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21 May 2008

ITEM NO. 11 CPA-2004-02
Horizon 2020, Chapter 7:  Industrial and Employment Related Land Use. 

Michael Almon: I'm here representing the Sustainability Action Network, concerned with the 
sustainability of our food security and food system.  As Gwen Klingenberg pointed out earlier, 
the future is going to encompass a lot about prime agriculture land.  For pretty much every 
commodity in the world right now, the demand is outstripping the supply.  And that, as you 
well know, applies to food as well.  

It's going to be increasingly important with the phenomenon of Peak Oil and the cost of the 
oil inputs – pesticides, fuels, whatever – into agriculture, that much, much more of our food 
be grown regionally, and our soils are what's going to be able to make that happen.

As far as the approximate million acres of prime farmland that's lost each year in the United 
States, most of that, the lion's share, is urban fringe.  That's due to sprawl, but it's also due 
to the fact that most cities are built near rivers, near the bottoms, near flood plains.  That's 
also where the best soil is.  So to say that the urban growth area should exempt our concern 
for the prime soils contradicts the very fact that the urban growth area is pretty much 
guaranteed to encompass the prime soils.  

Likewise, those prime soils, as Ms. Thellman pointed out, the best prime soils – Class I and 
Class II – are the bottom lands.  They are the flat soils that the [locational] criteria “Have 
minimal average slope” also applies to.  So we have a built in conflict here. 

I want to point out about these locational criteria.  I'm opposed to removing the “prime soils” 
from the locational criteria as long as they're clearly defined with references to maps, as Ms. 
Clark pointed out.  These criteria are not “negative” or “positive” criteria [as the Director of 
Planning called them].  That's faulty logic; that's expedient logic.  These criteria, as are any 
criteria, are limits.  They set the limits of where we want to put something and where we 
don't want to put something, pure and simple.  They're not negative or positive.  

“By highways” is saying you're not going to locate industrial sites fifteen miles from highways. 
By “adequate parcel size” says you're not going to locate industry on sites that are smaller 
than forty acres, and such and such.  It's semantics whether you think of this as positive or 
negative.  Obviously, “outside the regulatory floodplain”, the way that's worded is negative 
phrasing.  But it's just semantics.  

So to eliminate from the locational criteria “prime agricultural lands” - and that needs to be 
defined very clearly – because it's a negative criteria, that's faulty logic.  So when you review 
this whole thing, remember that these simply are limits, and the limits are logical limits. and 
all the developers need to know what the rules are when they walk into the game.

Commissioner Eichhorn:  Thank you Michael.  Any questions?  Anyone else?  I don't think we 
have anyone else.  Alright, we'll close the public hearing.











































































































 
To: County Commission, City Commission, Members of the Lawrence-Douglas 

County Planning Commission 
Date: March 20, 2008 
RE: Annexation, zoning and Chapter 7 revisions 
 
I am writing concerning item A-02-02-08 which will be heard by the Lawrence-Douglas 
County Metropolitan Planning Commission on Wednesday March 26, 2008. 
 
In December the Planning Commission heard a request to rezone this property from 
Agricultural to I-2 Industrial.  The Commission on a 7 to 2 vote approved the request.  
Reviewing the statements of the Commissioners at the meeting the key reason for 
approval of the rezoning request was that it is inevitable that the site would one day be 
Industrial.  In fact the property meets the location criteria described in the latest draft of 
Chapter 7 of Horizon 2020.   There is no doubt that developing the property defined in A-
02-02-08 as I-2 is a highly profitable investment for both the landowners and a significant 
new tax base for the city and/or county and for the Lecompton school district.   Now 
before any decision on the rezoning request has been decided by the county, the property 
has now requested annexation into the city. 
 

