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RESOLUTION NO. Julel — G5

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING
FEES AND CHARGES FOR
PROCEEDINGS GOVERNED BY THE
ZONING REGULATIONS FOR THE
UNINCORPORATED AREA OF SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS

WHEREAS, Sedgwick County has adopted Zoning Regulations for
the Unincorporated Area of Sedgwick County, Kansas, pursuant to

Resolution Number 247-1984,

WHEREAS, the County is
Supp. 19-2920, to establish
in advance to the secretary
any property at the time of

as amended; and

authorized, pursuant to K.S.A. 1987
a scale of reasonable fees to be paid
of the planning board by the owner of
making application for a change in

zoning of the same; and

WHEREAS, the County is authorized, pursuant to K.S.A.
19-2926a, to create and establish a board of zoning appeals and
to establish a scale of reasonable fees to be paid in advance by
the party appealing. d

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS, that:

SECTION I.

1
A. The following fees and charges are hereby established
for the vurpose of defraying costs for proceedings in zone
change, conditional use and special permit applications:

Size of Application Area

over 3 over 6 over
acres to acres to 15
6 acres 15 acres acres

Zoning
Classification
Requested

up to &
including
3 acres

"RM,
nRRN
"OC“, "LCH, nge, WEn g upn

WR-1" g wppn $350
$500

$550

$450
$600
$650

$550
$700
$750

$650
$800
$850

"CU" Conditional Use Permit - Fee required is the same as for the
District in which located, unless filed with a zone change,
in which case the fee is 50% of the required fee for the
zone change.

$350

Special Permit
$ 50

A deferral requiring the mailing of new notices
B. Said fees and charges shall be paid in advance of the
filing of snch application. A written receipt shall be issued to
the person making such a payment and records thereof shall be
kept in a manner as prescribed by law.
SECTION II.

A.

The following fees and charges are hereby established
for the purpose of defraying costs of proceedings before the
Board of soning Appeals:

Appeals $250
Variances for Residential Uses
For individual zoning lot
Additional variance on same

Multiple lot application
*plus $25 for each lot in the application

$300
$100

Property
$300%*




Variances for All Other Uses

$400
For additional variance on lot $150

$300
$400

A$ 50

Exceptions for Residential Uses
Exceptions for All Other Uses

A deferral requiring the mailing of new notices
A separate fee shall be required for each proceeding.

B. Said fees and charges shall be paid in advance of the
filing of such application. 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.

Commissioners present and voting were:

MARK F. SCHROEDER |

BILLY Q. MCCRAY
DAVID BAYOUTH
TOM SCOTT
BERNARD HENTZEN

|
DATED this 28th day of December, 1988.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS

ATTEST:

DAVID BAYOUTH, ComMissToner—.

APPROVED/)AS TQ_FORM: 2
/i TOM 'SC » Commissioner

AS'T. COUNTY COUNSELOR

BERNARD HENTZEN, Commissioner
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RESOLUTION NO. Jufed 7P

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE "ZONING® REGU-
LATIONS FOR THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS" AS ADOPTED BY
RESOLUTION NO. 247-1984 AND SUBSEQUENTLY
AMENDED; BY AMENMDING SECTIONS 16.B.1 AND
17.C.2 PERTAINING TO FILING FEES FOR
APPEALS, VARIANCES, EXCEPTIONS, ZONING
DISTRICT CHANGES, CONDITIONAL AND SPECIAL
USES; ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AUTHOR-
ITY GRANTED IN SECTION 17.C THEREOF.

BE 1T RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS:'

SECTION I. That after notice and public hearing by the
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission on
September 29, 1988, as provided by law, and under authority
granted by Section 17.C of the "Zoning Regulations For The
Unincorporated Area of Sedgwick County, Kansas" as adopted by
Resolution No. 247-1984 and subsequently amended, Section 16 -
"BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS", Subsection B.l - "PROCEDURE", shall be
amended to read as follows:

"B. PROCEDURE.

1. Written application for the approval of an
appeal, variance or exception referred to in this
section shall be filed in a manner prescribed by
the Board.

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 concern-
ing MAPD, upon the filing of such application for
an appeal, variance or exception.

Applications for appeals from the decisions of
the enforcing officer shall be made within twenty
(20) days of the date of such decision."

SECTIC: II. That after notice and public hearing by the
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission on
September 29, 1988, as provided by law, and under authority
granted by Section 17.C of the "Zoning Requlations For The
Unincorporated Area of Sedgwick County, Kansas" as adopted by
Resolution No. 247-1984 and subsequently amended, Section 17 -
"ADMINISTRATION", Subsection C - "CHANGES AND AMENDMENTS TO
REGULATTONS, DISTRICT BOUNDARIFES, CLASSIFICATION OF PROPERTY, OR
ZONING ARFAS OF INFLUENCE", Subsection 2 - "Application", shall
be amended to read as follows:

"2. Application: Application for any change of district
boundaries 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.

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.
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For the purpose of deofraying 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."

SECTION III. That original Sections 16.B.1 and 17.C.2 of
the "Zoning Regulations For The Unincorporated Area of Sedgwick
County, Fansas" as adopted by Rosolution No. 247-1984 and subse—
guently amended, are hereby repealed.

SECTION IV. That this Resolution shall take effect and be
in force from and after its adoption and publication once in the
official County paper.

PASCRD AND ADOPTED by the Board of County Commissioners at
Wichita, Xansas, this 28th day of December, 1988.

WUk o Bl

Mark F. Schroeder, Chairman i

G G~ ey
Bildy Qi m y, Chairman proﬂ

5Evid Gayolth, CommfsSioner

Tom Scott, Commissioner

- i I

Bernard A. Hentzen, Commissioner

s S
X

APPROVED..AS°TO PORM:

Robert R. Arnold, County Counselor
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5, 1989)

UNINCORPOR.\‘I‘ED AREA OF
SEDGWII COUNTY, KANSAS" AS
ADOP’I’ED BY RESOLU‘L".ION NO. H7-
1984 AND SUBSEQUENTLY AMEND-
ED; BY AMENDING SECTIONS 16.B.1
AND 17.C.2 PERTAINING TO FILING
FEES FOR APPEALS, VARIANCES
PT] ZONING  DISTRICT
CONDITIONAL AND

S; ALL IN ACCOR.

H THE AUTHORITY

IN .SECTION 17.C

Y THE BOARDOF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 0?
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS:

SECTION I. That after notice and public -

hearing by the Wichita-Sedgwick Cfuw
Metropolitan Area Pla: 'ng Commission
on September 29; 1988, as provided by law,
and under authority granted by Sectlon
+ 17.C of the *'Zonlng chuuuwu Pnr’l'hn
. " Unincorporated Area of
| Kansas nndopledbynzwlullmﬂu.ﬂ?—

IManﬂsuhequenu,vlmended Sectlon16
| - "BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS",
. SubsectionB.1- "PRDCEDURE".IMI.H:
| amended to read as follows:

“B. PROCEDURE.

1. Written lppilcarlnn for the approval

of an appeal, varlance or exception

reflemdlolnll\llmtlm..hl]lbeﬂ]edm

& manner prescribed by the Board,

For the purpose of defraying costs of

proceedings prescribed In, filing

fees shall be pald laaccordance with the
schedule adopted by the

and lhe signed agreement
between the Cily of Wichita and

Sedgwick County concerning MAPD,

upon the: nzo!snchlppllc.tlunlm'ln

appeal, nce or exception.

Appuca ons for appeals from the

decisions of the enforcing officer shall

be made within lwent.:v 120) days of the
date of such decislon.’

SECTION II.. That after notice and
public hearing by the Wichita-Sedgwick
County Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
misslon on September 29, 1988, as provided
by law, and under authority granted by
Ser.-m-m 17.C of the "Zoning Regulations

Area

Counzl‘y, Kansa;;a hg:q t:dhyResn!uﬂun
No. 247-1984 and sul uently amended,
Section 17 - “ADMINISTRATION", Sub-
section C - ‘'CHANGES AND
AMENDMENTS TO REGULATIONS,
DISTRICT BOUNDARIES, CLASSIFICA-
TION OF PROPERTY, OR ZONING
IFLUENCE", Subsection-

hall be amended to read

Application for any
nge strict boundarles or
reclassification of districts as shown on
the Zoning Map shall be filed with lhe
Commission upon forms and accom.
panled by such data and Information as
may be prescribed for that purpose by
the Commission s0 as tc assure the
fullest precticable presentation of facts
for the permanent record.

a
certified list of property owners of
record and thelr addresses, if avallable,
and If not avallable, then the address of
the: occupant of the premlsu, ll
tenanted, in all directions from
luhljecl property for a distance of I..W
For the purpose of defraying costs of
proccedings prescribed hereln, flling
!cellhnllbepllmnaecnmﬂuwlmhe
schedule adopted by the Governing
and the signed agreement
between the City Dl Wlelllll and
Sedgwick  County the
MAPD, upon the ll]l:lg ni lllch lppllu
tlon !M' change In district classifica-

tlon,

SECTION 1II That wl:.lm] Sﬁ:llnnl
16.B.1 and l'n'.C. the Zonlng

he Unl nm.

of Sedgwick Counly. Kansas™ as adopted
by Resolution No. 247-1984 and subsequent-
ly amended, are hereby repealed.

SECTION IV, That this Resolution shall
take effect and be In force from and alter
Its adoption and pﬂbllr:lllun once in the

ofticial Cmmlvgl
PASSED AN ADﬁPrEDbymean!
;:(l Cullnly Commissioners at Wichita,

hroeder, Chalrman
/8/Bllly Q M:-Crny. Chalrman pro tem
m Scott, Commissloner
Drrnnrd A. Henla.rn. Commissioner
ATTEST: (SEAL)
r;f?on Wright, County Clerk
[FE)




RESOLUTLON NO.

