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MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS MEETING

November 28, 2016

The regular meeting of the City of Mission Board of Zoning Appeals was called to order by
Chairman Jim Brown at 6:30 PM Monday, November 28, 2016. Members also present: Mike
Lee, Robin Dukelow and Stuart Braden. Also in attendance: Brian Scott, Finance Director;
Danielle Murray, City Planner; and Nora Tripp, Secretary to the Board of Zoning Appeals.

ELECTION OF OFFICERS

Mr. Braden moved and Mrs. Dukelow seconded a motion to elect Jim Brown as Chairman of
the Board of Zoning Appeals. The vote was taken (3-0-1). Mr. Brown abstained. The motion
carried.

Mr. Lee moved and Mrs. Dukelow seconded a motion to elect Stuart Braden as Vice
Chairman of the Board of Zoning Appeals. The vote was taken (3-0-1). Mr. Braden abstained.
The motion carried. Mr. Braden abstained from the vote.

Mr. Braden moved and Mrs. Dukelow seconded a motion to elect Nora Tripp as Secretary to
the Board of Zoning Appeals. The vote was taken (4-0-0). The motion carried.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF OCTOBER 26, 2015

Mrs. Dukelow moved and Mr. Braden seconded a motion to approve the minutes of the
October 26, 2015 meeting. The vote was taken (4-0-0). The motion carried.

Mr. Brown: | typically read the rules and regulations of the Board of Zoning Appeals, just so
anybody who hasn’t been here before understands how we’re going to conduct the meeting.

[Mr. Brown read rules and procedures into the record.]

APPLICATION #16-01 FENCE VARIANCE - PUBLIC HEARING
5500 Outlook Street

Ms. Murray: This is for 5500 Outlook Street. This is a request for a variance to the height of an
exterior side yard fence, and also the type of fence, to enclose a part of the side exterior yard.
The applicants are with us this evening and are here to answer your questions.

A little background on the property. The subject property was platted in the early 1920s. The
house was also built in that timeframe. The lot is 120 feet by 140 feet and located on a corner.
The side of the building’s dimension is sited along Outlook Street. The parcel on which the
house is built currently matches the original platted lot. Many of the surrounding homes in the
subdivision were developed later than this home and were built on half lots rather than full lots.
The property is currently zoned Single Family Residential, and we do not have the original plat
of the home. The applicant has owned the home since 2006.

Johnson County AIMS imagery is available from 1941 to 2016. | did take a look at that. The
farther back in time you go, the imagery is of lower quality. It does look like there may have
been an original driveway on the north side of the lot. Also, you're able to see on the imagery as
far back as 2000 that there is an existing chain-link fence in the area, which is under discussion
tonight. Photos from the Appraiser and from Google Street View are also included in the packet



tonight, and they indicate that there was a deck on the north side of the home from 1993
through 2011. There is currently no deck on the north side of the home. We do have building
permit data which indicates the current owner remodeled in 2011 and constructed a roughly 800
square foot addition to the rear of the home. The submitted building plan from 2011 also
includes a new deck, which was not constructed. It appears that the existing deck was removed
at the time of the project and no deck was built as that project wrapped up.

Over the years, the home has alternated between having and not having an exterior door on the
northwest side. Currently, the owners have applied for and been approved for construction of a
deck on the north and west side of the home. The deck proposed does meet setbacks. That
permit is still pending issuance for payment. A fence permit application was also made about
the same time and had to be rejected as submitted because it did not meet our fencing
requirements. The proposed privacy fence would have encroached into that side exterior yard.
So, the owners of the home wish to replace the existing fence to accommodate the proposed
deck project.

Included in your packet is the applicable ordinances that we used when we reviewed the fencing
permit request. The highlighted section of the screen, the fencing section is the main point of
discussion this evening for the variance. It states that decorative fencing may be built to a height
of three feet in the front yard and side yard abutting the street. Otherwise, it directs that a
maximum height for fences in yards be up to six feet in height.