I am not writing to insist that this property should not be annexed or rezoned.  I am 
writing to insist that the city and county operate per statute (K.S.A. 12-747), policy 
(Horizon 2020) and precedent (Joint City County Ordinance No. 8218).  As a property 
owner within a 1,000 feet of the property to be discussed as item A-02-02-08 at the 
March 26 Planning Commission meeting,  I made an investment based on the 
City/County Comprehensive plan which stated that this area would not be in line for 
development for another 10 to 15 years.  The Lawrence/Douglas County Comprehensive 
Plan states:   
 

“The Comprehensive Plan provides a vision for the community. It is used as a policy guide that 
identifies the community's goals for directing future land use decisions. The Plan is also used by 
property owners to identify where and how development should occur; by residents to understand 
what the city and county anticipates for future land uses within the community; and by the city, 
county and other public agencies to plan for future improvements to serve the growing population 
of the community.  
Specifically, the city and county use the Comprehensive Plan to evaluate development proposals; 
to coordinate development at the fringes of the county's cities; to form the foundation for specific 
area plans; to project future service and facilities needs; and to meet the requirements for federal 
and state grant programs. The Comprehensive Plan is used most often as a tool to assist the 
community's decision makers in evaluating the appropriateness of land development proposals. 
The Comprehensive Plan allows the decision makers to look at the entire community and the 
effects of land use decisions on the community as a whole to determine whether individual 
proposals are consistent with the overall goals of the community.”  

 
While I made an investment based on the Comprehensive Plan, I also understood that 
policy and planning are ever changing and I had no belief that the plan could not be 
amended much sooner.   It is my understanding that statute, policy and precedent appear 
to require that a sector plan be developed for this area prior to decisions regarding zoning 
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and/or annexation.   Why are decisions being made without doing this important planning 
step?  The description of the Sector Plan in Chapter 14 of Horizon 2020 seems to match 
rather precisely this particular property and the surrounding area.  I am interested in 
assuring that there is a level of compatibility between land uses in this area which has had 
no planning.   Just as the land involved in A-02-02-08 is in need of rezoning so is much 
of the land adjacent to the subject property.  I did not understand why the suggestion by 
the chair of the Planning Commission that the area undergo a sector plan was summarily 
dismissed by seven planning Commissioners until I began researching statute, policy and 
precedent.   
 
My research lead to what is I am sure obvious to those involved in local planning and 
development:  Until there are changes to Chapter 7 of Horizon 2020 any planning effort 
would not result in a rapid change in zoning of the property in question because it does 
not meet key criteria of the current plan.  Those key criteria are in layman’s terms 1.) 
Develop the UGA before unincorporated areas of the county and 2.) Any industrial area 
must have access to municipal services.  Current policy is that areas like this need to 
“wait their turn”.  If current policy were to stay in place it would appear to me that any 
development of the land involved in A-02-02-08 would be many, many years away.   
 
However, I have reviewed the proposed revisions to Chapter 7 dated March 2008 and it 
appears to solve the two impediments to the land involved in A-02-02-08. The draft of 
Chapter 7 March 2008 proposes to include and allow Industrial development outside the 
UGA in unincorporated areas of Douglas County.  The second policy change proposed in 
the draft of Chapter 7 is very specific to land involved in A-02-02-08.  On page 7-7 under 
the heading Farmers Turnpike after describing the need for a plan and the lack of 
municipal services the document continues “Pending approval of a sector plan, an interim 
step may be to allow the site to have limited development of warehouse and distribution 
activities, utilizing rural infrastructure until such time that urban services are available”.  
I would like to assume that language on page 7-7 which matches exactly the request of 
the applicant’s earlier request for rezoning is mere coincidence, but let’s call a spade a 
spade. It is designed to create the necessary policy to move forward with some industrial 
development on the site.  With approval of Chapter 7 the two key reasons why industrial 
rezoning of the site would have to be denied are now removed. 
  
In the December meeting of the Planning Commission discussed above, one of the seven 
commissioners voting in favor of the zoning change stated unequivocally that another 
reason he was voting for rezoning was “this zoning change is free there will be no cost to 
the county”. While the naiveté of the belief in “free” makes a respectful comment 
difficult if not impossible, I believe that the appropriate governmental entities should 
examine the potential for significant costs to the City/County that this policy might 
create. If ultimately annexed by the city, implicit in that action is a commitment to 
provide a full range of city services, water, sewer, police and fire protection etc., services 
which clearly carry a high cost to the taxpayers of Douglas County.  Neither zoning, nor 
annexation is “free”. 
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I would respectfully request that the planning commission, the City commission and the 
County Commission follow the statutes, policy, and precedents and request a sector plan 
be completed in a timely manner prior to rezoning or annexation.  Second, I would like to 
request that Draft Chapter 7 March 2008 page 7-14 Policy 2.2 be expanded to add that 
fiscal impact analysis be utilized for developments seeking to develop industrial sites 
without the benefit of municipal services. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Steve McDowell 
1846 E 900 Road 
Lawrence, Kansas 66049 
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Amy Miller 

From: Nuts2sell@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2008 1:15 PM

To: grant@dgcounty.com; Denny Brown; bradfink@stevensbrand.com; Michelle Leininger; Amy Miller

Subject: Re: planning comm--Agenda 11 and 13
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J. Grant Eichhorn 
Planning Commission Chair(?) 
  
