12 February 2005

John Haase
Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Commission

Dear Mr. Haase and Fellow Commissioners,

We are writing to you to express formally our opposition to two current rezoning requests. The first
proposal is Z-01-02-05, the request to rezone property located south and east of Stoneridge Drive
(extended) from A to RO-1A. The second proposal is Z-01-03-05, the request to rezone property
located south and east of Stoneridge Drive (extended) from A to RM-1.

Several residents near these areas attended a meeting with the property owner’s architect on February
3. We stated concerns about the proposed changes and the impact this rezoning will have on our
neighborhood. Based on the information gathered at this meeting and additional research on the
development of our neighborhood, the residents who have signed below oppose these zoning changes
for the following reasons:

L

According to the architect, there will be 70-80 units in an 8.323-acre area (the area to be
rezoned RM-1). This will create an added burden to existing neighborhood traffic concerns.
Additionally, the architect stated that there are currently no plans for the RO-1A area closest
to 6™ street. That would suggest that Stoneridge Drive will not be connected to 6 street
prior to the proposed RM-1 area development resulting in a significant increase in traffic
through our neighborhood due to the lack of an alternate route to 6% street.

For the proposed RM-1 zone, the goal is for each unit to have 2 or 3 bedrooms and be priced
between $160,000 and $170,000. The cost of land in this area is very high. This raises some
concern about the quality of the units the property owner will be building and the impact they
will have on the character of the neighborhood.

A large portion of the land surrounding both of these rezoning requests is low-density single-
family residential. The property owner’s architect stated that this land would not be suitable
for single-family homes; however, we have confirmed with the City Planner for this project
that this land is absolutely usable for single-family homes. We believe that granting these
rezoning requests would create spot zoning at this location. Zoning two medium-density
areas in the middle of a low-density residential area also does not seem to fit the Planning
Unit Concept in the Horizon 2020 comprehensive plan.

The Horizon 2020 comprehensive plan calls for “transitional zones between low-density
residential and more intensive residential land use categories; and, between higher density
residential and non-residential uses.” If the two rezoning requests are permitted, there will be
RS-2 areas directly adjacent to both the RM-1 and RO-1A zones, which might riot allow
adequate transition for the proposed zones.

There are currently several plans to build multi-family housing within a mile of the proposed
rezoning area as well as extensive, undeveloped land without residents nearby. We do not
feel that there is a level of demand for multi-family homes in this area of Lawrence that

~ justifies tucking a group of town homes in the middle of single-family homes. -



e The current storm water drainage easement to the west of Stonecreek Drive has functioned
very well during periods of heavy rain. However, we are concerned that the increase of
paved areas and rooftops that come with this higher-density housing will contribute to a

- significant increase of runoff water and overload the infiltration capacity of this well-
functioning easement.

e The addition of multi-family homes and office space historically has a negative impact on the
surrounding property values.

Given these concerns, we do not believe that the two rezoning requests are in the interest of our
immediate community or in the interest of our position as a gateway neighborhood within the Clty of
Lawrence. We ask that these two requests be denied in their present form.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration,

Name ‘ " Address ignature
ChonnenOlear  91F Stonvercek. or
Lok DY cur U7 Stonecreek dr.
,Qow\a(all Doo‘-&v‘ G Stoneceek P /// %/
< - /Wnru A2 Stevecwk Do Mm
Bt > oo o Rl e
AE Lo A\ Shvecren Dy ST
Crzgine Fsher 999 Sroneenent DL ool Zusls
Kent Frsuer. 709 ST e s ?@6‘ QZ’%\/
Loy e =4
?Mndu UMqu’ 908 Storeceesk. PR. % eyt~
Curk \OriqM- P8 Shorsececk D /é\c/\ =
Mok Ftoone 25 Wwé P, P

DPde Bowigs ‘?LB Stong cLlezr-dR. \D—/g//\

Cmibog«wt ‘ (DO ( Spagrek Dv M JM;——
(TOnttls G n 00{ Sty Creek Y. POl %ww\

2




Name Address \\. ___ Signature
N,\ Edm\m\“ Camac Voo Qi ek Do Nﬂw\
Yo o Chode Qus o Aty (i Wg—

P-@/EL/ Grabai~ \OV3 SHoner "(O\f\Df /

T Wy 03 Wit D lowwn

(jm one 909 Whatin Dr (‘i g

Goreilsonn/l T0Y Wfentin [F %A 7/%

usamBvowvi  40% Whepdpn v
|4 /1o AL CLUMIS <211 WHEFTOL Di %///%ﬂ
ScoTT A fiig? 87 20 Nﬂ&?}a (2. /M A/
Aa Lm (o S)(mucu(ca/ /nf//b' )
ornin Vo leo  J035 Stone m(lqe Dr Cpml\n“lafy

frodente. hiiteon 1ol S’mf,m{w M. /i )doy
Sutaan Ol LLos Séhmu» 3«@.9{ GG Cp,

Yol Yohun 1109 SE (AmDr\ {7 -
Ry efood f;bewﬁ (e mr ﬂ%’i

Ko MZA/M (40 Q%Mmko IW * : *
" /W@ //21 gé‘eww&a '