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING
FEES AND CHARGES FOR
PROCEEDINGS GOVERNED BY THE
ZONING REGULATIONS FOR THE
UNINCORPORATED AREA OF SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS

WHEREAS, Sedgwick County has adopted Zoning Regqulations for
the Unincorporated Area of Sedgwick County, Kansas, pursuant to
Resolution Number 247-1984, as amended; and

WHEREAS, the County is authorized, pursuant to K.S.A. 1987
Supp. 19-2920, to establish a scale of reasonable fees to be paid
in advance to the secretary of the planning board by the owner of
any property at the time of making application for a change in
zoning of the same; and

WHEREAS, the County is authorized, pursuant to K.S.A.
19-2926a, to creace and establish a boar< of zoning appeals and
to establish a scale of reasonable fees co be paid in advance by
the party appealing.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS, that:

SECTION T.

A. The following fees and charges are hereby established
for the purpose of defraying costs for proceedings in zone
change, conditional use and special permit applications:

Size of Application Area
Zoning up to & over 3 over 6 over
Classification including acres to acres to 15
Requested 3 acres 6 acres 15 acres acres

WRM, WR-1M" g “AAW $350 $450 $550 $650
wBBN $500 $600 $700 $800
nggH, WLEw, nem, mEn g upn $550 $650 $750 $850

"CU" Conditional Use Permit - Fee required is the same as for the
District in which located, unless filed with a zone change, "
in which case the fee is 50% of the required fee for the
zone change.

Special Permit $350
A deferral requiring the mailing of new notices $ 50

B. Said fees and charges shall be paid in advance of the
filing of such application. A written receipt shall be issued to
the person making such a payment and records thereof shall be
kept in a manner as prescribed by law.

SECTION II.

A. The following fees and charges are hereby established
for the purpose of defraying costs of proceedings before the
Board of Zoning Appeals:

Appeals $250

Variances for Residential Uses
For individual zoning lot $300
Additional variance on same property $100
Multiple lot application $300%
*plus $25 for cach lot in the application




Variances for All Other Uses $400
For additional vacriance on lot $150

Exceptions for Residential Uses 300
Exceptions for All Other Uses 400

A deferral requiring the mailing of new notices $ 50
A separate fee shall be required for each proceeding.

B. Said fees and charges shall be paid in advance of the
filing of such application. 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.

Commissioners present and voting were:

MARK F. SCHROEDER

BILLY Q. MCCRAY

DAVID BAYOUTH

‘II'OM SCOTT

BERNARD HENTZEN

DATED this 28th day of December, 1988,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS

MARK F. SCHROEDER, Chairman
ATTEST:

BILLY Q. MCCRAY, Commissioner

DON WRIGHT, County Clerk

DAVID BAYOUTH, Commissioner

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

TOM SCOTT, Commissioner

COUNTY COUNSELOR

BERNARD HENTZEN, Commissioner




Published in The Daily Reporter

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE "ZONING REGU-
LATIONS FOR THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS" AS ADOPTED BY
RESOLUTION NO. 247-1984 AND SUBSEQUENTLY
AMENDED; BY AMENDING SECTIONS 16.B.1 AND
'17.C.2 PERTAINING TO FILING FEES FOR
APPEALS, VARIANCES, EXCEPTIONS, ZONING
DISTRICT CHANGES, CONDITIONAL AND SPECIAL
USES; ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AUTHOR—
ITY GRANTED IN SECTION 17.C THEREOF.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS:

SECTION I. That after notice and public hearing by the
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission on
September 29, 1988, as provided by law, and under authority
granted by Section 17.C of the "Zoning Regulations For The
Unincorporated Area of Sedgwick County, Kansas" as adopted by
Resolution No. 247-1984 and subsequently amended, Section 16 -
"BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS", Subsection B.l - "PROCEDURE", shall be
amended to read as follows:

"B. PROCEDURE.

1. Written application for the approval of an
appeal, variance or exception referred to in this
section shall be filed in a manner prescribed by
the Board.

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 concern-
ing MAPD, upon the filing of such application for
an appeal, variance or exception.

Applications for appeals from the decisions of
the enforcing officer shall be made within twenty
(20) days of the date of such decision."

SECTION II. That after notice and public hearing by the
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission on
September 29, 1988, as provided by law, and under authority
granted by Section 17.C of the "Zoning Regulations For The
Unincorporated Area of Sedgwick County, Kansas" as adopted by
Resolution No. 247-1984 and subsequently amended, Section 17 -
"ADMINISTRATION", Subsection C - "CHANGES AND AMENDMENTS TO
REGULATIONS, DISTRICT BOUNDARIES, CLASSIFICATION OF PROPERTY, OR
ZONING AREAS OF INFLUENCE", Subsection 2 - "Application", shall
be amended to read as follows:

"2. BApplication: Application for any change of district
boundaries 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.

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.
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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."

SECTION III. That original Sections 16.B.1 and 17.C.2 of
the "Zoning Requlations For The Unincorporated Area of Sedgwick
County, Kansas" as adopted by Resolution No. 247-1984 and subse-
quently amended, are hereby repealed.

SECTION IV. That this Resolution shall take effect and be
in force from and after its adoption and publication once in the °
official County paper.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of County Commissioners at
Wichita, Kansas, this 28th day of December, 1988.

Mark F. Schroeder, Chairman

Billy Q. McCray, Chairman pro

David Bayouth, Commissioner

Tom Scott, Commissioner

Bernard A. Hentzen, Commissioner

ATTEST:

Don Wright, County Clerk
(SEAL)

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Robert R. Arnold, County Counselor
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: December 5, 1988

TO: Board of County Commissioners
FROM: Marvin S. Krout, Director of Planning ﬂjﬁk/higw{;/

SUBJECT: DR 88-7 - Amendment to County Zoning and BZA Fees

On September 29, 1988, the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
unanimously recommended a package of increases in application
fees for zone change requests, conditional uses, special permits,
and applications to the County Board of Zoning Appeals. 1In the
case of all but the BZA applications, 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; and for special permits, which are
$150 today, by $100. Conditional uses would be increased 1like
zone change reguests, but if filed along with a zone change
request, would be discounted by 50%. BZA fees, which range from
$175-$300 today, would be raised by $75-$100.

Fees and processing costs for planring and zoning applications
were comprehensively analyzed by the Planning Department earlier
this year, for the first time in nine years. Methodology, con-
clusions, 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 update of the Comprehensive Plan. The
fees recommended by MAPC will generate about 50% of the increased
revenue identified in the adopted budget. Staff still believes
that the originally proposed increases (+$150 for zone changes
and +$200 for special permits) are insubstantial in relation to
overall costs of development and should be adopted.

On September 12, 1988, the County’s BZA reviewed the proposed
increases for the applications that they review, and unanimously
recommended approval.

On November 29, 1988, the Wichita City Council voted to follow
the staff recommendations on the proposed fee increases.




DR 88-7 ) @

December 5, 1988
Page 2

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.

Separate from the question of fee increases, staff had
reconmended that all fees for County planning and zoning
regulations be placed in a separate new County resolution, and
that the fee schedules be deleted from the County zoning
resoiution We pointed out that the current process of amending
the zoning resolution which requires advance newspaper notice,
MAPC public hearings, and detailed minutes preparation before
Commission action is uniguely and unnecessarily cumbersome and
time-consuming. However, the MAPC has recommended that the fee
schedule continue to reside in the zoning resolution so that any
proposed increases will get a more adequate hearing through that
body. The Wichita City Council concurred with the staff on this
issue at their November 29 meeting, and voted to move the city
zoning fees from the zoning ordinance to an administrative
section of the city code.

This matter has been scheduled for review at your meeting of
December 14, 1988.

Recommendations/Actions: 1. Concur with the MAPC's recom-
mended fee increases, and direct
staff to prepare the resclution
amending the schedules in the
zoning text.

2. Concur with staff’s recommended
fee increases, and direct staff
to delete the fee schedules from
the County zoning resolution and
establish the new fees by
separate County resolution.

3. Take other action as appropriate.




Fee Summary
County Applications (10/88)

s g e g ——

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

zoning | £200 - 3700 |
conditicnal uses $206 - 3700 |
special permits | $150 |
CoBZA appeals | $175 |
| |
| |

$275 - §775
275 - §775%
$250%

| $350 - 3850 |
| $350 - $ssox |
| $350% |

$250 # $250 I
|

$
$300 - $400 $300 - §400
$300 - $400 $300 - $400

CoBZA variances $200 - $3G0
CoBZA exceptions $200 - $300

plats
vacations
lot splits

| $ 50 - $200

|
platting extension |

|

I

|

$
3125 - $250

| $125 - $300 | $150 - §500 |

| $125 - §250 | $125 - $250 |

| $200 - $250 | $200 - $250 I
| $ 50 - $100 | $ 50 - §100

street name change | $200 ’ $200 |

lettor of credit | $ 50 $ 50 |

extension | | |

*fee would be 1/2 these amounts if filed with a zone change

5
|
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Location of Fee Schedules
County Applications (10/88)

t of fees current location
zoning | County zoning
conditional uses | resolution
special permits |

BZA cases

plats |

vacations |

lot splits | (by state statute,

platting exten- | MAPC adopts regs

sion* H and sets fees)
|
|
|

City/County
Subdivision Regs

street name
change*

letter of credit
extension*

MAPC rec

leave as is

leave as is

Staff rec

| move to new |
County admini-

| strative

| resolution

suppert statutory
|amendments giving|
|governing bodies |
|£inal authority I
|over adoption of
regs and fees; |
| then move fees toI
| separate County

| resolution

—__l__.____l__—l_____ll

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

DATE: August 26, 1988

TO: Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

FROM: Marvir 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 go over these
proposed changes with you and to invite representativec of the
development community for their input.