Brad Finkeldei 
Planning Commission Vice-Chair(?) 
  
Planning Staff Members Ms. Miller and Ms. leininger  
  
Apparently, I am late getting these comments in but I imagine that staff may appreciate my not having to bring 
the more technical English-usage suggestions up for the first time in open public comment.  Also, I am a 
making points I would like you to consider that affect my property closely. 
  
Item 13--Chapter 7, Horizon 2020. 
  
I appreciate the insertion of some language in Horizon 2020 which recognizes prime farmland but the 
language is confusing.  I suggest some ways to tighten up some unclear language: 
  
current draft: 

The preservation of high-quality agricultural land has been a substantial topic in the community 
and [?] is recognized as a finite resource that is important to the regional economy.   

Comment: 
The subject of the second clause is confusing.  I suggest the following: 
  

The preservation of high-quality agricultural land, which has been recognized as a finite resource that is 
important to the regional economy, has been a substantial topic in the community. 

or, better yet: 

  
High-quality agricultural land has been recognized as a finite resource that is important to the regional 
economy. 

Current Draft: 

High-quality agricultural land is generally defined as available land that has good soil quality and an 
adequate moisture supply to produce high yields of crops. 

  
Comment: 
Perhaps what you mean is "high available water capacity" which is the term of art used in the soil descriptions 
by the NRCS.  I don't see why this criteria should be singled out as more important than "well drained", for 
example, or any of the other descriptive characteristics.  Agricultural capability rating is derived as a result of a 
combination of several soil characteristics, which leads me to the next phrase: 
  



Current draft:  

Within Douglas County these are generally restricted to Capability Class 1 and 2, non-irrigated lands as 
identified by the National Resources Conservation Service. 

  
This can be read that only non-irrigated lands can be high-quality agricultural land.  It is confusing at least.  
I suggest either dropping the "non-irrigated lands" phrase completely (fyi: there is no irrigated capability rating 
for our area) or conforming more exactly to the NRCS language, like the following:   
  

Within Douglas County these are capability class (nonirrigated): 1 and 2 as identified by the National 
Resources Conservation Service. 

The reference to Douglas County is also unnecessary.  Combining my comments, you arrive at my best 
suggestion for the first paragraph: 
  

High-quality agricultural land has been recognized as a finite resource that is important to the regional 
economy.  High-quality agricultural land is generally defined as available land that has good soil quality, 
being capability class (nonirrigated): 1 and 2 agricultural soils as identified by the National Resources 
Conservation Service. 

 
  
  
For further elucidation, I insert below a snapshot from the NRCS description of a sample (Eudora Silt Loam) 
soil, to which, if reference is to be made to these studies, our Horizon 2020 language should conform.  

 
. 

My following comments run to the substance of other provisions I have reviewed and which affect my 
interests.. 

I find fault with the new language in Chapter 7, under Airport, at page 7.6, to wit: 

The area around the Lawrence Municipal Airport best suited for industrial development 
generally lies southwest of the airport and North of I-70 and encompasses roughly 230 
acres. This site has access to I-70, Highways 24 and 40, and the Lawrence Municipal 
Airport. [emphasis added]. 

I take this 230 acre reference to mean the private property of the Pine Family Farms and its 
associates.  If this is correct, I find this objectionable on five grounds.   

First, the land involved is right under the landing/takeoff approach pattern of a runway, not off to the 
side where we might minimize flight hazards and light distractions and ground casualties in the event 
of a crash. 

Second, the area is highly visible from I-70 and development showing the roofs and backsides of 
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buildings to the elevated interstate highway would detract from the otherwise scenic views at the 
gateway to the city. 

Third, the area described is the best farm soil of the area and its development flies in the face of 
preservation of prime farm soils. 