Then, | also included for you some descriptions of what a corner lot is, how the front of a corner
lot is determined, what a yard is by definition. Included in the staff report is the drawing that |
have on the screen tonight. This is the “cheat sheet” that we use to help evaluate fence permit
applications in compliance with our code for fencing. We've color-coded the yards, and the
green indicates areas where privacy fencing can be constructed. The red areas indicate front
yards and side exterior yards where only decorative fencing may be constructed. We consider
decorative fencing to be fencing that is not intended to enclose a space, but rather is just for
decoration. Our ordinances list one kind of decorative fencing, it says post and rail fencing, but
we consider many kinds of things to be decorative. It might be a section of picket fence as an
accent or as a decoration, and it is not intended to enclose the space to keep something in or
out.

The areas in green would allow privacy fencing up to six feet in height, and the red areas would
not. On a corner lot, the front is considered to be the shorter side of the two sides. So, this is
actually the applicant’'s home, with south being up. The side exterior yard is north, which is at
the bottom of this drawing, which is a more densely marked red area.

The existing non-conforming chain-link fence on this property would be allowed to remain
regardless of the decision about a variance because it has been existing so far back in time that
it might as well be a non-conforming situation. So, unless they were to remove it, it doesn’t have
to be removed, depending on how the request for the variance is determined. But, any new
fence installed is required to comply with our current fence code, which is why we had to deny
their fencing permit request.



So, like | said, the applicant is requesting approval of a variance to allow for a six-foot-tall
privacy fence to enclose a portion of the exterior side yard. Granting the requested variance
would allow for a fence to exceed the maximum height of the fence code by three feet, and to
be more decorative in nature, i.e. enclose the space for privacy around the proposed deck
project.

Included in your staff report are the findings that need to be made tonight, which are findings a.
through e. There also are some pictures from Google Street View, showing the property in 2011
and from 2014. The applicant included their findings of fact with their application for your
consideration tonight. They also included some additional photos of the property. We included
the drawing from the fence permit application, showing roughly where they would like to have
the fence on their property around the deck.

Also included is a document regarding what a variance is, how to apply for one, and how they
are determined. And then, the full version of the “cheat sheet” that we use to evaluate fenced
permits, so that you might have that for future reference, if you like. That concludes staff’s
report.

Chairman Brown: Questions of staff?

Mr. Lee: | have a question. How tall is the existing chain-link fence?

Ms. Murray: They can probably answer that better, but it appears to be maybe a three-foot-tall
chain-link.

Mr. Lee: Do they have a permit?

Ms. Murray: It does not have a permit, and it goes so far back in time that I'm not even sure |
can tell you when it was installed.

Chairman Brown: Looking at the red area that’s considered the side yard, how long has that
been, the interpretation - ?

Ms. Murray: My notes to myself say 2009, but it may be as far back as 2007 because that’s
when | started reviewing fences. | think 2009 may have been when we instituted the need to get
a fence permit, so I'd say for certain 2009. At that point, the interpretation that was made was to
allow fences in the side interior yard, which is the green hatched area. Before, we may not have
even allowed them there. The interpretation was to make a distinction between side interior and
side exterior at that point, to clarify.

Mr. Braden: When you’re able to do a rear yard, six-foot fence, how close to the property line
can you be?

Ms. Murray: You may be exactly on it. There’s no required setback. It tends to create a
no-man’s land [inaudible] fences that are maintained. So, you can put a fence directly upon a
property line.

Chairman Brown: How close to the street side would they be able to be in the rear yard area




shown on that diagram?

Ms. Murray: The property line to the curb is — and they may have a better measurement, but
when | did a quick measurement on AIMS, you can kind of see there’s a little bit of a distance
between the back of the curb and where the property line is. It's generally about 10 feet in most
residential areas in Mission. In their proposal, if you look at the drawing that they included, it's
not necessarily to put the fence on the property line. They may put the fence closer to their
house than that, but they would be allowed to put it in this section as far as the property line, if
they so choose.

Chairman Brown: Up to the back rear corner of the house?

Ms. Murray: Yes. We would determine that this is the back rear corner of the house in this case,
rather than this corner.

Mr. Lee: It's really just the area off the deck area there?