History: The last time that HAPD fees were analyzed in a
coupreﬁenslve 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.
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Metropolitan @a Planning Commission
August 26, 1988
Page 2

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 applicatien, which would bring that fee
in 1line with the currert charge for residential CUPs, was
recommended for disapproval by the MAPC, and the City Commission
concurred with the MAPC recommendatica.

Methodoloqy: 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 bDirector 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 rejuirement
of an approved =zoning change is more than ten times the fee
charged. Fees for most other typ:s 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.




Hal:'ropol:ltan
August 26, 19
Page 3

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 to 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
pProposing 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 engn 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 also recommend that tha
existin fees for designating historic landmarks and districts,
whic scourage applications, e eleted. Since a ee for
historic landmark designation was mposed several years ago, only
two applications have been filed. The Historiec 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 wuse; 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 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:

ale 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.

In order to make this process simpler, fee schedules should
be removed from the regulations that require public hearings
and review by the MAPC, ac 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 MABC is not charged
in the city-county ordinance or agreement with setting
fees, and unlike other administrative bozrds that do
set fees, has no budgetary authority.

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-relatcd applications, establish a
new city code Section 2.26, moving the fee
schedules from Title 28 and also from Section
42.12, which governs BZA applications;

E) 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 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 Chief Planner to attend Planning Commission
meetings in the smaller cities. It was assumcd, in estimating
time reguirements, that there would not be a large amount of
protest; althcough one or two people could be expected to call the
HMAPD and/or speak at the MAPC meetings. Time raquired 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 "cC" 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.

3 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. 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.




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 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. 1In
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 cf area covered,
number of adjoining properties affected, 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.

7. LOT SPL

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 also take additional time due to increased
size of the original 1lot, 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,




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 csses 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 wunique 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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5. 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) of the Subdivision Regulations of the
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Plarning
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 BuA application fees currently reside. The County
Resolution which is where the zoning and BZA fees reside for the
County, and the City-County Subdivision Regulations where the
fees for plats, vacations, and lot splits reside.

EKROUT 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 a similar package because he
felt that in most of the cases of these applications it should be
the applicant rather than the taxpayer who it 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 full 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 extencion of platting time.

KROUT said that as far as the City zoning regulations go,
Chapter 28, staff would withdrawn the recommendation for deletion

B 0 et
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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
desicnation.

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 Ciiy 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 s.ch 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 8 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 Appezls reviewed the proposed new fee schcdule last week
and they have recommended wunanimously that the increases be
adopted. The City BZA will be reviewing the increases Septeinber
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 reccmmended 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 Albuquerque, 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 fee for a typical 1light
commercial zoning case on a small acreage.

CROCKETT asked if that would include site plan review.

KROUT said no, staff is not suggesting site plan review
except in specialized cases.
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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 cznnot be
achieved. He said that he was not going to sugoest 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 this point is the suggestion that feecs
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 selfishly, 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 understand 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 looking 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
of time. He said that the thing they have to understand in
Wichita is that with special assessment financing available to
them, 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 thal 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 cuUP
which would save a lot of money and timc in the public hearing
process, and provide some more flexibility in the Subdivision
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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 thisugh 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 wheoce 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 set
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 staf{ are efficient. He
asked Galbraith how many staff he had lost in the last B8 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 going to do
this more often, he agrees that they should not be faced with the
situation of having to 1look at this once every 8 years. This
process of starting 5 months in advance when they think they may
have the fees co 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 unit 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. 5She is troubled that they are having to go to betterments
to fund a basic function set out in state 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.

CROCRETT szid that she could see that there 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
pradicated on these fee increases. Should such
increases not be 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,




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
representativc 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, like 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. 1In
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 public 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 consider 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 invelved simply
because otherwise that would be happening as the staandard 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 £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 iong 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 saving, 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 £ind 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 ssen 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
1/4 million dollars or better in the 1last couplaz 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 of 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 his 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 thot 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. GALBRAITH said that when he
started this process and was trying to analyze it for Krout right
after he got here, 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
amoun: 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 would
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 years,

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 unaninously.
Sherman was absent.
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 29, 1988

DR B88-6 Public hearing regarding proposed amendments to
Wichita Zoning Ordinance regarding filing fees.

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

5-152-10 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 be "X" in 1989,
"Y" in 1990, and "z"™ 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 that 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 B2A fee proposals with the city BzA, and they unanimously
recommended approval of the fee increases. The County BZA had
earlier recommended in favor the County B2A 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 ther> be no increase in fees at this
time due to what they psrceive 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, oOr
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 said 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 rezlly
concerned with is the 12.5% markup. He is not critical of what
they have gotten out of this so far; he likes thc 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 p comes back with a 12.5% hike.
He did not think they ne rs and 12.5%; they
could consider that or 3 years withou He too would
like to see recuperation of as many costs as possible, but they
have gone B or 9 Yyears 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 for 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
Flanning 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 tc note for the

record that they have discussed the philosophy of who to tag for
additional revernues 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 wupon
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 way: 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 Comrission 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




they attempt to structure something to compensate in those areas
that he had just mentioned as opposed to laying the burdens
solely wupon 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
chould 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 oe 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 philoscphically 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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That the Planning Commission agree to

policy of inciecased fees <for the

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 a«ttitude. He said that they 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 advertised for this hearing, and they are not formally a part
of the Planning Commission’s review.

KROUT stated tnat 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
recommexded that both of those be taken out and put into an
administrative section of the County Resolution.

ION: 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 BZA 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 unanimoﬁsly.
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. In the CUP,
where there are 3-year increments, the cost of living was added.

GARDNER stated that the Planning Commission seems 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
cor.sensus in the incrementzl 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.
Moore 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. (S-152-10) Subdivision Filing Fees.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
to the governing body that the Subdivision fees
for 1989 be adopted. Gardner moved, Brinegar
seconded and it carried unanimously. Moore and
Parsons were absent.




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: October 17, 1988

TO: Board of County Commissioners

FROM: Marvin §. Krout, Director of Planning W

SUBJECT: DR 88-7 - Amendment to County Zoning and BZA Fees

On September 29, 1988, the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
unanimously recommended a package of increases in application
fees for zone change requests, conditional uses, special permits,
and applications to the County Board of Zoning Appeals. In the
case of all but the BZA applications, 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; and for special permits, which are \\__‘:
$150 today, by $100. cConditional uses would be increased like \
zone change requests, but if filed along with a zone chuage X
request, would be discounted by 50%. BZA fees, which range from

$175-$300 today, would be raised by $75-$100. g

Fees and processing costs for planning and zoning applications =
were comprehensively analyzed by the Planning Department earlier N
this year, for the first time in nine years. Methodology, con- o
clusions, comparisons to other cities, and other information is N
included in the attachments. That analysis formed the basis for T
a suggested new set of fees that would increase revenues from \
this source by $75,000 from the current level of $105,000. This d
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 Comprehensive Plan. The \‘\
fees recommended by MAPC will generate less than 50% of the T~
increased revenue identified in the adopted budget. Staff still b
believes that the originally propesed increases (+$150 for zone b'
chanyes and +%$200 for special permits) are insubstantial in e
relation to overall costs of development and should be adopted.

On September 12, 1988, the County’s BZA reviewed the proposed
increases for the applications they review, and unanimously
recommended approval.

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 question of fee increases, staff had
recommended that all fees for County planning and zoning
regulations be placed in a separate rew County resolution, and
that the fee schedules be deleted from the County zoning
resolution. We pointed out that the current process of amending
the zoning resolution which requires advance newspaper notice,
MAPC public hearings, and detailed minutes preparation before
Commission action is uniquely and unnecessarily cumbersome and
time-consuming. However, the MAPC has recommended that the fee
schedule continue to reside in the zoning resolution sc that any
proposed increases will get a more adequate hearing through that
body.

This matter has been scheduled for review at your meeting of
October 26, 1988. i

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

Concur with staff’s recommznded fee
increases, and direct staff to
deletz the fee schedules from the
County zoning resolution and

establish the new fees by separate
County resolution.

Take other action as appropriate.
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METEOPOLITAN AREA PLANNING

G|l’\’ HALL 'I'EHTII FLOQH
455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1888
(318) 2884581

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 subdivision) filed with the MAPD. 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 reviev 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, vhich requires only the City Council’s approval to change.

These proposed filing fee changes will nov 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 questicns regarding this matter of fees, please call our office.

Sincerely,

Foziiaal)

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 Managers Association
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DIPARTMENT

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 subdivisiors over 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
addicional efficiencies are not possible; we will continue to
explore these and they will be reflected in any future analyses
of fees.

MSK:rme
Attachment

«¥




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. ; s

¢ All amendments to any plan approved hereunder or under previous
Procedures shall follow the same procedure 2s 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.

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 publication in a
newspaper of general circulation in the city for one publication nrt less than
twenty days in advance of hearing, and by notice by mail to adjoining
Pproperty 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 mecans 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
. eligbility 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 describsd 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 ) s

1062-12a

Exceret froM Ciry Zonimg Reds. re: PRESERVATION




28.04.200  ZONING

& 4 7 - The
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 to be designated as a historic landmark.

Upon receipt of the complete application -and—fee, the metropolitan
area plannir:z 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 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 of the historic landmark designation shall in no w.
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).)