Pode b (awadio 12 SJom;uoqL On
EZ; ZTM 1174 Shm,ay Or

Wi /vaxm [104 g%\x/\ua | L
o Doy srmienaszr [} Q%%w}
_XM&Wéb Chery lool Sonerdge DT v L e ¢
W oy Cmende g NIl —
‘ W«@@m 020 Shveridat %}z/M@——

3




Name Address | Signature

f/r wGonzales 378 Stonecvee oy 8MC‘VM”LOCOFA/
Bevad (wnzaces 424 Shumcteec Wﬂ- W

Yy La% ,}; 240 0 2Ny I /
7I L AP sy ,ozzsmeaue@rz / ))/ &
/j"/r/em! PréASN / 4025 Fronseskeed DA < Heds i
PEG PARAD|  [637] Sfmeeteefl pr- M
Kita rablerte /O 375‘rune,0/‘66t’,|<f Or Aot 7TRE T
RUNE SHIEL ooyl Smaccece oe. (Futd. Hedl
BMM/?“C}Q/” [ 0% Stonc reck PR //{/W/J Wé

M/) neu g\%z l{o] 51751400[29&&(17{‘ ﬂam%y 8/152/

—
%N/m l:nsz, l[o} honecreeic Or Lover . ?M
“AA (VAT ooy D )A_" Slava 8%
W//%%//ﬂ{é’mww&% (o

[/

Gm\ Shgku_p/ Hoq Stenareedc Dr.

M A Rlunbndns A3 <pgprak Do (EW
Rt SMW/ 107 Stac create D2, J A

m%& Yru e V1 SHonecreek Dy~ W ¥agon V

L.Mm)oar’(er W\as 3*6'\&(((!\:& s
%220/ ﬂuo’.sc,é( Y %ﬂcu‘éﬂﬂ P ///@(/W

m/%% s<7! /Y Sheen &Eﬂf[ff %ﬁ%&j/ |
Dq,/l [/-/: kb(,ﬁ /72 S‘%‘\?f?cm-e,tp. Aste [ % /(/6\'

leslie Hhig Vene Il Stoneereek B CAES

4




Name Address Signature

”/:P.{,\abfﬁ_l,\ Sh Adrana L Bronchhwood :—JleLV%S? S. S’Q\CQ-Q/W\.\

Ko me%c'b{s.(,_& 901 ancwuobo( -%Mv\ ynvvw/‘ac""’ 5

:r;v,\ %;mma, s.cl«“QJ qoi r}ranc“leC OMLX@

(:é&a,\/ /000 BW 5@@, Clean_
\Ylfﬁrm C/éf)ﬂ/tl EBY, g\f@wcgw*uv& %%ﬁﬂ /%M_,.
J{éum (/(NV/\, 100% Pyancfuoces) e
Rebeec, S./)Q RV (077 & renc L % gﬁ
—JOSa-pA Pﬁq,a,/d H2¥ ScemmenBeld g Q7f>z//~ ,0%__’
/QI“ONC& 4. Howani A4l SHonepreck Or - Uﬂ/wucé- A. Hotw/w(

é'i\m\ M (/\(»Er“r 1C8T Stune | l(‘(r;'li. ,\"'%Lim,ﬁl/( C
(Aol A Fitbmen  Fos Oheatfon ﬂméﬁ‘;y%w ~




Name Address Signature

Euesett Allen Doore 1J16 Stoaecceck D g4
Sandra. K, Hechk (M3 Stonewreck Dw '
Hogr Den Sowcew ot Shooced D
A’h\\[ Sehmissecie. o€ Stuecreek Pe . %J/

lmw OL/ smuwzny mw

Shwr( @(,uaf 1O §+Drucm:yc25r

R EL # plcl\ f o [o4< S-!on(ei‘«k Ar WA/

I/

B?ucc uc&;am\u 1026 sroEdemil, W

Rudy n, Carkexidht D% Storeeral U, ﬁ.@%
/%amam L gwu«lsod [o1¥ STe/vé‘c.efé'/( L. w
_ u"«/&f»utc Fo.Sovinsan 001 Spoleneen /\%M
 Tami Kepsunio— 1009 Stoneesce KOE. %@{%_%
Karen L. Davies 1007 stonelrer Or. Kostn £ fuvicy
.' \]\io\))r\ﬁm.lf Safer /0R) SAonecreek Pr \}w;\’é&%w
B e Sw%\“DW 1029 Sdowecreck, D
(A DOkS 738 Stonoproat 2 /ﬂs/w Bm%_
M'{;@\,J é\lbé?Q\'\\ (%5 Slwtecreel//{},/ . —
:PQSPOT;(![& (032 Sfonecreck Drie 270 M
Michgllg F}mﬂwym 1005 Braxchoeat D el [t o

&g% Now‘r\gco %S\G\&qukbﬁuw W
6







MY
A .'4:-.)'}

44




18 June 2005

John Haase
Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Commission

Dear Mr. Haase and Fellow Commissioners,

We are writing to formally express our opposition to two current rezoning requests. The first
proposal is Z-03-20-05, the request to rezone property located south and east of Stoneridge Drive
(extended) and 6™ street from A to RM-2. The second proposal is Z-03-21-05, the request to rezone
property located south and east of Stoneridge Drive (extended) and 6™ street from A to RM-1.