Ms. Murray: Right. So, the privacy fence could come here, but then it would have to go in like
this. They would like it to come farther forward to this corner because the deck would be in this
area. And their drawing, like | said, doesn’t necessarily bring it all the way out to here. You can
ask them. They may prefer to have it in this area. The drawing was done by the fence company
and it’s not exactly a [inaudible].

Chairman Brown: Do you know what that distance is, the depth of the house at that location?
From that corner to that corner?

Ms. Murray: It's about 20 feet. This is about 48 feet, and back of the curb is 55, 57. This is just
an AIMS image.

Chairman Brown: If the variance were granted, would the entirety of their request to fence be
out of the site distance triangle?

Ms. Murray: Yes. | did measure site distance, which is measured from a point roughly here,
back 120 feet, and [inaudible] and 20 feet here. So, the site distance corner, any way you
measure it, is roughly this much of the corner of the lot. So, yes, it would be well outside the site
distance triangle required.

Chairman Brown: Do you have any idea how many similar properties there are?

Ms. Murray: | did a quick review of surrounding properties. There are other houses on corner
lots in similar situations, but | did not survey the entire city to see how many there were. This lot
is a little bit different than its neighbor’s lots because it was built on a full lot. You can kind of see
that these are half lots of the same subdivision. But, there are a few houses nearby on similar
corner lots. | can'’t tell you for sure what proportion that would be.

Mr. Lee: There could be another dozen or so?

Ms. Murray: Could be.



Chairman Brown: Any further questions for staff at this time?

Ms. Dukelow: | have a question. Do we have the proposed fence for viewing? The drawing?

Ms. Murray: Yes.

Ms. Dukelow: | was meaning at the corner, the proposed corner was the front, and they had
proposed a 50-foot setback.

Ms. Murray: This the property line on this drawing. The proposed fence | think is the red line.
This is the property line. This is where it would be allowed.

Ms. Dukelow: So, the proposal is to extend the privacy fence to the front-most northeast corner
of the house.

Ms. Murray: On this drawing it’s here.
Ms. Dukelow: Correct.

Ms. Murray: You could make a motion to approve the variance and put some limitations on it to
be not the full extent of the side exterior yard, or to a point on the house, it would be allowed for.
If you wanted to make those conditions. We haven'’t ever really had conditions on a variance
before, but —

Chairman Brown: Just for clarification, the 15 foot there is marked as being from the sidewalk. Is
that the clear intent, or is it intended to be from the curb?

Ms. Murray: That’s a question for the applicant.

Chairman Brown: Any more questions of staff? [None.] At this time, | would like the applicant to
come up and present their argument. Please be very clear and address the seven items that
you’re required to address. Basically, you have to prove that you have some extenuating
circumstance that's unique to your circumstance, that's going to make you different than
anybody else in the city.

Jeff Randel, Applicant, 5500 Outlook, appeared before the Board of Zoning Appeals and made
the following comments:

Mr. Randel: Basically, we're just trying to put a privacy fence where our chain-link fence is now.
The chain-link is about five feet high. And we want to do it further away from the sidewalk
because there is some slope on our yard, so it would give us a little more privacy. As you know,
55" Street has become a lot busier over the last 10 years, especially since the remodel on
Johnson Drive. So, we're just trying to get more privacy.

The reason | think the variance is in order is because when my wife originally bought the house,
there was a deck where we’re trying to put our deck now. So, the fence went around it. If we put
it where we can right now, the privacy fence would run into the deck, and we’re worried about
the looks of that. Really, that's the main thing. We feel like you’re trying to decide between the
privacy for our kids with a privacy fence, or the look of the house, or the deck. Which | feel like is
already there. We had it in the original plan when we did the remodel in 2011, but that remodel,



| was just doing it on the side, and it took us about two years. By the time we got to that point,
we were out of time and money. So, we just left it for later. That’s pretty much what we’re trying
to do.

Mr. Braden: Did you consider extending the fence to the corner of your deck and providing
privacy at your deck railing, provide some kind of privacy there, and have your steps go into the
back yard, so you could follow the side yard fence regulations?