23.04.200 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 cectional 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




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

lanning commission wi

ing the basis for disapproval. The planning co

the same, may resubmit its original recommendation,

for, or submit new and amended recommendations. Upon the receipt of the

recommendations, the council may adopt or may revise or amend and
ndations by ordinance. If, however. a protest against the

amendment, supplement or change be filed in the office of the city clerk within

fourteen days c hearing pursuant to the publi-

Ppassed except by at least three-fourths vote of

3. Changes by other individuals or groups,

3.1 A proposal foran 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 shail be filed

ensure the fullest practicable presentation of facts for the p.rmanent 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:

Fees bn 1989 Size of Application Area

Zoning Up to and Over 3 Over 6

Classification including acresto  acres to Over

Requested 3 acres 6acres 15 acres 15 acres

::..?:'_ ‘.'f;‘;‘: 53603757 5400 Y25 5560 TS

“R6" & “U" 5460475 $5000TAS 5609
HO0YAs 500525 5660 @ AT
m&rgrss&ez\r 5650 72 5~

$5005° 257 5600 & S5 5700 775

e
ﬁsa \Jdn 1, 1990 Size of Application Area

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

5306 450 $400 550  ss@s- oS0
5466 550 S500-SO  sego <0
5400 550 5500 LSO  seen 750
5458 O $556 700 s65p Boo
llocll. MLCH. llcﬂ' i
“D”, “E" & “F" 5560 SO S668 750 s708 850




fecs cékechve \on I, GENERALLY  28.04.210
; U_ﬂ,,lfja S22 T when € led wilh veza: leat,
: Residential CUP.  Originald "?mszs’per e

for each acre over

. .1 40a Yo, 9-20 L3¢, phushs
Originl m’?ﬂ w for each acre over
acres

Amendments 40acres
—

Major—  (design or use change 5560~ 41§, 739, 248
that would affect 50% :
or more of the area
contained within the
C.UP)

(design or use change  $209 320,450,550
that would affect less

than 50% of the area

contained within the

C.U.P)

Adjustment - 5100

Commercial CUP.  Original— when filed with
rezoning application  $5 per acre for
each acre over |5

acres
: 700,920, /13p
Original— when filed » lus
separately S5 per acre for
each acre over 15
acres

155 630, FHs—
lus

v
¢
Q
3
V)

Re

E\’cerl 'élm C-'JyaZo-,.'qa faﬁs,

Amendments

Major—  (design or use change  $506- Grs, 230, 545
that would affect 50%
or more of the area
contained within the
C.UP)

(design or use change
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

Ba50 - 1289, 380 1990
A fee of -ore-hundred—Fiftydellers 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 i mmendatlnﬂ;n 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 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.
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
ce text change has been adopted, or when the reapplication is

for a change of zoning classifical 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. 39-836.)

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

K except thot when €iled wilh o zome
chonge, the €ee €ov o specio| permid
Shall be 8128 /1, 1959 and ¥ /78
in 1990 .

(Wichita 6-30-87) 1062-16b
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CHAN AND AMENDMENTS TO REGU, IONS, DISTRICT BOUNDARIES,

1. 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.

Z‘";J ﬂﬁs.
Se =

ol

Application: Application for any change of district
rlares 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.

b
a

o
M-""S

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 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:

Fees o 1,198 7 Size of Application Area

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

3 acres 6 acres |5 acres acres
"R", "R-1" & "AA" HOO 275 4360375 4400 17_4"%‘2&’
wgg" $350 4L $450-5ASH550 S5 $650 T 23
"OC","LCH,"C", "ENEF" $400 ?'_.5" $500.57 7574600 6 257 $700 7 70~

Fees Nan 1, 1990 Size of Application Area
Zoning up to & over 3 over 6
Classification including  acres to acres to
3 acres 6 acres |5 acres
HRM_MR-1" g WAAM m,g;
"BB" $356 SO0
"OC","LC","C","E"E"F"  $400 TGO
WCU" Conditional Use Permit - Fee required is the same as for
the District in which Iocated, wnle =
Which case £ Ter i3 WOz
Special Permity-
peze iﬁ faso n 1589,
Any person requestlng deferral of a zonlng case or a condi- ~ Zue duu the
tional use case shall be charged a fee of $50 at such Jm L
time that the deferral is granted to cover administrative ﬂ g in IS 7 P f

costs. P Y 1595 -
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Published in The Daily Reporter on él é . 190,

/ #/ ?X'/fnmw‘non AMRETIS:I::TI::B 'ZO;HRG REGU-

LATIONS FOR THE UNI RPORATED AREA OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANS ® AS PUBLISHED IN
BOOK FORM BY THE WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN  AREA NING  COMMISSION,
EDITION OF OCTOBER 5, 1983 AND ADOPTED BY THE
BOARD OF SEDGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ON
DECEMBER 12, 1988 AND BECAME EFFECTIVE
JANUARY 1, l!l!' BY AMENDING SECTION 16-(B) OF
1 "JONING REGULATIONS FOR THE UNIN-
PORATED AREA OF SEDGWICK COUNTY,
SAS"; ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
HORITY GRANTED IN SECTION 17.C THEREOF.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY CUMMISSIONERS OF
SEDGWICK CUUNTY, KANSAS:

SECTION 1. That upon the munm-ndat!m of the md\lh-Sedgwlck
County Mstropolitan Area Planning Commission on July 28, 1986, after hotice
and public hearing as provided by law under authority granted by Section
17.C of the Zoning Regulations for the unincorporated area of Sedgwick

ZONING APPEALS"; SUBSECTION B.
read as follows:

B. PROCEDURE
-

1, Written applications for the approval of an appeal, variance or
exception referred to in this section shall be filed in a manmer
prescribed by the Board. 4

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, wpon 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
decislon,

Board of Zoning Appeals *
Application Fees

Appeals
Variances for Residential Uses
For Individual zoning lot
Additional variance on same property

Muitiple lot application
pnu-m-ﬁ:r-lﬂ-
¢ W PPLICAT!IOL |
Variance for All Other Uses $300-00 H00.
For additional variznce on lot $150.00
Exceptions for Residential Uses $800-00 300.00
Exceptions for All Other Uses ﬁﬂrﬂ Hoo .00




v
£ BOARDS, AGENCIES AND COMMISSIONS 2.12.580

(b) All applications to the board of zoning appeals for any type of

ing, 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 paysble to the City of Wichita,

Appea!s...........................................S*-'J-S:GB 250.00|
Variances for residential uses I

(individual zoning lot) .................. 266:00 200.00 "
Additional variance on individual zoning lot . 75:00- (60,00
Variances for residential uses e
(multiple zoning lots). , srtieecnaniiinaien.... 200:00-300.00
Plus or each lot in the application
othi MICES. o v ooy prscitnnctrennnnsannnssn.. 300:08
Additional variance on ind X zoning iot | - 15000
Exceptions for residential uses . . Eraronniol ol
Exceptions for other uses permitted in residential
Exceptions for uses in all other districts Eaten
For uses on a zoning lot exceeding 3 acres. . ceenee.. 500.00
A separate fee shall be required for each Pproceeding.
A deferral at request of applicant requiring the mailing 5
of new notices or readvertisement, . . Peeeririaiiiaaana., 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 zuthorized 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 Ppayment of the application fee and tae cost
of furnishing an ownership list would create a financial hardship on the
property owuer. In any such case the property owner may be relieved of
such costs of the proceeding before the tcard, 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 thereo!
(c) The secretary of the board of zoning appeals shall cause to be,
published in the official Paper of the city, a notice as tc the e, place, date
aring for each application: such notice
er no less than twenty days prior to the
also cause notice to be given by mail no
e 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
current certified list ‘accompanying the application, to each party to the
appeal or other procesding and to each member of the metropolitan
planning commission,

A T oE
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PART 3. FILING FEES

FILING FEES.

The £iling fees for subdivision agplications shall
be as follows:

in 19898400 in 1990 2nd 19
(1) $300-00A §560+00 for sketch plat. At the time
of filing preliminary plat, an additional
25 per lot will be charged.' If the
property is zoned for—industrialpurpeses Or

approved for re-zoning to other than a
one-family, two-family or four-family

district, the additional fee will be

cre. 40 5
isoo in EZE B0y in 1996 Snd¥0 in 159/
P “Im per lot for a

preliminary plat if a filing fee for a sketch

_ plat has not been previously paid. If the
property is zoned fer—industrial purposes, OC
approved for re-zoning to other than a
one-family, two-family or four-famil
district, a pe: acre fee will be

5 B/o-eo
charged instead of ﬁ per lot.

$300.00 $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 purposes, or approved for

TRy s [T o e
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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
SRS in /' n ‘n t

the first shall be charged af$150-00— 30000

<ee- for administration purposes.
A $300-00 $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 cha:zged.
46)—$50+00—for—a—replat—resulting—£from
fequiremente—of sonevase approval—The
$50-00 £iling feeshall be—charged—when—the
sone—ehange—involves—an—existing—platted

lotis)} for whicha building permit could—be
doeued,

and
(6) $125 in 198908200 in 1990 + BSi00 per

Jod, or i€ L reper IS dppreve,

reZen .'n Lo othe thouw 3 one ; fazg, foYoed
G»V'- <5mil 3 J; ; 7
€
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(B) The uu@ fees for lot split applotlonl shall be

(c)

as follows:

(1) Residential zoned lot split - §35-00
$200.00.

(2) Office, commercial or industrial zoned lot

split $150-00 $250.00.

The £iling fees for vacation applications shall be

as follows:

(1) city case - $250.0C

(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.

For subdivision app_ications, 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 publishiry
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
vacation cases, 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.

i8)
4E+ A written receipt shall be issued to the person(s)
paying filing fees.




A fee shall not be required when such proposed
plat, vacation or lot split site is owned by any
department, agency, political luhdlv}nion, board or

commission of any city, the county, state or

federal government.

13

46} A fee shall not be refunded in the event any

" application is disapproved or withdrawn.