Fourth, the area described in this section is not the "best suited" land for commercial or industrial 
development compared to other nearby properties aside from the fact that the farmer/owner wants to 
develop it. Objectively, the properties along US 24/59 north from the Maple Grove Industrial Park for 
the first 1/2  mile are equally well suited for industrial or commercial development.  These areas are 
equally close in road miles to the I-70 toll interchange and are already adjacent to or across the 
highway from existing industrial/commercial uses.  If prime farmland concerns are to be set aside for 
one project, then it would be unfair and impractical to exclude these superior areas.  Also, if the 
character of the neighborhood changes to predominantly development, then agriculture become less 
appropriate.  Also, agricultural practices (chemical sprays and dust) become noxious in the vicinity of 
developments. 

Fifth, this particular paragraph which characterizes a particular property as "best suited" is an 
argumentative statement about a property for which there is a pending rezoning application before 
the governing body of the City of Lawrence.  Moreover, it is a matter on which there has been 
a successful petition-protest by neighboring landowners under Kansas law.  I am one of the objecting 
landowner-petitioners, and I object to this paragraph as an interference with the statutory process. 

Furthermore, this language will necessarily be either mooted or contradicted by the governing body in 
that separate matter, and will likely become irrelevant in either case. 

Item 13. 

Finally, I renew my objection to the Smart Code Sector Plan,  Page 15-7.  I object to the location of 
Smart Code developments on the prime farmlands, and the flood prone areas shown in the areas 
north of Lawrence in the agricultural floodplain.  Additionally, I would point out that the location of the 
bulls-eye on the corner of US 24/59 and North 1900 is particularly inappropriate for a smart-code 
project because of the busy freight railroad and the railroad crossing there. 

 

  

Thank you for consideration 

Charles NovoGradac 
�����������	
���� 
� 
� 	����� 
����
� �� 
P.O. Box 1166 
Lawrence, KS 66044 
www.chestnutcharlie.com 
nuts2sell@aol.com 
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Wondering what's for Dinner Tonight? Get new twists on family favorites at AOL Food. 
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LWV3-24&26-08pc Ch7 LTR2editedFINAL.wpd

League of Women Voters of Lawrence-Douglas County
P.O. Box 1072, Lawrence, Kansas 66044

March 23, 2008

Grant Eichhorn, Chairman
Members
Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission
City Hall
Lawrence, Kansas 66044

RE: ITEM NO. 12: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TO HORIZON 2020 CHAPTER 7 –
INDUSTRIAL AND EMPLOYMENT RELATED LAND USE

Dear Chairman Eichhorn and Planning Commissioners:

We have annotated the Draft Horizon 2020, Chapter 7 - Industrial and Employment Related Land Use and
extracted the annotated pages as Exhibit 1.  We hope that you will incorporate these comments and suggestions
into the amended Chapter 7, Horizon 2020.

There is one very serious loophole that is repeated in this version of Chapter 7 that we ask you to correct. The
general locational criteria and specific criteria, page 7-14, Goal 2, Policy 2.1 and Policy 2.2, now include general
criteria regarding the location to transportation networks and environmental characteristics needed for locating
industrial developments, but have no criteria requiring any locational relationship to cities and urban infrastructure,
or to the Urban Growth Areas of the cities in Douglas County.  The only statement is that the development (Goal 2,
Policy 2.1.e.) “Be annexed before development if [emphasis added] adjacent to municipal boundaries.”  

The significance of this statement is that it would require industrial and employment-related developments to be
annexed ONLY if adjacent to city boundaries.  Otherwise, this statement implies, an industrial use or employment-
related use could be located anywhere in the Rural Area, and presumably also, in the UGA of the cities, without
annexation as long as it conforms to the other criteria. What this statement does is open up almost the entire county
to random industrial and employment-related development.

We hope this is not what was intended by the changes to Chapter 7, which heretofore strictly limited the location
and types of industrial and employment-related development in the Rural Area of Douglas County.

The experience of other communities has indicated that the location and timing of industrial and employment
related developments are extremely important in realizing the hoped-for benefits that they bring to the community.
In Boulder, Colorado when the IBM plant moved into a site in unincorporated Boulder County in the early 1960s,
the costs due to the influx of population into the City of Boulder were not offset by the taxes from the IBM plant
because the taxes went to the county.  DuPage County, Illinois, in the late 1980s is an example of the negative
effect of random county development where the infrastructure costs were not offset by the tax benefits. 
Infrastructure extensions (sewer, water, power, emergency and other types of services) well beyond the urban
boundaries along with the accompanying road improvements needed, proved to create the opposite effects of the
hoped-for fiscal benefits for either the counties or cities in DuPage County.