Mr. Randel: We're more worried about how all that was going to look, how it was going to tie
into the deck right there. We spent a lot of time and money trying to get the house to look the
way we want it to, and in our minds, | mean, | knew we had to get a fence permit, but | didn’t
know about the variance. So, when we decided to stay in the house and remodel it, we kind of
had this visual of what the house is going to look like. So, we’re trying to see if we can get that
visual to come true.

Ms. Dukelow: Before being remodeled, there was a door to the north [inaudible] onto the deck.
Is there currently a door?

Mr. Randel: Yeah, that was the original house before we did the remodel. During the remodel,
we moved the door from here and put a sliding glass door here.

Chairman Brown: Other questions for the applicant? [None.] Does the applicant have anything
further they would like to address with the board? [None.] At this time, I'd like to open the public
hearing. | invite anyone attending the meeting and wishing to make comments to approach the
board. Please state your name and address if you choose to speak. This is Case No. 16-01, a
fence variance at 5500 Outlook. [None.] Seeing none, at this time, I'll close the public hearing
and open it up for board discussion. Does anybody have any comments they would like to make
regarding their position on the fence variance, any findings of fact that support or refute the
applicant’s request?

Mr. Lee: | would have to say that | don’t think they’ve proved that [inaudible] adjacent to this
piece of property. There are multiple other lots in the city of Mission with that same scenario.
Obviously, if you brought the fence back in closer to the deck, you wouldn’t need a variance.
You would accomplish pretty much what you’re looking for without a variance. | looked at one
house at 58" and Reeds, which is a very similar situation. They put in a three-foot wooden
fence, which | know is not the look you’re looking for. But, it accomplishes what you’re trying to
accomplish, and it's the same thing. The problem | have is if we grant a variance to you for that
particular situation, if anybody else comes to us with the same corner lot, we would need to
grant the same thing.

Mr. Randel: We also have our air conditioning unit in the front corner, which we’re also hoping to
cover up. And | think six-foot privacy for the kids is, you know — | mean, if we do a privacy fence
per code, I'm not sure if we would put the deck out there because it would feel like most of the
deck is in the front yard, at that point. It would be nice to cover up [inaudible] with a deck. There
was a step-down there, the flashing there, and we could obviously [inaudible] something like
that. There are a few other things that we were hoping to get done by having the deck be there,



in the same spot that it was.

Mr. Lee: And | can certainly see where having the fence would accomplish a lot of the goals
you're wanting. But, what | don’t see is the fact that it's a unique set of circumstances that apply
to just your lot. They would apply to anyone else’s.

Mr. Randel: | think we felt like the deck was mainly the —

Mr. Lee: The deck is [inaudible]. It's not something that’s there. That's one of the things we need
to look at in these five items that we’re looking for.

Mr. Randel: Yeah, | mean, | know we didn’t put it back in a timely fashion. If | would have known
that | had to leave it up to put the fence where | wanted to, we might have [inaudible] and some
of the other stuff. But that’'s how we thought this was different, is the [inaudible] of that side, we
were just trying to put the deck back where it was. [Inaudible] without our deck feeling like it was
in the front yard.

Ms. Dukelow: | have a comment. My opinion is that the homeowner is asking to be able to
enclose the back yard with a privacy fence, and that makes a whole lot of sense to me. The way
| understand this, if the variance is not granted, they would be restricted to enclosing the fence —
The fence would have to return to the farthest northwest corner. So, they would lose the
serviceability, if you will, and the recreational use of a good chunk of yard. | mean, that whole
side, really. And | know that there are other properties throughout the city where there are
instances of where a home is on a corner and they’ve enclosed their yard. As Danielle alluded
to you previously, in many cases, there is, in fact, a driveway. | don’t know what kind of
alterations this house has undergone through the years, but as it sits, yes, | can appreciate their
desire to enclose some of that side yard, and | do see it as a unique feature of this property.

Chairman Brown: Okay, at this time, | will take a motion.

Mr. Braden moved to approve, and Ms. Dukelow seconded, the proposed variance for
property located at 5500 Outlook Street, allowing for the placement of a privacy fence up to 6
feet in height in the side exterior yard.