THE CITY OF WICHITA
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: September 1, 1988

TO: County Board of Zoning Appeals ‘
FROM: Louise Olivarez, Assistant Sec:etarybéﬁﬁki %5

SUBJECT: Proposed Fee Increases for County BZA
Cases and Other Cases Filed with MAPD

For discussion on your September 12, 1988, agenda is an item
regarding proposed Couaty BZA fee increases. The current fee
schedule is included in Section 16 of the Zoning Regulaticns for
the Unincorporated Area of Sedgwick County, as amended
September 8, 1986. The MAPC and the governing bodies are sched-
uled to hold public hearings in the near future to review the
proposed fee changes for County BZA cases, as well as all other
zoning and subdivision type cases filed with the MAPD.

Attached is a copy of a memo from Marvin Krout, Director of
Planning, to the Planning Commission outlining these pivoposed fee
changes. Also included is a July 1988 fee analysis of processing
costs for a typical variance reguest; a table comparing actuai
case ccsts with the current fees charged and with the proposed
fees for all types of cases; and a table illustrating projected
1989 revenue increases. A  hand-delineated excerpt from the
zoning text which shows existing and proposed BzA fees is also
attached. It is recommended that all fees be taken out of the
zoning regulations and reestablished in a separate resolution
(County) and ordinance (City).

LO/jcm
Attachments




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: August 26, 1988

TO: Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
FROM: Marvin S. Krout, DPirector 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 575,000 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
reccmmendations.

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 go over these
proposed changes with you and to invite representatives of the
development community for their input.

ulsto:g: The 1last +time that MAPD fees were analyzed in a
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.

-
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In 1986, city and county BZA fees were increased from $75 - 200
to $175 - 500. In 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 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 analysie. 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 proporticnate 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
typica 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 beirg 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.




Metropolitan s_ea Planning Commission
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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 application~, because they provide
for apprcpriate community development and are part of efforts to
encourage economic development and increase the local tax base;
and b) higher development-related fees in~rease the total cost of
development, and are therefor: passed on co 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 51588 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 berefits, 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 also recommend that the
existin fees for designating historic landmarks and districts,
which giscourage appI?catIons. be deleted. 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 zupport for this amendment.

The existing fee schedules and proposed revisions provide for
flat fees, with add-ons in some cases (oun 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 1limited 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 r2consideration), collection difficulties,

administrative problems and expense in accurate record keeping.

It should be pointed out that MAPD is also 1looking 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 living 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 f-om the regqulations 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 zmendments" 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
sct fees, has no budgetary auvthority.

b) State =nabling laws should he 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 accompliched, 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:

{

{

| - ; ~ :

1 4 Metrapolitan Jea Planning Commission
’

1

|

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;

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

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

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 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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$3E AMALISIS

5, I VARIMNCE

Total Sourly Bstimated
Jsb Task Staff e Rate Costs

Preapplication ccaference with PP 0.50 26.22 1.1
applicant I .25 2246 5.62

Receiving application - imcludes PP 0.50 6.2 L
review of application for legal ar 0.25 22.48 5.8
description, ownership list, 0.00
addresses, ecc. 0.00
.00

Logging in application, setting Sec, II 2.10
up files, filing notices, agendas, 2 I A 21.95
mailouts, posting to atlas, picture 0.00
sheet for maileut and file 0.00
0.00

Inspect site 0.50 26.22 1.1
0.00

Conferences - with applicant 1.00 2%.22 26.12
and explaining notices 0.25 1.8 .47
0.00

staff roview - includes inira-staff 2.00 26,2 52,44
conferences, research .50 3.8 16.45
0.00

Reports, follew up correspondence 1.50 26.21 5.0
fizal letters 1.2 13.80 1.3
0.00

32\ meetings - includes preparation, 1.00 1.8 .48
actual aeeting time, taking minutes 1.00 26.22 .22
1.00 13.80 13.80

0.00

Preparation of BZA, resolution - 0.25 1.8 8.47
includes drafting and editing 1.00 26.22 6.2
ninutes 1.75 13.80 .15

lLegal publications 4.58
NMileage 10/ni. ® .25/ni.
Supplies, postage, xeroxing, slides

Rent @ §11 sq. fr.

o B T e

Plus 6% Admin.

Total
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PEE ANALYSIS AUGUST, L9888

PERCENT
: ACTUAL CURRENT PiE OF €OST PROPOSED
TYPE OF CASE cosT CHARGED RECOVERY FEB
1. Zlope Case 553,16 400.00 8 550,00
Special Use Perait 388,38 150.00 9% 350.00

County Corditional
Use Perait 499.81 100.00 0% 450.00

Sopmunity Unit
Plan 1,640,497 200.00 12 750.90

52k Variznce 455,16 310.99 1] 400.00

Vacation M. 250.90 318 5332

Let Splic 2052 125.00 [R] 200.00

2lat [final and
prelininary) 4.3 450.00 H1 750.00

Final Plat filed on
1 portion of
prelisinary 450,33

Plat Ziled as condition
to Zoning approval 304.52
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I3 ANALYSIS AUGIST, 1938 9

TIPE CF CASE 4FILED 1N 1997 X AVG. FiE =1347 REVENUE PROPOSED ATG. JR0JECTED 1289
INCREASE REVENUE IRCREASE

PLATS £28,289 <350

LoT §2LI78 84,150

VACATIONS 514,700

CITT BZA $13,850 §5,300
COUNTY BZA §1,880 800
SPECIAL PERNITS §300 51,200
COUNTY ZONE CASES §2,80) £500
COUNTY C.U.S. 82,500 5700

CITY Z0SE CASES 524,826 58,850

cues $9,616 312,000
§72,900
STREET HANE CHANGE 5400

ERTENSION OF LETTER
OF CREDIT 200
EXTENSION OF

PLATTING TINE 0 1,128

§105,314 §74,625




r

Published in The Daily i@f’rm onDrer. & 1o,
/( # / 247 776 RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE “ZONING REGU-

LATIONS FOR THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF

SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS" AS PUBLISHED IN

1 BOOK FORM BY THE WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
1 METROPOLITAN ~ AREA  PLANNING  COMMISSION,
i EDITIOK OF OCTOBER 5, 1983 AND ADOPTED BY THE
BOARD OF SEDGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ON

DECEMBER 12, 1988 AND BECAME EFFECTIVE

JANUARY 1, 1985; BY AMENDING SECTION 16-(B) OF

. THE "ZONING REGULATIONS FOR THE UNIN-

CORPORATED AREA OF SEDGWICK COUNTY,

i KANSAS*; ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
AUTHORITY GRANTED IN SECTION 17.C THEREOF.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS:

SECTION 1. That upon the recommendation of the Wichita-Sedgwick
5 County Matropolitan Area Planning Commission on July 28, 1986, after i\o-uee
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:

i e

B. PROCEDURE

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

Qe
E
=l
~ B

A fee, as set forth herein, shall be paid in accordance with the b
signed agreement 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 D
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 i
officer shall be made within twenty (20) days of the date of such t 2
decision.

Board of Zoning Appeals
2 Application Fees
Appuals
Variances for Residential Uses
For Individual zoning lot
Additicnal variance on same property
Multiple lot application

Variance for All Other Uses
For additional variance on lot

Exceptions for Residential Uses

Exceptions for All Other Uses

A separale fee shall be required for cach proceeding.

et
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: Auqust 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 fiom 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 go 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
compregensive 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.
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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 lire with the current charge for residential CUPs, was
recommended for disapproval by the MAPC, and the City Commiszion
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 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 chare 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 provides
for appropriate community development and are part of efforts to
encourage economic development and increase the 1local tax base;
and b) higher development-related fees increase the total cost of
development, and are therefore passed on to 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 $i588 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 also recommend that the
existin fees for designating historic landmarks and districts,
which discourage appI?catIons, be deleted. 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 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 1limited wuse; 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 reconsideration), cellection 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: Baged on ocur analy

lysis and the discussion above,
we are recommending the following ch

si
anges:

1 Review fees and adopt new schedules on an annual or
semi-annual basis, to reflect cost of iving increases an
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 lews 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 regqulations.

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 Ares 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
zZoning 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 aprlication for an area of less 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 pProcessing a
special permit request for a neighborhood swimming pool in an
"AA" district, or an auto salvage yard in an "E" district.

3. COUNTY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
=== LUNDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Reflects approximately 19 staff hours to process a typic
conditional use application fer 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. 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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L35 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 setiiack 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 affected, 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 1longer due to
protest, size, drainage problems, amended applications, etc.

T. 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 1lot 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 1lot, drainage problems, utility service,
etc.

8. PLAT (final and prel ar

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 twe 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.
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FEE ARALYSIS

1. 10ME CASE

leb Task

Total
Staff Tize

Hourly Estimated

Rate

Preapplicaticn conference with
applicant

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

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

Post to atlas and picture sheet for
nailout and file

Field check, take pictures, slide
preparation

Typing, mailing, filing notice

of hearings, legal notices,
ordinances, xeroxing

Conferences - interdepartaental
Staff review, historical research
surrounding lapd use and zoming
intra staff conferences

MAPC mailout

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

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

Updating official zoning maps
Supplies, postage, xeroxing, slides

Nileage - 15 ni. @ .25/ni.

Legal publications

Reat @ 511 sq. ft.

Plus 6% Adain.

Total

43 0.50
b3 1.00

P 0.50

Sec. II

A 111

A III

5

Sec, II

§p

ce
Hi

Sec. II

CP
SP
Sec. II

Dir.

cr

5P

Adn. Sec.