We ask that you change this statement Goal 2, Policy 2.1.e. to read: “be adjacent to municipal boundaries and
annexed before development.”

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

Carrie Lindsey Alan Black, Chairman
President Elect Land Use Committee
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Lichtwardt
Would you please give some technical justification for establishing this number of new jobs by 2020?  Or is this just wishful thinking?

Lichtwardt
�

Lichtwardt
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Lichtwardt
/�,�	�

Lichtwardt
�

Lichtwardt
��(����*�	

Lichtwardt
Provide

Lichtwardt
Also add: "Avoid sites that are hazardous and/or abnormally costly to develop such as areas subject to flooding, and/or in need of extraordinary infrastructure costs to prepare sites for development."

Lichtwardt
These are annotated pages extracted from the amended version of Draft Chapter 7,  Industrial, etc. Land Use submitted  to the PC by LUC

Lichtwardt
EXHIBIT #1
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�����	����,��.	���	�����������	&��	)��*���	
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���	
�����-		

Lichtwardt
This opens up the entire county to industrial development.  This should read, "be adjacent to municipal boundaries and annexed before development."

Lichtwardt
,�	����+��	,�&���	�����������	�&	��/�(���	��	����(����	,���������-

Lichtwardt


Lichtwardt
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Lichtwardt
˝��������

Lichtwardt
Any development here would precipitate the need for very costly storm drainage infrastructure.  It is a hazardous area because of its location within or surrounded by the area of inundation following a breach in the levee.
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Lichtwardt
This was originally considered one of the best sites.
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Lichtwardt
������	����(�	���(���*�	��	���	&���������=		(- ����	 ������,��	 ���	 ���1����	 ���������˜	��&��

Lichtwardt
How are you going to provide pollution control with direct discharge into floodplains?

Lichtwardt
,�	����+��	,�&���	�����������	�&	��/�(���	��	����(����	,���������-

Lichtwardt
Please reverse this sentence to read:  "be adjacent to municipal boundaries and annexed before development;"

Lichtwardt
Thank you.

Lichtwardt
�- ,�	����+��	,�&���	�����������	�&	��/�(���	��	����(����	,���������-	

Lichtwardt
COMMENT:  This statement, Policy 2.1.e. would allow random development of industrial and employment related uses and parks in the Rural Area of the County because it implies that only proposed developments adjacent to cities need to be annexed,            and otherwise, if all other criteria are met, they would be allowed without the restriction of being annexed.  This is a major loophole.  Please reword this as suggested above.

Lichtwardt
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A major failing of our public transportation system is that the City does not require bus stops WITHIN large commercial centers; and this would also include industrial parks.  Target, for example, objected to allowing city buses to get close to the Target entrance because the driveway surface would not take the wear.  The city should require that provision be made for bus entry and convenient stops within large centers and business parks.
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There are too many valid objections to this location.
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This is much too  early for this location to be designated as a valid industrial site.
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This should not be considered unti it is annexed and provided with Baldwin City utilities and infrastructure.
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From: Marguerite [mailto:mermeling@myvine.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2008 9:59 AM 
To: Scott McCullough 
Subject: Chapter 7 PC 
 
Dear Planning Staff and Planning Commission, 
 
 
As members of Scenic Riverway Community Association, we disagree with changes  made to Chapter7 
and recommend the following for discussion and consideration. 
 

1. P7-4 paragraph under heading Lawrence- New Industrial Areas, last sentence “The following 
criteria strike a balance between industrial user needs and community interests, as well as being 
aligned with criteria developed through the ECO2 process”. These “industrial user needs” have 
been ‘suggested’ by Chamber of Commerce without any paper trail of documentation to 
substantiate their recommendations. It is there fore impossible to make this statement.  

 
  
2. Under Individual Site analysis:  Farmers Turnpike strike “Pending approval of a sector plan, an 

interim step may be to allow the site to have limited development of warehouse and distribution  
activities utilizing rural infrastructure until such time that urban services are available”.  This 
recommends/suggests   suboptimal use  of  land that is positioned as a gateway for two cities  and 
could frustrate future more economically  valuable development at this site. Suggestion of 
interium uses is premature, without foundation and is poor planning without future cost benefit 
analysis.  