The vote was taken (1-3-0). The motion failed and the request for a variance was denied.
Mr. Braden, Mr. Brown and Mr. Lee voted in opposition to the motion.

Ms. Murray: The motion failed. Determination has been made that it's been denied.

Chairman Brown: Motion denied. Due to failure to gain support. Does the applicant have any
other options moving forward?

Ms. Murray: There is an appeals process for determinations from the Board of Zoning Appeals. |
will give them the information about that in the result letter that | will send them tomorrow.

Chairman Brown: Thank you.

ADJOURNMENT

With no other agenda items, Mr. Braden moved and Mrs. Dukelow seconded a motion to
adjourn. The vote was unanimous. The motion carried. The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m.




Jim Brown, Chair
ATTEST:

Nora Tripp , Secretary
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PUBLIC HEARING:

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

3
Variance Application #17-01, rear yard setback

Application for variance to Section 410.010 to allow for the
reconstruction of a deck to encroach into the rear yard setback
area.

5128 Riggs Street
Mission, Kansas 66202

David & Sally Enevoldson
5/30/2017 - The Legal Record Newspaper

6/26/2017-BZA

The subject property was platted as part
of Morrison Ridge Park subdivision in
1913. This parcel is comprised of lots
377-380 and the adjacent vacated
right-of-way of 51st Terrace identified on
the plat as Raymond Street. The
property is currently zoned Single-Family
Residential District “R-1” and was
constructed in 1980. The lot connects to
Riggs Street via a private shared
driveway on lot 310 as Morrison Avenue
has not been constructed.

Johnson County AIMS aerial imagery is
available from 1941-2016. In reviewing
this, it appears that the deck may have
been original to the home as was
approximately 10’ away from the rear
property line. Recently, the homeowner
applied for a building permit to replace
the deck. At that time staff noted that
the required rear yard setbacks were not
met. It appears that the total depth of
the rear yard is 25’. The deck would
project 15’ into the rear yard leaving only
a 10’ setback where a 20’ minimum
setback is required.



APPLICABLE ORDINANCES
410.010. “R-1” Single-Family Residential District
D. Front Yards.
Any building hereafter constructed shall provide for a front yard, the minimum depth of
which shall be at least thirty (30) feet.

E. Side Yards.

1. There shall be a side yard on each side of a dwelling no less than five (5) feet and
need not be more than fifteen (15) feet.

2. Buildings on corner lots shall provide a side yard on the street side of not less than
fifteen (15) feet.

F. Rear Yards. The depth of the rear yard shall be at least twenty (20) feet.

Section 405.020 Definitions
LOT LINE, FRONT: The boundary between a lot and the right-of-way on which it fronts.

LOT LINE, REAR: The boundary line which is opposite and most distant from the front street
line; except that in the case of uncertainty the Building Official shall determine the rear line.

LOT LINE, SIDE: Any lot boundary line not a front or rear line thereof. A side line may be a
party lot line, a line bordering on an alley or place or a side street line.

YARD: An open space at grade between a building and the adjoining lot lines, unoccupied and
unobstructed by any portion of a structure from the ground upward, except as otherwise
provided. In measuring a yard for the purpose of determining the width of a side yard, the depth
of a front yard or the depth of a rear yard, the least horizontal distance between the lot line and
the building shall be used.

YARD, FRONT: A yard across the full width of the lot extending from the front line of the main
building to the front line of the lot.

YARD, REAR: A yard between the rear lot line and the rear line of the main building and the
side lot lines.

YARD, SIDE: A yard between the main building and the adjacent side line of the lot and
extending entirely from a front yard to the rear yard.
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ANALYSIS

- The subject property is shown in yellow. The areas shown in green are

areas of dedicated right-of-way which have not been improved to contain
a public street. Areas shown in orange are areas of previously dedicated
right-of-way which have been vacated or turned back over to private
ownership. The green highlighted areas clouded by red indicate areas
which staff would consider appropriate to vacate in the future. Staff does
not anticipate construction of public streets in these areas as being
necessary to support the current or likely re-development in this
neighborhood.