PAIII

Costs
15.95
24,35
0.00
12,18
0.0
0.00
1.0
27.69
0.00
0.00
17.56
0.00
0.00
6.4
6.09
0.00
31.75
0.00
0.00
0.00
12.18
0.00
16.95
3§.53
0.00
4.00
345
0.00
16.95
73,05
20.70
0.00
20.25
5.4
18.26
.96

17.5
23,50
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20-Jul-38

FEE ANALYSIS

2. SPECIAL USE PERNIT

Job Task

Preapplication conference with
applicant

Recaiviag application - review of
applicacion for legal description
ownership list, and addresses

Lagging in application, posting
cards, setting up file

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

Confersnces - interdepartaental
and with applicant

staff revies - includes research
and intra staff cenferances

Reparts, fcllow-up corraspondence
final letters, agendas, mailouts
notices, etc,

Bearings - MAPC, CC, preparation,

neeting time, referral sheets,
ainute taking, typing and editing

Updating official maps

Supplies, postage, xeroning
and siides

Rent @ §11 sq. ft.

Plus 6% Admin.

Total

Tatal Hourly Bstimated

Tize Hate

Costs

.y
HH

4.3

Sec. II

R IID
s?

st
o4

bt 4
5P

(4]
se
Sec. IT

dir.

ce

§P

Ma. Sec.

B IIT

16.95
18.26

12,18

0.00

388.36
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FEE ANALYSIS

1. COUNTY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Tatal Bourly Estizated
Job Task staff Rate Costs

B

B A S TR I ST T B T £ ~

Preapplication conference with (43 3 1.8 16.95
applicant s 4 18.26

.00
3eceiving application - review of 5P 12.18
application for legal deszription, 0,00
ownership list, addresses, etc. 0.00

0.00
Logging in application, posting cards, Sec. II : L4
secting up files, £iling notices, 9.00
agendas and mailouts 0.00

0.00
Post to atlas, picture sheet for I 1.3 2.4
nilout and £ile, slide preparation, 0.00
field check for land use ané photo- 2.00
sraphs of arza 9.00

Conferences - interdepartmental, and H 12.18
vith applicant c 0.50 16.95
. .35

0.00

Staff review - includes intrastaff 8.41
canferences, research, ete. 2.00 43.70
0.90

Reports, follow-up correspondence, 16.95
final letters § 2.00 48.70
27.60

0.00

Hearings - MAPC, BCoC, includes 30,38
reparation, actual meeting time, 5.42
referral sheets, minute taking, 18.26
typing and editing 21.96
0

Update cfficial zoning maps (B} ]
Legal publications

Nileage - 20 ni. @ .25/mi. 5.00
Reat @ §11 sq. ft. 13.58

19.00
Plus 6% Ma.

Total

— —=

i
3 i
-%.,
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26-7al-88

FEE ANALYSIS

4. CONNUNITY UNIT PLAY [C.U.2.)

Bourly 3stizated
Job Task Ratz
Preapplicacion conference with 313.49
applizant 24,35

aepeasa

Receiving agplication - review of i
legal descripticn, ownership lists,
addresses, ate,

Logging in applications, posting Sec. II 2 21,60
cards, setting up file and filing

Post to atlas, picture sheet for BA III 1 17.5
mailout ané file

0.00

Fiald check, take pictures, cp y .8

slide praparation A III . %4

52 6.9

s oo T T T T B e

Notices, agendas and mailouts Sec. II . 44,35

Review of preliminary plans e 1l 1.8
and correspandence - intra staff P 24.) 170,45
cenferences

|
i

0.0
Review of revised plans, P 1.0 1.8
intra staff conierences b3 3 73,08

e T A

R S—

Review of landscape plan, 4 8.47
intra staff conferences e 60.48

Conferences - interdepartaental SP 8.0

Conferances with applicant cP 16.95
P 60.8¢

Reports, follew up correspondence e 50.84
final letters, agendas H3 v 146.10
20.70

Updating official zoning maps 4.39

Hearings, ¥APC, (S, BCoC {0.50
preparation, actual meeting time, 1.00 3.8
referral sheets, minute taking, 12.18
typing and editing 1.50 2).%

Adainistrative adjustaents- 67,78
interpretation, conferences, 121,18
letters, follow up 1.50 10.70

Update official zoning maps,
micro cards

Supplies, postage, zeroxing,
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20-Jul-88

F2E AALYSIS
cUP. PH4e 2

Nileage 15mi. 8.25/2i.
Legal publications for notices

Rent @ §11 sq. ft.

58.50 1547.61
Plus 6% Admin. 52.86

Total 1640.47
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20-Jul-88

FEE ANALTSIS

5, B2A VARIANCE

Total Hourly Estizaced
Job Task staff Tine Rate Costs

Preapplication conference with PP 6.2 1.1
applicanc 3 . 2046 5.62

Receiving application - includes 1 6.2 111
review of application for legal P & 246 .62
description, ewnership list, 0.9
addresses, ate. .00
9.00

Legging in applicacion, setting 20.10
up files, filing notices, agendas, % 21.95
zailouts, posting to atlas, picture 0.00
sheet for mailout and file 0.00
0.00

Iaspect site P 11
0.00

Conferences - with applicant PR 2%.22
and explaining notices i .4
0.00

staff review - includes intra-staff PP 5.4
conferences, research [ 16,95
0.00

Reporzs, follow up correspendence » 1.50 9.3
final letters Sec. II u 11,25
.00

8ZA meetings - includes preparation,  CP 3.8
actual aeeting tinme, taking minutes PP : 2%6.22
See. II .00 1.8

0.00

Preparation of BZA, resolution - cp .47
includes drafting and editing 13 I 6.2
sinutes Sec. II .15

Legal publications

Nileage 10/ai. 0 .25/ni.

Supplies, postage, xeroxing, slides
Rent @ §11 sq. fr.
Plus 6% Admin.

Total

b ot
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20-Jui-38

FEE ANALYSIS

6. VACATICN

Jab Task

Receiving applicatien - includes
reviewing spplication for legal
description, ownership list,
addresses, preapplication conference
with applicant

Leggiag in application, posting
cards, setting up files and filing

Post to atlas, picture sheet for
file and staff report, slide
preparation

Canferences - interdepartaental
and with applicant

Fotices, a;endas and mailouts

Staff reviev-includes preparing
staff repor:

Correspondence, reports and
final letters

Eearings-Subdivision Committee,
MARC, CC or BCoC, includes
preparation, actual meeting time,
drafting of resolution or order
and notice, referral sheets,
ainute taking, typing, editing,
and closing file

Posting on official base maps and
toning maps. Reshoot zoning slides

Supplies, postage, xeroxing, slides,
recording costs

Rent # 511 sq. ft.

Plus 6% Adnin,

Total

Total
Tize

Sec, 1T

2 III

sp
i

Sec, II

cp
P
e

sp
Sec, II

(4]
s?
b3
Sec. II

PA IIT

fourly Estimated
Rate Costs

246 1.1
w30
0.0

0.00

0.00

2.00

5.90

0.0

0,00

17.56

0.00

0.00

12.18
1.2
0.00
13.80
0.00
8.47
18.26
2246

12.18
20.70
0.00
847
24,35
11.23
11,25
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
nn

4.3
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20-Jul-88
FEE ANALYSIS
1. LT SRLIT

Jeb Task

Receiving applicazion - includes
reviewing application for legal
description; also preapplicatior
conference

Logging in application, secting up
file, filing

Conference, interdepartaental and
with applicant

Staff review - includes intra NAPD
staff conferences
Postiag to atlas

Follow up correspondence, final
letter to City Clerk

Supplies, postage, xeraxing

Reat @ S11 sq. ft.

Plus 6% Adain.

Total

Total
staff Tize

bl

Bourly Zscizated
Rate Costs

a2.46 2,46




FIE ANALYSIS

3A. PRELININARY 21AT

I3k Task
Praapplication cozfereace with

conference wich applicant

P8t to atlas, slide preparation.
Prepare pizture shee: Zor staif
report

Logging, posting cards, setting up
tile, Eiling

Conferences - interdepartaental
and with applicant

Staff review includes intra - ¥APD
staff conferences

Reports and follow up
correspendance, mailouts, agendas

Hearings - Subdivision Committee
preparation, actual meeting time,
ainute taking, typing and editing

Supplies, postage, xeroxing

Rent @ $11 sq. ft.

2lus 6% Mdmic.

Total

12.13
16.85
16.95
20.38

5.82

16,95
60.88
44.92

847
48.70
“.a
31.05

16.95
12,18
1.2
10.35

10.67

13.32

i

o.




FZE ANALTSIS

85, FINAL PLAT
Tatal  Baurly Sscizaced
Job Tas! Staff 2 late

Recsiving and logging in, pesting Sec. II 1.00 13.80 13.80
cards, filing

T Y T B4 P e 4

Psst azlas and slide praparatisn
prepare picture sheet for staff reporc

Conferances incardepartaental, U35
with applicant 1.00 246

Staff review includes iatra-¥ARD c? a7
staff canferences b 18.26
Jp 28.08

Reports, follow up corraspondence, P 8.47
final letters, agendas, zailouts, SP 12.18
closing files M3 1.2

Sec. II : HWL

dearings, Subdivision Comsittee, (4] 8.41
MABC, BCC or BCaC - includes ¢ 12.18
preparation, actual meeting tise, P 11.13
ninute taking, typing and editiag Sec. II 10.35

Updating official base maps and BA III 48.29
zoning aaps

Prints for Eiles and microfilming JP 1.2

Follow up on guarantees after 1.2
plat has been recorded L

Supplies, postage, xeroxing 10.18

Rent

Plus 6% Adnin.