 
 
Stan Unruh 
Secretary 

 



Jane M. Eldredge

E-Mail:  jeldredge@ barberem erson.com

                                     March 23, 2008
                                            

Mr. Grant Eichhorn, Chair
Lawrence/Douglas County Metropolitan
     Planning Commission Via Facsimile and U.S. Mail
City Hall
6 East Sixth Street
Lawrence, Kansas  66044

Re: Item Number 12, CPA-2004-02 - Revised Amended Chapter Seven
of Horizon 2020

Dear Chairman Eichhorn:  

Thank you, your sub-committee and the staff for the work in the revisions to this Chapter.  
It is much improved.  However, there are some inconsistencies that should be clarified before
adoption of this Chapter.  The inconsistencies are as follows:

1. One of the most important strategies found on Page 7-2 is “Protect, enhance, and
retain existing industrial-related land use areas serving the community.”  This
strategy is specifically undermined by the following:

2.
a. Page 7-4 Burroughs Creek Corridor, please delete the last sentence of that

paragraph:  
“Future development of this area should be in accordance with the
Burroughs Creek Corridor Plan”.  

The Burroughs Creek Corridor Plan as adopted by the City Commission in
2006, recommends significant re-zoning of these existing small industrial
lots.  The Burroughs Creek Corridor Plan should be promptly reconsidered
as it is in direct conflict with the otherwise expressed policy of this Planning
Commission to preserve the small industrial sites where most of our
“homegrown businesses” are located. At the very least the Burroughs Creek
Corridor Plan should be amended to clearly state that in the event of a
conflict, Horizon 2020 controls. 

mailto:mandersen@barberemerson.com
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b. Page 7-4, second paragraph under Union Pacific Railroad Corridor, the
first sentence should revised as: 
“New development, redevelopment and expansion in the area should be
encouraged to establish standard sized development parcels and upgrade
and improve the appearance and image of the area.” 

Changing the sizes of the lots to “standard sizes” is in direct conflict with the
policy behind the text amendment (TA-07-14-07) approved by the Planning
Commission on February 27, 2008, to allow the smaller parcels and setbacks to
remain. The text amendment protects these smaller businesses and smaller industrial
sites from the newly adopted larger lot and setback requirements of the Land
Development Code; and

c. Page 7-4, second paragraph, please delete the last sentence is:

 “Where consolidation of industrial sites is impractical, it is
 recommended those properties be converted to residential and/or
neighborhood commercial uses”.  

The point of preserving the smaller industrial sites is to enhance and protect
our smaller businesses and allow them to expand.  It is not to convert these sites to
residential or neighborhood commercial areas.  Such conversions would diminish our
already too small supply of such smaller industrial sites.  

3. On page 7-4 LAWRENCE-NEW INDUSTRIAL AREAS, the last sentence
should be modified as follows: 

 
“The following criteria strike a balance between industrial user
needs and community interests, as well as being adopted with 
criteria developed with the ECO process.”  2 

The ECO  process and plan are well under way, but not complete.  A2

decision to adopt the ECO  process into Horizon 2020 should be a separate consideration2

by the Planning Commission with proper prior public notice.  It should not be until after the
staff review of ECO   is complete.  Such a policy decision should be carefully considered2

because of its ramification for the entire comprehensive plan. It should not be adopted de
facto as a mere insertion into the revised Industrial Chapter.   
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4. On pages 7-4 through 7-5, Locational Criteria for Industrial Developments, the
general locational criteria are excellent and should be used to determine conformity
with the Comprehensive Plan, with the exception of the last bullet which should be
deleted, which is:

• “be located outside prime agricultural farmland as defined by
 United States Department of Agriculture”.

There is no definition of “prime agricultural farmland” in Horizon 2020 itself.  If
such a dramatic policy change is to be made, it should be made in light of other
considerations of the use of “prime agricultural farmland” as well.  For instance is rural
residential or commercial permissible, but not industrial?  What goals are we trying to
accomplish?  

The proposed criteria is too vague to offer any guidance as to whether our goal is to
preserve certain ground for farming or only to prevent it from becoming industrial.  This
criteria is over broad and over reaching.  It will only become a contentious and divisive
factor among neighbors.