The current right-of-way of Morrison Avenue appears to be 40’. If the
right-of-way of Morrison Avenue was vacated along the Enevoldson’s
west property boundary, approximately 20 additional feet of yard width
would be added to their lot thus providing the required setback necessary
for any structures in the rear yard.
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The applicant is therefore requesting approval of a variance to allow
for reconstruction of a rear deck to encroach into the existing rear
yard. Granting of the requested variance would allow for a structure
to be build within any portion of the rear yard up to the existing rear

property line.

The Board of Zoning Appeals has the authority to grant variances to
Section Title IV. Land Use of the Municipal. When considering
applications for a variance the BZA may only grant a variance upon
a finding that all of the following conditions have been met:

a. The variance requested arises from such condition which is



unique to the property in question, is not ordinarily found in the same zone or district and is not
created by an action or actions of the property owner or the applicant.

b. The granting of the variance will not adversely affect the rights of adjacent property owners
or residents.

c. The strict application of the provisions of this Title would constitute unnecessary hardship
upon the property owner represented in the application.

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

e. Granting the variance will not be opposed to the general spirit and intent of this Title.
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CITY OF MISSION
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Community Development Department
6090 Woodson Street

CITY OF , Mission, KS 66202

Phone: (913) 676-8360

MISSION Fax: (913) 722-1415
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Application to the Board of Zoning Appeals
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Description of Request

Please provide a brief description of the request including specific Code Section and quantity of variance or decision for appeals:
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Consideration of Variances

The Board of Zoning Appeals has the authority to grant variances upon a finding that all of the following conditions have been met.
Please explain how your application satisfies the conditions. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

1) The Variance requested arises from such condition which is unique to the property in question, is not ordinarily found in the
same zone or district and is not created by an action of the property owner of applicant.
L]
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2) The granting of the variance will not adversely affect the rights of ade:e t property owners or residents.
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3) The strict application of the provisions of this Title would constitute unnecessary hardship upon the property owner represented

in the application.
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4) The variance desiredlvfl! not adversely affect the public health, safety, morals, order, con\{nie}-lce, prosperity or general

welfare.
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5) Granting the variance will not be ogposed to the general spirit and intent of the Title.
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Agreement to Pay Expenses

Applicant intends to file an application with the Community Development Department of the City of Mission, Kansas (City). Asa
result of the filing of said application, City may incur certain expenses, such as but not limited to publication costs, consulting fee,
attorney fee, and court reporter fees. Applicant hereby agrees to be responsible for and to reimburse City for all cost incurred by
City as a result of said application. Said costs shall be paid within ten (10) days of the receipt of any bill submitted by City to
Applicant. It is understood that no requests granted by City or any of its commissions will be effective until all costs have been paid.
Costs will be owed whether or not Applicant obtains the relief requested in the application.
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The underaigned hereby certifies that he Is the survayor who made the survey of the gcALE: ~ 7
premises described above: That the boundary lines are as shown hereon: That there
zra no encroachments of sald property: That there Is no visible evidence of a public or
privale passageway or roadway across said premises, or any driveway wholly or partly - _ / o, ),; =
on sald premises, that there are no structures located on sald property, no lakes, streams, DATE: 2 J s VA
waterways or lancaes shown, Excepl as indicates on this plat. This survey Is made for
the above stated purposes and no other responsibility is hereby assumed. No respon-
s!bllity s assumed for easements or right of ways not shown on title report.
This survey has been furnished to assist the lender and the title attorney in the deter- TG, "‘;’ a;;}:f"—’.‘(’?

minatlon of Improvements and encroachments. NO PROPERTY CORNERS HAVE BEEN
SET AND THE UNDERSIGNED ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY IF THE INFORMATION
SHOWN HEREON IS USED IN THE SETTING OF FENCES OR ANY ADDITIONAL
STRUCTURES WHATSOEVER.
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MORRISON RIDGE PHARK