Tetal

64,11 Prelininary

804.52

e Yt i e Y
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20-Jul-83
FEE ANALYSIS

3. FINAL PLAT lii!ed on later portioa of prelininary)

Tatal Bourly Bstimated
Jab Task statf Tire Rate Costs

Receiving aad logging in, posting See, II 0.5 13.80 10,35
cards, filing

Post to atlas, prapare picturs FA III 0.75 11.56 13.n
sheet for staif repors, slide
preparation

Canferences interdepartmental,
with applicant

Staff review includes intra-NAPD
staff conferences

8

i

i

Reporzs, fellew up correspondence,
final lecters, agendas, mailauts,
clesing files

HBearings, Subdivision Committee,
MAFC, BCC or BCoC - includes

preparaticn, actual zeeting time,
ainute taking, typing and editing

Updating official base maps and
100i1g 3aps

i R R R

Prints for files and aicrofilaing P

Follow up on guarantees after b1
plat has been recorded Sec. II

Supplies, postage, xerozing

Rent

Plus 6% Admin,

Total

i
v -
!
k
Fae
i
i
E -
B
3 &
i
i
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PEE ANALYSIS AUGUST, 1988

PERCENT
CURRENT FEZ 0F COST PROPOSED
TIPE 07 CASE CHARGED RECOVERY FER
Zone ase 553.16 400,90 % 550.00
Special Use Permit 188,36 150.00 188 350,00

County Conditional

Use Perait 199.81 190,00 450.00
Comaunity Unit

?lan 1,640.47 290.00 750.00

I3 Variance 153.76 300.99 400,00
Yacation . 250,00 sase
Lot Split 20821 125.00 200.00

?lat !final and
preliainary) 804,32 450.00 750.00

Final Plat filed on
later pertion of
preliainary 450,35 100.00

Plat filed as condition
to Zoning approval 804.52 150.00

i
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FIE ANALYSIS AUGUS?, 1338 0

I7P2.CF CASE $PILED IN 1937 1 AYVG. FEE =1987 REVENUE PROZ0SED ATG, PROJECTED 1989
INCREASE REVENUE INCREASE

528,289 2150 §40,350

L0T S2LITS §4,150 +15 2,400

VACATIONS 814,700 ] 50

CI7Y Bl §15,850 §5,300

COUNTY BZA §1,880 sa00

SPECIAL PERMITS $300 51,200

COURTY ZONE CASES 2,803 £300

COURTY C.U.5. $2,500 §100

CITY 208E CASES §24,626 §8,850

Cups 89,5816

512,900
STREBT NAME CHANGE §400

EXTENSION OF LETTER
OF CREDIT §200

EXTERSICN OF
PLATTING TINE §0 125

§105,314 §74,625

T e e

»

S T e N R I ol .




FEE ANALYSIS - JULY, 1988

Fee for typical Fee for
zone case typical plat

Albuquerque S 290 $1,000
Austin 1,302 3,698
Colorado Springs 175 230
Dallas 1,250 2,700
Oklahoma City 730 1,500
Tulsa 510 400

Average fee S 709 $1,588

Wichita proposed fees § 550 8 750
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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 goveming 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.1.a of this section unless a development olan 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. .

£ 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 as may be determined necessary under adopted policies of
the commission. (Ord. No. 28-670, § 1: Ord. No. 27-712,8 1)

28.04.195 Historic landmark designation. The purpose and intent of this
section is to provide mecans 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
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

An-application-for-the-designation 9;'*‘9‘9“9"“%*#% v

1062-12a (Wichita 10.80)
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28.04.200 ZONING

aoolicant shall also identify the specific criteria as set out in Sections

2.12.1019 and 2.12.1020(2) of this code der which the described
property is proposed to be designated as a historic landmark.
Upon receipt

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

n for approval or disapproval of
ommissioners. In the event the

r approve the historic designation

property involved, the metropolitan arez 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 ciassification or districts of this
chapter as previously established perty. A desire to change
permitted uses will require the filing of an application requesting a 2oning
change as provided for in Section 28.04.210. -

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 Wwhich maps describe by legend and
color the zonin, i i istri

identified by the
particular section, township and range 5 raced 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 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 recommendaticns 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 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 Application Area

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

:a;\"" ﬁ;A" 5200 350 5360450 S460 550
“R4" & “U” 5460 550 $506-(50
uG" 5400 550 5500 <0
“B" & “BB" 5350 $458 (OO $550 160
“oc™, “LC™, “C™,

“D", “E" & “F" 5580 (SO 56068 750

(Wichita 6-30-87) 1062-16
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Residential C.U.P. Original— $5 per acre
for eaci acre over RoR

.. 40
Original - han Fled separately #1900 plue 15 per

Amendments

Major—  (design or use change <308 *750
that would affect 50% T
or more of the area
contained within the
C.UP)

(design or use change $200- + So00
that would affect less Rean
than 50% of the area

contained within the

C.U.P)

Adjustment -

+
Commercial CUP.  Original— when filed with -Ig&a'plus
rezoning application  $5 per acre for
: each acre over 15
acres
5 $loo0
Original— when filed plus
separately §5 per acre for
each acre over 15

acres

Amendments

Major— (design or use change  $500 ‘1‘50
that would affect 50% o
or more of the area
contained within the
C.U.P)

(design or use change  $200- $5p0
that would affect less ==
than 50% of the area

contained within the

C.U.P)

Adjustment -

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

ee )

A fee of-%!z_htmdmd fifty dollars 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 Jnen-opolihn 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 ca<e shall be charged a fee of fifty
dollars to cover administrative cost at such rime 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,

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 cation more restri 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;’
performance guarantees to assure compliance: waiver or extension. A. The
existing use and occupancy of premises shall not be changed nor shall any

(e

except that when fifed Wit o ome s
% e Lee obor p':FG-Cfid Fc.rm’.-l- qatl be *1fs,
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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 establlshed 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.

Tone ¥

e Recoua
LEE & 7

Application:  Application for any change of district
oundaries 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 prescntation 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 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:

Exceper From Coonry

Size of Application Area
Zonin up to & over 3 over 6 over
Classification including acres to acres to [H]
3 acres 6 acres |5 acres _ acres
"RM, "R-1" § "AA" 550 $500- 650
"BB" $356 .’!20. $450 HOO $550 700 $658- BoO,
S RGCR NLC" "CH ME"S"F" $406- 550 $500 650 ssea-zso. $700~ 850 e50

"CU" Conditional Use Permit - Fee required is the same as for
~ the District In which located, yuce: LED WITH A ZONE G HAL
WHICH CASE THE FEE |5 S0% OF THE REQUIRED FEE Fore mgm_gl

Speclal Permit -
Fee shall be 320 evcept flut when -P-[ulw-k.a. m-c-"—"-‘ﬂ- .h,,_
4 Any person requesting deferral of a zonlng case or a condi- Pe,_ .p,r

tional use case shall be charged a fee of $50 at such v

time ihat the deferral is granted to cover administrative [eemi

costs.
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Published in The Daily Rgter on 5[91’. . 1986,
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#/?X— /ffé 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 COMMISSIONERS ON
DECEMBER 12, 1988 AND BECAME EFFECTIVE
JANUARY 1, 1985; EY AMENDING SECTION 16-(B) OF
THE "ZONING REGULATIONS FOR THE UNIN-
CORPORATED  AREA OF SEDGWICK COUNTY,
KANSASY;  ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
AUTHORITY GRANTED IN SECTION 17.C THEREOF,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS:

SECTION I. That upon the recommendation of the Wichita-Sedgwick
County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission on July 28, 1986, after hotice
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, 1984, Section 16- "BOARD OF
ZONING APPEALS"; SUBSECTION B, "PROCEDURE" shall be amended to
read as follows:

o

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

Tme Ree

A fee, as sct forth herein, shall be paid in accordance with the

5 signed agreement 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 D
costs of the proceeding described herein. A written receipt shall |
be issued to the person making such payment, and records s
thereof shall be kept in such manner as prescribed by law. _
Applications for appeals from the declsions of the enforcing |
officer shall be made within twenty (20) days of the date of such
decision.

|
i
-v
|
|
I

|

Board of Zoning Appeals
Application Fees

Appeals

Variances for Residential Uses
For Individual zoning lot
Additional variance on same property
Multiple Iot application

Vezriance for All Other Uses
For additienal variance on lot

Exceptions for Resicential Uses

Exceptions for All Other Uses
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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. . Trriasiisiaariassstesaaanseas. . 347500 250,00
Variances sidential uses
(individual zoninglot) .............. y 200:60 2c0.00
Additional variance on individual zoning lot . . . F5:66 [00.00
Variances for residential uses
(multiple zoning lots).
Plus ‘or each lot in

Exceptions for uses in all other districts .

For uses on a zoning lot exceeding 3 acres............... 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. . ............. cesew... 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 appraval 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 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.

ENCERPT Fron Cim

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) $300+00 $500.00 for sketch plat. At the time
of filing preliminary plat, an additional
$5.00 per lot will be charged. If the
property is zoned fer—industrial-purposes OL
approved for re-zoning to other than a
one-family, two-family or four-family
district, the additional fee will be $5.00 per
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 fer—industrial 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.
$300-00 $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
£feor—industeial-purposes, or approved for

e

o

>
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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

et e i Tt s L L

lot.

Whenever an overall preliminary plat is

finaled out in portions, each final plat after
the first shall be charged a $150-+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.
46+—$50+00fora replat—resulting £rom
Fegquirements—of sonecase—approval—The
$50-00£iling fee chall be—charged when—the
sone—chargeinvelves—an—existingplatted
lot{e} forwhieh—abuildingpermit—oculd be

decvedy

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

as follows:

R T

o Fas Teata ey S S S S
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Residential zoned lot split - $125.00
$200.00.
Office, commercial or industrial zoned lot

split $150+03 $250.00.

