


 
 
 
January 15, 2006 
 
Dear Ms Miller, 
 
My son and I recently purchased a home in Lawrence located at 545 Rockledge. I am 
writing this letter to state reasons for our opposition to the rezoning of the adjoining 
property at 523-543 Rockledge from RS 10 to RS 5. I understand there is not a current 
request for such rezoning but based on past events once can reasonably anticipate another 
such a request will occur in the near future. 
 
Let me start by saying that Lawrence is easily one of the most historically significant, 
attractive and architecturally interesting city in Kansas and surrounding states. It is 
imperative that this uniqueness, including the gracious style of homes currently on 
Rockledge be maintained. While rezoning the three single family Rockledge lots to six 
very awkwardly shaped and substandard lots would not in itself seem significant, the 
precedent would be negative. It would be more difficult to deny similar requests in the 
future. I have spent much of my career traveling and I can assure you that cities with the 
weakest adherence to zoning (anywhere in Texas is a good example) give the appearance 
of no zoning or planning. In summary Lawrence’s uniqueness depends on its future 
adherence to established zoning.    
 
Second, there is no need for rezoning to occur. The current zoning is correct. Rockledge 
Street is a logical and practical division between attractive apartments, commercial 
property and green space on the east and the trees and homes on the west side. This is a 
good example of how a street can be used as an effective transition. If the density of 
homes on the west were to be increased by placing homes on 6800 sq ft lots as previously 
requested, this transition becomes blurred.  Shared driveways detract by giving the 
impression that too many homes were squeezed in an area never intended for them. In 
summary, the neighborhood need not be the transition, as suggested in the planning 
commission report; the street is doing a fine job. 
 
Third, Rockledge as one of the front doors to Lawrence carries a significant amount of 
traffic. Three additional single family homes would mean about nine vehicles and 
probably 20 trips in and out each day. One should double that number to 40 trips each 
day for six homes. Also, some of the additional vehicles will be parked on the lot because 
a shared driveway can’t be used for parking. This will detract from the appearance of the 
neighborhood. Finally, due to the steep slope to the west of Rockledge access and egress 
can be hazardous, especially in inclement weather. In summary, any additional access 
and egress to Rockledge beyond that from current zoning should be avoided. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
Fourth, while it is implied, no evidence of hardship to the requesting landowner has been 
presented. There may be good reasons why the property has not been previously 
developed by its historical owners, namely their owner’s desire to leave it as is. The 
property appears to have been until recently part of a much larger block.  My 
understanding is that the property has recently sold. If this is true I suspect the new owner 
is expecting a windfall profit from the rezoning. Unfortunately that is a risk one takes 
when buying property in anticipation of rezoning. I have seen no evidence that the owner 
of 523-543 Rockledge has attempted to sell the property in question to others who might 
wish to build on it, as it is currently zoned. If the lots were made available I believe there 
would be plenty of interest. I certainly would be a potential buyer given the opportunity. 
In summary the decision to take risk does in no way translate to hardship    
 
Fifth, it is clear that my son and I as well as others in the neighborhood will suffer 
financial harm if the property is rezoned as previously requested. We bought the property 
based on the strength of current zoning, which appeared logical in the context of the 
neighborhood. It is difficult for a planner or anyone familiar with real estate to doubt that 
surrounding property will decline in relative value with the increased density that was 
proposed. In summary homeowner’s who made decisions on existing zoning should 
not be subject to relative losses resulting from rezoning unless extraordinary 
circumstances exist. No evidence of such circumstances was presented in the 
rezoning request. 
 
Sixth, the staff findings indicate the proposed rezoning is in general conformance is 
Horizon 2020. “with the exception of insuring compatible design with the adjacent 
neighborhood” This is an enormous exception as a fundamental purpose of zoning, if it 
has any purpose at all, is compatible design.  Horizon 2020 encourages a mixed 
neighborhood. This is a good objective and it is already met. There are already high 
density apartments in the neighborhood. They are tastefully done, no doubt thanks to 
earlier planning oversight. In summary Horizon 2000 offers more support to leave the 
zoning as is that to change it. 
 
Finally, while development is necessary it is the duty of those involved as planners, 
board member and elected officials to balance all interests. We believe development 
will occur on the property in question without rezoning. Thanks in advance for 
considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
David Kolarik    Nathan Kolarik                                            
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