BEING A SUBDI\VISION OF THE

FOLLOWING DESCRIPED TRACTS OF LAND IN
JOHNS COUNTY, KAMNSAS

Desctiption ' '
All of lots 6. 7. 8 and 9 of Morison fidge and
Jors 1. 2. 3. 4. 5 6 7. 8.9 10, 1 and i2 of Bloct [ and lofs
/.3 4 5.6 7.8 9.1.13.and 1§ 0f Block 2 of Morrison Hidge A, 2
SubdiviSIons In Souwlh wesT g(udrﬁ*r ﬂ/ Seclion 5 TownsyiP 12. Soulh

SLATE OF EANSAS
Joknsco County

Thisﬁinstrumcni was filed for record on the
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g ‘32;"'2;{ R T %0 the laws of the State of Missouri, proprietor of the
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- 427 J i : zz:: - be subdivided in the manner as represenied on this plat, ek
: = . which subdivision shall be hereafter known as
- T MORRISON RIDGE FARK. ,
- T The sireets and avewses as represented on fhis plat.
r i 51 -, are heveby dedicated o the public use forever
= - IN 'Ié*s*rmow;r’ " WHeReor, OStrang Land Company
2 ;:: has caused this insitument 1o be signed in iis corporate
¢ N 2w 1 _il name by its President, and its corporate seal 'ff-’ be
e ::: i:: hm 2% 241 g hereunto affixecdk and altested by its ODecretary fhis
I % - : m : e 243 .|¢ .-.5_0!‘.‘_“ dqy QF _%’1:1’_ e s |9'-.13
3 T L I% ] | 5:’ fam (“
C 245 . _ f]?d_ya( ol _ __mn,éw_ R
s 323 . * .
34 324 . : 1. i : B ' e g BT
o = . ) 247 : B i yes (denl
3 32 . - is ‘ i
: 249 = TTEST et e o
it 327 : = : ; _ %?Q S icc ik . A
= 2. 250 ¥ - mecrelar )
3éo J18 r Y ¥t -~
T i S —
356 o . : :
" = a o8 2 . STATE OF Ml&ﬁoum}s s
’ r & 254 - COUNTY OF JACKsON JT ™
.3 - P 18 255 .
5 35 m S : 1 28, - \ Be 1T REMEMBERED. that on 1he. {ﬁ_ﬂ.--.dmj qf
AT ™ - . 251 W .— 1913, before me, the undersg,neﬂ a Wolary Public i anq for
i ”; - - L L tht Counly and Slafe aforesatd, came - ——. President of e
;: i:‘ : : ::: gi: Strang Land Company, a covporalion, who 15 fersonally Knewn to me
T 3w - A THEE to be the same person who execdled ihe farfﬁal tnsfrument. and duly -
T g, _ T acknowledged the same lo be the voluntary' acl and deed of Said Stang Land Compamy.
e T s I IN TesTiMONY WheRFOF 1 have hereunlo set my hand and nh’ tved my nolavial seal
: ¢ e A7 24 - the day ana yeatr above menlioned, P R
743 | 148|347 344 [345 |74 |33 {342 |41 300]339 f 21 285 : ﬂfy Commussion EXprres . f / :
v : 27¢ 2¢¢ s
25 § " . " - - . . v |18 Uy !‘s M I‘T**_FE
. [ -]
s 52" ST
4 i g &
- 49 7 5
/50 /158 . -
161 139 [® =
152 /48
/53 - - 3 L] L -
154 142 ik T3 s =
15 143 a Lold 97 =
5% 184 5 "
157 |45 ) " L1
158 I’T! ns i
t":: 169 47 : i el ;
Pae T i;vnr U o . 21 o1
“g%" ' 123 103
¥ e 15 15 16 F h . — _#
&1 . nc 185 4
r 0o | ggr | rla | 103 | e (IS . 120 )
1 i 77 107
:l ire . IFd} fes
' T . e 709 3
'g 71 g i3e ie 3
L J{ 173 H e Tl !
E?.'g 174 » n . ). i}
i b i i
A = It 1 !
: - ;: e -
165 |1a4 |83 | 182 |81 fise m : e
] 3 rré & L
a3 15 ""'.’f =
o ¥
il‘l‘l 1 6 i n - t
0 193 ‘
;é i8¢ |ra@7 |tos |in9 | 190 i 194
" F 195
¥ T Scale o feel < 4 yneh
- 5“*?@’#& a‘y
3 P8
(200 | 206 [neq]203|2e2 199 %\f/ﬁfjgﬂ %
2e0 ¢ -éa{ﬁl’ﬂ ﬂ; m
sl & f25| . |2¢ 201 -~
v SI -
'l. 15 [T le‘ ::
S
207 | 2e8|2ap |20 |210 |202 215
c ; 216 m
{.; 247 m
C 5 218 m
S T
EZI 217|232l |ra S [rog (723 110 m
21r
ps|anplps|. [.]. 125 R
5. af s af s ih E Gar. o] B.W Sec,5: Tu 12 25
S .’4’145‘.,:&54 r.of 5w of T e
S
- g .
- - 1
-"".—-.n_.___.._—_- -




