
“OCT, SLCY, O

“D","E" & “F"  $400 $500 $600 5700

1062-16

(Wichita 6-30-87)




BOARDS, AGENCIES AND COMMISSIONS 2.12.580

(b) All applications to the board of zoning appeals for any type of
proceeding, shall be in writing and shall be filed at the office of the secretary
of the board of zoning appeals, Applications shall be filed upon forms pro-
vided for that purpose by the secretary of the board and shall be accom-
panied by:

1. A fee as set forth herein payable to the City of Wichita,

Appeals

Variances for residential uses

(individual zoning lot)
Additional variance on individual zoning lot

Variances for residential uses

(multiple zoning lots)
Plus 2 for each lot in the application

All othe, ances. .

Additional variance on individual zoning lot

Exceptions for residential uses

Exceptions for other uses permitted in residential

districts

Exceptions for uses in all other districts

For uses on a zoning lot exceeding 3 acres

A separate fee shall be required for each proceeding,

A deferral at request of applicant requiring the mailing

of new notices or readvertisement

2. A current certified list, prepared by a local abstract firm, of the
names and mailing addresses of all property owners within two hundred feet
of the exterior boundaries of the property to be considered in the applica-
tion.

Any proceeding authorized hereunder may be initiated by the board it-
self (or any other governmental agency) in cases where the property is resi-
dential and occupied and the payment of the application fee and the cost
of furnishing an ownership list would create a financial hardship on the
property owner. In any such case the property owner may be relieved of
such costs of the proceeding hefore the board, but shall not be relieved of
the responsibility of complying with all of the approval conditions imposed
by the board, including the expenses or costs thereof,

(c) The secretary of the board of zoning appeals shall cause to be
published in the official paper of the city, a notice as to the time, place, date
and subject of hearing, of a public hearing for each application; such notice
to appear once in the official city paper no less than twenty days prior to the
date of hearing. The secretary shall also cause notice to be given by mail no
less than twenty days prior to the date of the hearing, to each of the
property owners within two hundred feet of the exterior boundaries of the
property to be consideied in the application; as such owners are listed on the
current certified list accompanying the application, to each party to the
appeal or other proceeding and to each member of the metropolitan
planning commission,
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