5. Specific Criteria on page 7-5 contains a list of things that are to be met for a
proposed industrial location to be in conformance with the comprehensive plan. All
of these criteria are requirements of a site plan or development plan.  Each one can
be addressed by the developer once a specific business or industry is ready to select
that site.  These are criteria that are not appropriate in identifying locations for
future industrial sites.  They are appropriate to consider with the development of a
designated and zoned site when it is ready for a site plan or development plan for a
particular end user.  These should be deleted as locational criteria.  All are required
in the Land Development Code at the appropriate point in the development cycle. 

 
Horizon 2020 “provides a vision for the community.”, Horizon 2020, p. 1,

first sentence.  The implementation of the vision is the Land Development Code. 
Only when an industrial user has been identified will it be possible to ascertain whether there
are available and adequate utilities, infrastructure and services for the proposed use.  It is
confusing to refer to some of these later requirements as location criteria.  

As we have been told by Beth Johnson of the Lawrence/Douglas County Chamber
of Commerce, the site selection people used by most industrial users will not wait for the
annexation, zoning and initial planning of a proposed site.  Often they want a site that can be
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moved into within six to twelve months.  Therefore, the location of the site and the zoning
should be complete before a prospective industrial user would even be able to address the
“specific criteria”.   Therefore, please revise the first full paragraph on p.7-5 as follows:

“After identifying a general location for potential industrial and
employment park development, further site analysis and
environmental suitability should be conducted considering site
specific criteria.  Sites should substantially meet the following
specific criteria on a site plan or development plan level:
• preserve environmentally sensitive areas, including vegetative

cover and wildlife habitat, to act as buffers and site amenities;
• encourage natural stormwater management, including locations

that permit direct discharge to the flood plain;
• have available and adequate utilities, infrastructure and services

for the proposed use;
• be compatible with existing and future zoning/land use patterns,

including the use of appropriate buffers between land uses;
• be annexed before development if adjacent to municipal

boundaries.
Initial applications for site considerations should first be weighted
against the general locational criteria, and then against the
specific criteria as individual proposals move through the
development process.   

A non-exclusive list of sites that substantially meet the general criteria are
illustrated in Map 7-2, Map of General Locations for Future Industrial
and Business Park Development, and are detailed in descriptions below. 
Locations initiated through the planning process that are not on Map 7-2
will be weighted against the general locational criteria above.

6. INDIVIDUAL SITE ANALYSIS on pages 7-5 through 7-9 should be consistent. 
The I-70/K-10 Industrial Park site is the only one of eleven proposed industrial sites
for which a sector plan is required.  This is neither logical nor consistent.  There no
longer appears to be any doubt that this is a logical and badly needed industrial site.
If the Planning Commission elects to direct a 4000 acre sector plan for the Farmer’s
Turnpike area, it should do so without including this site.  Such a sector plan and
should not be used as yet another reason to delay consideration of this annexation.  
Please modify the description of the I-70/K-10 site on page 7-7  as follows: 
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• “Farmer’s Turnpike       I-70/K-10 Industrial Park
Transportation:  Federal Interstate and State Highway access
Parcel Size:  150 acres, with possibility of more
Flood plain:  None
Slope:  Mainly 0-3%
Prime Farmland:  Approximately 40% covered.

The Farmer’s Turnpike I-70/K-10 Industrial Park area lies generally north of
 N 1800 Road (Farmer’s Turnpike) near the intersection of Kansas Highway 10

and I-70.  The proposed area contains roughly 150 acres with the potential for
more land.  to be identified for industrial and employment related land use
through the long-range planning process.  That  process includes completion of a
sector plan prior to annexation and development to better understand appropriate
land uses, infrastructure issues and other service issues, such as police and fire
protection.  The area contains land of minimal slope (0-3%) and also lies outside
of the 100-year flood plain.  Approximately 40% of the 150 acre site is covered
with prime farmland.  This area substantially meets the general locational
criteria and will be an important future economic development area for the
Lawrence community because of its prime location near the I-70 interchange. 
The site is adjacent to, but outside of the Urban Growth Area, and is some
distance from the Lawrence city limits making providing urban infrastructure a
challenge.  It is presently served by rural utilities.  Pending approval of a sector
plan, an interim step may be to allow the site to have limited development of
warehouse and distribution activities utilizing rural infrastructure until such time
that urban services are available.  In the future, this area will be an important
gateway to the city that has the opportunity to develop as a work-live campus type
center or Industrial/Business/Research Park.”
   