CITY OF
MISSION
KANSAS

Background

Zoning regulations are intended to protect and
serve the public good. To do so, they should
be applied universally and consistently.
Sometimes, however, because of atypical
conditions unique to a particular property,
carrying out the strict letter of a zoning
regulation would not allow reasonable use of
that property. To avoid unjust an unnecessary
imposition of such extreme hardships on
property owners the Mission Municipal Code
provides a relief from the standards in unique
circumstances. The Code authorizes the
Board of Appeals (BZA) to grant variances
from zoning regulations.

Definition

A variance is a waiver from compliance with a
specific provision of the zoning ordinances. It
is a type of exemption to a zoning regulation
that allows a property owner to be legally in
compliance with the zoning regulations without
complying with specific requirements of that
regulation. Variances are granted to a
particular property owner because of the
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardship
that would be imposed upon him/her by the
strict application of the provisions of the
regulation. Zoning regulations that may be
waived include yard size, building size, fence
height, parking, landscaping, etc. A variance
may not be granted in a planned zoning
district.

Conditions

Submission of an application for a variance
does not guarantee approval. The BZA must
find that the zoning regulation in question
causes a hardship. A hardship relates to the
physical characteristics of the property, not the
personal circumstances of the owner or user.
The applicant must show that the physical
characteristics of their property, like shape or

ZONING VARIANCES

A Guide to Applying for a Variance from the City of Mission

Board of Zoning Appeals

contour, actually prohibit the practical use of
his/her property in the manner similar to that of
other property in the zoning district where it is
located. A variance may be appropriate if a
property has unique physical conditions and
the spirit and intent of the ordinance will be
satisfied while varying from the regulations in
the manner requested. The applicant must
also show that the public health, safety, and
welfare are not adversely affected by their
request. If these legal tests cannot be met, a
variance should not be granted. A variance is
not appropriate as a matter of convenience, or
if it would grant special privileges to an
individual property. Economic considerations
alone do not constitute a hardship if a
reasonable use for the property exists under
the Municipal Code.

Process

The granting of a variance in Mission is the
responsibility of the BZA. The Board is made
up of up to 5 citizen members appointed by
the Mayor. A majority vote is necessary to
approve or deny a variance. Applications for
variances are reviewed by City Staff and the
BZA. Any person considering seeking a
variance should first contact Community
Development Department Staff who will
explain the review process and provide the
necessary forms, checklists, and deadlines.

To request a hearing, an application must be
submitted to the Community Development
Department prior to the monthly filing deadline.
Staff will review the application for
completeness and consistency with applicable
plans and ordinances. If the application is
complete, the case will be scheduled for
review at the next available BZA meeting.
Before the meeting, Staff prepares a report
containing a summary of the case and the
applicant’s proposed findings.



In addition to review by City Staff and the BZA,
the application is subject to comment from the
general public. A public hearing is conducted
at the BZA meeting where the application is
presented.

Decision

At the conclusion of the public hearing the
BZA will deliberate and issue a decision. The
BZA may only grant a variance upon a finding
that all of the necessary conditions have been
met.

Contacts
Community Development Department
913-676-8360

Fees

Application-$75

Public Notice-$6.49 per property owner within
two hundred (200) feet which requires
notification as required by City Code.
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