The filing fees for vacation applications shall be

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.

For 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




fee and no separate recording and publishing costs
will be billed to the applicant. For County

vacation cases, 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.

T T T TR L

(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 $10C.00 fee shall be required for a
platting time extension when governing body
approval is required.

(H)

B e e T e

4B} A written receipt shall be issued to the person(s)
paying filing fees.

o e e T Py T
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+F} 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 county, state or

federal government.

A fee shall not be refunded in the event any

application is disapproved or withdrawn.
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SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS
LEGAL DEPARTMENT

RICHARD A. EUSON
ASSISTANT COUNTY COUNSELOR

COUNTY COURTHOUSE @« SUITE 359« WICHITA KANSAS 67203-3790 ¢« TELEPHONE (316) 268-7111

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner

Richard A. Euson, Assistant County Counselo

August 24, 1988

Form resolution

Attached is a form resolution providing for fees and charges
under the County's zoning regulations. Since these fees are
statutoriiy authorized, the resolution does not require publica-
tion. Let me know if you need changes or additions.

/ jmh

Pl PR Rl T Enclosures

CC: Robert R. Arnold, County Counselor
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING
FEES AND CHARGES FOR
PROCEEDINGS GOVERNED BY THE
ZONING REGULATIONS FOR THE
UNINCORPORATED AREA OF SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS

WHEREAS, Sedgwick County has adopted Zoning Regulations for the Unin-
corporated Area of Sedgwick County, Kansas pursuant to Resolution Number
247-1984 as amended; and

WHEREAS, the County is authorized, pursuant to K.S.A. 1987 Supp.
19-2920, to establish a scale of reasonable fees to be paid in advance
to the secretary of the planning board by the owner of any property at
the time of making application for a change in zoning of the same; and

WHEREAS, the County is authorized, pursuant to K.S.A. 19-2926a, to
create and establish a board of zoning appeals and to establish a scale
of reasonable fees to be paid in advance by the party appealing.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS, that:

SECTION I.

A. The following fees and charges are hereby established for the
purpose of deciraying costs for proceedings in zone change, conditional
use and special permit applications:

Size of Application Area
Zoning up to & over 3 over 6 over
Classification including acres to acres to 15
Requested 3 acres 6 acres 15 acres acres
URY, "R-1""§ "AA! $350 $450 $550 $650
"BB" $500 $600 $700 $800
"OC", "LC", ||cl|' "E" g "RV $550 $650 $750 5850
"CU" Conditional Use Permit - Fee required is the same as for the District
in which located, unless filed with a zone change, in which case the
fee is 50% of the required fee for the zone change.
Special Permit $350

Deferral of zone change or conditional use case $ 50
na : (S PO

Basimisa Tl et rotties o

B. Said fees and charges shall be paid in advance of the filing of

1 P o
such application. vl !




SECTION II.
A. The following fees and charges are hereby established for the pur-
pose of defraying costs of proceedings before the Board of Zoning Appeals:

Appeals $250.00
Variances for Re51dental Uses
For individual zonlng lot $300.00
Additional variance on same property $100.00
Multiple lot application $300.00
(plus $25.00 per lot in application)

Variance for all other uses $400.00

For additional variance on lot $150.00
Exceptions for residental uses $300.00
Exceptions for all other uses $400.00

A separate fee shall be required for each proceeding. ﬁr
it ol Tttt st 124 s 2 vasiaflnn bl mmc)onodienias ©. 80

" B. BSaid fees and charges sﬁgll be pald in advance of the flllng of

such application. ' -l

Wkl Npeemdo Ahiasf Adatl ko L
Commissioners present and voting were:
MARK F. SCHROEDER
BILLY Q. MCCRAY
DAVID BAYOUTH
TOM SCOTT
BERNARD HENTZEN

DATED this ¥ " day of N e , 1988.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS

MARK F. SCHROEDER, Chairman

ATTEST:

BILLY Q. MCCRAY, Commissioner

i
b
5
s
i
¢
b,

DON WRIGHT, County Clerk

DAVID BAYOUTH, Commissioner

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

TOM SCOTT, Commissioner

COUNTY COUNSELOR

BERNARD A. HENTZEN, Commissioner
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FEES

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.




3 the v'pc_:r to grant an exception when (’jditlons of the
i exception, as established in these reguldtions by the
legislative body, are not found to be present.

| g P L In exercising the foregoing powers, the Board may reverse

) J or affirm, wholly or partly, or may modify the order, require-
; ments, decision or determination, and to that end shall have

all the powers of the officer from whom the appeal is taken

and may attach appropriate conditions, and may issue or

direct the issuance of a permit.

B. PROCEDURE.

= ] 1.  Written applications for the approval of an appeal,
variance or exception referred to in this section shall
be filed in a manner prescribed by the Board.

A fee, as set forth herein, shall be paid in accordance
with the signed agreement 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 shali be issued

to the person making such payment, and records there-
of 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

Appeals $ 50.00

Variances for resi’® ; % )

All other variance: [, . _ // 2 (o

Exceptions for res 7 r

All other exceptior (A aw o an &0 8l |
£ Ao

2. The Board shall hold a publ {) zation
for an appeal, variance or e Sty nust
be accompanied by a certifie: (v yIC At a a (3
of record, and their address
available, then the addresses or tne occupant of the
premises, if tenanted, in all directions from the subject
property for a distance of twice the frontage of the pro-
perty included in the application, provided no distance
?eed be more than 1,000 feet, and cannot be less than 200
eet.

s
not

3. The Secretary of the Board shall cause to be published in
the official County paper, a notice as to the time, place,
date and subject of hearing; such notice to appear once in
the official County paper no less than fifteen (I5) days
prior to the date of hearing. The Secretary of the Board
shall also cause notice to be given by mail no less than
fifteen (15) days prior to the date of hearing, to each
of the property owners within twice the frontage of the

16.2




the "pc:} to grant an exception when (}ditlons of the
exception, as established in these reguldtions by the
legislative body, are not found to be present,

In exercising the foregoing powers, the Board may reverse

or affirm, wholly or partly, or may modify the order, require-
ments, decision or determination, and to that end shall have
all the powers of the officer from whom the appeal is taken
and may attach appropriate conditions, and may issue or
direct the issuance of a permit.

B. PROCEDURE.

1.

Written applications for the approval of an appeal,
variance or exception referred to in this section shall
be filed in a manner prescribed by the Berard.

A fee, as set forth herein, shall be paid in accordance
with the signed agreement 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 there-
of 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

Appeals $ 50.00
Variances for residential uses 7500
All other variances 15000
Exceptions for residential uscs 75:00
All otnher exceptions 200,00

The Board shall hold a public hearing on each application
for an appeal, variance or exception. Applications must
be accompanied by a certified list of property owners

of record, and their addresses, if available, and If not
available, then the addresses of the occupant of the
premises, if tenanted, in all directions from the subject
property for a distance of twice the frontage of the pro-
perty included in the application, provided no distance
need be more than 1,000 feet, and cannot be less than 200
feet.

The Secretary of the Board shall cause to be published in
the official County paper, a notice as to the time, place,
date and subject of hearing; such notice to appear once in
the official County paper no less than fifteen (I5) days
prior to the date of hearing. The Secretary of the Board
shall also cause notice to be given by mail no less than
fifteen (I5) days prior to the date of hearing, to each

of the property owners within twice the frontage of the

16.2
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Published in The Daily Re@zr on 5£PT, b , 1986,

RESOLUTION :
[ /27-0 755
A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE "“ZOMING REGU-

LATIONS FOR THE UNINCORPORATED. AREA OF
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS" AS PUBLISHED IN
BOOK FORM BY THE WICHITA-SEDCWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA  PLANNING COMMISSION,
EDITION OF OCTOBER 5, 1983 AND ADOPTED BY THE
BOARD OF SEDCWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ON
DECEMBER 12, 1984 AND BECAME EFFECTIVE
JANUARY 1, 1985; BY AMENDING SECTION 16-(B) OF
THE "ZONING REGULATIONS FOR THE UNIN-
CORPORATED AREA OF SEDGWICK  COUNTY,
KANSAS"; ALL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
AUTHORITY GRANTED IN SECTION 17.C THEREOF,

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

SECTION 1. That upon the recommendation of the Wichita-Sedgwick
County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission on July 24, 1986, after i\o‘u:e
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 secction shall be filed in a manner
prescribed by the Board. ;

A fee, as set forth herein, shall be paid in accordance with the
signed agreement 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 procecding 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

Appeals “$175.00
Variances for Residential Uses
For Individual zoning lot $200:00
Additional variance on same property ~$75.00
Multiple lot application
{plus—$20-per lot
in’ application)
Variance for All Other Uses g
For additional variance on lot $150.00
Exceptions for Residential Uses -$100,00
Exceptions for All Other Uses 430000

A separate fee shall be required for cach proceeding.

i) ; |

A deferral at request of applicant requiring the mail-
ing of new notices or readvertisement, . . $50.00




C. CHANGES AND_.-AMENDMENTS TO REGULATIONS. DISTRICT BOUNDARIES,

1. 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.

2. Application: Application for any change of district
Boundaries 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.

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 preceedings 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:

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
| lIRlI' llR_'[“ 5 IIAA" $?00 $‘3‘06 ﬂ - ssoa
| "BB" $350 $U50/ $550 . > $650-
| "OCM,"LCH,"C", "EME"F"  $400 $500  © $660 $700

"CU" Conditional Use Permit - Fee required is the same as for
the District in which located,

Special Permit - as authorized by these regulations $150-

Any person requesting deferral of a zoning case or a condi-
tional use case shall be charged a fee of $50 at such
time that the deferral is granted to cover administrative
costs.
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