7. On page 7-12, under Policy 1.1, please add a new section d. as follows:

“d.  Retain setbacks and lot sizes that were permitted
under the prior Lawrence Zoning Ordinance in order to allow
development, redevelopment and expansion of the existing older
industrial areas in a harmonious way.”

The addition of this policy will support the text amendment (TA-07-14-07) to the
Land Development Code as approved by the Planning Commission in February 2008.
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8. Page 7-14, please delete Policy 2.1.1.e. and Policy 2.1.2. in its entirety, for the
reasons stated above.

9. On page 7-15, Policy 2.3.a., please rewrite as follows:

Policy 2.3: Adhere to Designated Land Uses
a. Locate the development of planned industrial, office research and

warehouse distribution facilities in accordance with the general
locational criteria listed on p. 7.5.  Additionally, sites that meet
those criteria are identified on Map 7-2.  Require annexation of
sites that are adjacent to the City of Lawrence limits.

The strategy stated on page 7-5 that potential industrial locations that meet the
general location criteria, but are not on Map 7-2, will be considered based on the general
location criteria was an excellent addition.  However, unless you delete the next to last
sentence, no sites that are not on Map 7-2 will be considered and the flexible strategy will be
defeated.  The last sentence regarding our annexation policy should be deleted as redundant
because it is included in Chapter 4 - Growth management. 

 
Thank you for your consideration of these requested revisions and concerns prior to

making a recommendation for adoption.  

Sincerely,

BARBER EMERSON, L.C.

Jane M. Eldredge

JME:klb
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bcc: James D. Schwada 











James W. Grauerholz 
1100 E. 19th St., Lawrence KS 66046 U.S.A. 

tel:  785-841-2141 / FAX: 785-841-7640 / cell:  785-840-4203 
email:  <Seward23@aol.com> 

 
 

March 24, 2008 
 
 
Amy Miller 
Long Range Planner 
Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Office 
City Hall 
Lawrence KS 66044 
 
 

re: Horizon 2020, Chapter 7, Industrial Uses; draft March 2008 
 
Dear Amy, 
 
Thank you for addressing the concerns that I expressed in my letter to Sheila 
Stogsdill dated Nov. 20, 2007, about proposed revisions in Chapter 7 where it deals 
with the Burroughs Creek Corridor (the former Santa Fe Railroad Corridor), i.e., in 
the map at page 7-25, and in the Chapter’s new text at page 7-4: 
 

The Burroughs Creek Corridor (the former Santa Fe Railroad Corridor) stretches 
from East 31st Street to the Kansas River in East Lawrence and includes a north 
and south segment. Parts of the corridor area offer smaller land parcels and 
provide* opportunities for small business owners to coexist with neighboring 
residential uses. Future development of this area should be in accordance with 
the Burroughs Creek Corridor Plan. 

 
(* typo corrected: “parts … provide” rather than “provides) 

 
Technical comments:  
 
[1] The Burroughs Creek Corridor Plan’s Study Area did not include the area north 
of 9th Street (extended) to the Kansas River; see p. 1-1 and map at 1-3. But the 
additional area comprises only two zoning districts: the large employment-related 
area zoned “IG,” with several industrial/commercial uses, and the large area zoned 
“GPI,” comprising the City’s sewage-treatment plant and the northern part of Brook 
Creek Park, to the Kansas River. I believe it is appropriate to include these districts. 
 
[2] The mention of “a north and south segment” included, in the Dec. 2004 draft, 
language specifying “23rd Street” as the dividing line between the two segments; that 
is absent from this draft, perhaps rendering the mention of two “segments” unclear. 
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[3] I believe the new sentence that mentions the Burroughs Creek Corridor Plan 
should be reinforced slightly, with language along these lines: 
 

Future development of this area should be in accordance with the Goals and 
Recommendations established in the Burroughs Creek Corridor Plan. 

 
My thanks to you and the Planning Commissioners for considering these slight, final 
suggested amendments. 
 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 Jame � 
 
 James W. Grauerholz 
 Brook Creek Neighborhood Association member 
 Burroughs Creek Corridor Plan Study Committee, 2005–2006 
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