Several residents near these areas have met with the architect and developer/owner on several
occasions. The last meeting was on June 9, 2005. We stated concerns about the proposed changes
and the impact this rezoning will have on our neighborhood. Based on the information gathered at
this meeting and additional research on the development of our neighborhood, the residents who have
signed below oppose the currently proposed zoning changes for the following reasons:

e We are concerned about the additional traffic burden on the neighborhood. According
to the developer, there will be 12 eight-plex units for a total of 96 units in a 7.4-acre area (the
area to be rezoned RM-1). The developer also wants an apartment complex in the 4.2-acre
area (the area to be rezoned RM-2) for a total of 60 units. The addition of 156 units in the
11.6-acre area will create a tremendous added burden to current neighborhood traffic. The
developer stated that there would only be one exit for this entire 156 unit complex. We are
concerned that this will generate too much traffic for the one exit on Stoneridge Drive,
requiring the opening up of the curb cut on the top of Stonecreek Drive closest to the
proposed RM-1 zone. This would bring additional traffic into the existing adjacent RS-2
zone. We are already experiencing traffic problems that have led to traffic calming meetings.
The additional traffic will further contribute to the problem.

e We are concerned with the lack of suitable transition from RS-2 to the higher proposed
densities. The Horizon 2020 comprehensive plan calls for “transitional zones between low-
density residential and more intensive residential land use categories”. If the two multi-
family rezoning requests are permitted, there will be very little transition between the RS-2
areas and the RM-2 zones. With the proposed density of the units in the narrow strip of RM-
1 directly adjacent to the RS-2 areas there will not be an adequate buffer for the RS-2 houses.

e We are concerned about the impact on the character of the neighborhood. For the
proposed RM-1 zone, the developer stated that each unit will have 2 or 3 bedrooms and be
priced between $160,000 and $170,000. For the proposed RM-2 zone, we are concerned that
these units will be rental properties. The cost of land in this area is very high. This raises
concern that the quality and quantity of the units the developer will be building will have a
negative impact on the multi-family units and will detract from the character of the
neighborhood.



e We are concerned with the appropriateness of the RM-2 zoning request. A large portion
of the land surrounding both of these rezoning requests is low-density single-family
residential. The developer stated that this land would not be suitable for single-family
homes; however, we have confirmed with the City Planner for this project that this land is
absolutely usable for single-family homes. Zoning the medium-density RM-2 area in the
middle of a low-density residential area also does not seem to fit the Planning Unit Concept
in the Horizon 2020 comprehensive plan.

e We are concerned with the location of the proposed multi-family zoning. There are
currently several plans to build multi-family housing within a mile of the proposed rezoning
area as well as extensive, undeveloped land without residents nearby. We do not feel that
there is a level of demand for multi-family homes in this area of Lawrence that justifies
tucking a group of eight-plexes and an apartment complex in the middle of single-family
homes.

e We are concerned with storm water drainage. The current storm water drainage easement
to the west of Stonecreek Drive has functioned very well during periods of heavy rain.
However, we are concerned that the increase of paved areas and rooftops that come with this
higher-density housing will contribute to a significant increase of runoff water and overload
the infiltration capacity of this well-functioning easement.

e We are concerned with the impact of property values. The addition of higher density
multi-family zoning directly adjacent to single-family homes has had a negative impact on
the surrounding property values.

Given these concerns, we do not believe that the two multi-family rezoning requests are in the
interest of our immediate community or in the interest of our position as a gateway neighborhood
within the City of Lawrence. We feel that the currently requested multi-family rezoning proposal
will significantly detract from the character of the existing neighborhood. We ask that these two
requests be denied in their present form.

We would prefer that all proposed zoning areas be zoned RS-2. However, we would be willing to
compromise and accept the original Planning Commission’s Staff Recommendation (Z-01-03-05)
dated February 23, 2005 which calls for RS-2 in the southern most lot, RS-2 in the Eastern half of the
Northern most lot and RM-1 on the Western half of the Northern most lot. Please see the diagram
below.



PC Staff Report —~ 02/23/05
Z2-01-03-05

Item No. 10C - 9

Staff Recommended Zoning:

This is the second time that we have expressed our concerns by gathering signatures on a formal
letter to the Planning Commission. Our concerns and desired outcome have remained consistent.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration,

Name Address Signature




