
Steve Padget, AIA, LEED AP 
1708 Illinois 
Lawrence, KS 66044 
842‐0957 
 
City Commissioners 
City of Lawrence 
 
Sept. 11, 2008 
 
RE: LHS site plan  
 
 
Dear City Commissioners, 
 
Soon you will be considering the School District’s proposal for developing the LHS/CVS and FS 
sites.  This letter is to document my professional reasons for opposing several aspects of the 
proposal on the LHS site. 
 
 
The Land Development Code establishes minimum standards toward the benefit of the public’s 
health, safety and welfare.  In order to squeeze so much onto a restricted site, this code and the 
minimal standards it sets have been ignored in several significant ways. 
 
 
This all begins with the chosen use assignment given to the proposed football stadium.  The staff 
has made what I believe to be a serious error in judgment.  They have assigned the football 
stadium to fall under the use definition of “Active Recreation”(AR) instead of the more 
restrictive use designation of “Entertainment and Spectator Sports”(E&SS). 
 
 
The Code specifically requires that, when ambiguities and conflicts exist (such as occur in this 
case), the more restrictive provisions of the code shall apply.  So, in this case, the more general 
use definition (“Active Recreation”) seems to apply but so does the more specifically defined 
and more restrictive designation of “Entertainment and Spectator Sports”. 
 
 
The following identifies the Code’s requirement in 20‐109 “Conflicting Provisions” to use the 
more restrictive use definition: 
 
 
 

 



The use “AR” is permitted in GPI zones. 
The use “E&SS” requires a Special Use Permit in GPI zones. 
(See 20‐403) 
 
 
 
 
The use currently assigned by the City staff to the football stadium is that of “Active Recreation” 
(20‐1755).  It’s definition follows: 
 
 
                                

 
 
 
 
 
This seems to include uses such as are being proposed but only in that the category is so broadly 
defined.  It seemingly could apply to anything from a small playground for children (or, for that 
matter the current practice field and track at LHS) to Memorial Stadium.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



There is another use defined in the code that seems to much more specifically describe the 
proposed football stadium facilities.   
 
This is “Entertainment and Spectator Sports” (20‐1725).  It’s definition follows: 
 
                

 
 
 
 “Entertainment and Spectator Sports, General” appears to be a far more specific definition and 
more clearly can be assigned to the proposed development of a football stadium at LHS.  Most 
notable is the designation, “…uses generating an attendance of 501 or more people such 
as…stadiums and sports complexes.”  The proposed facility has state‐of‐the‐art (and expensive) 
artificial turf system, track, stadium seating, competition lighting, press box, sound system, 
scoreboard, concession stands and restroom facilities ‐ all for 4,000 people. 
 
On land zoned as GPI, the ‘Active Recreation’ use is permitted and the ‘Entertainment and 
Spectator Sports’ use permitted only with a special use permit.  (see 20‐403) 
 
Under a “Community Recreation” use designation (the closest one I can find to “Active 
Recreation” in the parking schedules, there is no specific parking requirement (see 20‐905, 
Schedule “D”).  However, it does require that a good deal of formal, documented study be done 
prior to the Planning Director’s determination of parking requirements based both on 
precedence and ITE standards.  As far as I know, no such formal, documented study has been 
done. 
 
Under an “Entertainment and Spectator Sports, General” use designation, there is no such 
ambiguity (see 20‐902, Parking Schedule “A”).  Here, there is the requirement to provide 1 off 
street parking space for every 3 seats.  In the case of the LHS proposal this would result in 1,333 
parking spaces for the football stadium alone (and far more bicycle spaces and handicapped 
spaces).  Where multiple uses exist (see 20‐907(a)) parking is to fulfill the requirements of all the 
use requirements on the site combined unless an exception exists under 20‐909. 
 
Clearly, the “Entertainment and Spectator Sports,” activity designation (general and limited) is 
precise in its intentions and its requirements.  “Active Recreation” is general in both definition 
and requirements.  “E&SS” is also clearly the more restrictive use.  Under 20‐109 (b) , E&SS 
must be applied as the use in the football stadium case. 



In the current proposed plan, the LHS site is to have approx. 850 parking spaces, falling far short 
of the 1,333 required for the football stadium alone (and far short of the 1,200 spaces provided 
on the Free State site).  In addition, the Code requires a minimum of interior plantings of 60 
SF/parking space.  This requirement is defined as follows: 
 

 

 
 
The currently proposed plan does not include this planting.  Instead it cites a variance from this 
requirement.  Why such a variance was allowed I do not know.  By allowing such a variance, the 
public’s health safety and welfare have not been better served. 
 
While it is not specifically covered under the Code, the specific method referred to on the plan 
for storm water detention at least deserves further study prior to approval.  The current plan 
indicates that there will be a 60% decrease in runoff by using the athletic fields as detention 
areas.  In my experience, synthetic turf systems are designed to aggressively get rid of any rain 
water as fast as possible.  The combination of moisture and the extreme heat of sun‐lit artificial 
surfaces create ideal conditions for fungal growth.  Some manufacturers will not warrantee their 
turf if their recommended drainage designs/products are not applied. 
 
To sum up, I have serious concerns about the proposed plan.  It includes a major public facility 
that can only be described as a stadium.  This stadium will undoubtedly attract a good deal more 
intensive use than 5 or 6 times a year (playoff games, marching band festivals, multi‐school track 
meets, field days to name a few).  Even if it “only” is used in this manner 5 or 6  times/yr., the 
Code is clear – the use “Entertainment and Spectator Sports” is the correct application.  To not 
use this and its more stringent requirements is to not apply the minimal standards for the 
health, safety and welfare of the public as defined in the Code. 
 
Common sense tells us if it looks like a duck, walks like a duck and quacks like a duck, it’s a duck.  
More importantly, the code is clear that the more restrictive use should be applied. 
 
The current plan as proposed should not be approved.   
  
Sincerely,        
 
STEVE PADGET,  AIA LEED® AP 
spadget@bnim.com  
 
 



 
 

































































Date: August 8, 2008 
(for Planning Commission meeting of August 27, 2008) 
 
From: Terry L. Smith 
 2142 Owens Lane 
 Lawrence, KS 66046 
 
To: City of Lawrence Planning Commission 
  
Subject: Comments on Special Use Permit submitted by Landplan Engineering for Lawrence High 
School, 1901 Louisiana 
 
My husband and I are fairly new residents of Lawrence and the Centennial neighborhood. 
Lawrence’s reputation for thoughtful city planning to maintain a good quality of life for all its 
residents figured prominently in our relocation choice. We are proud of the accomplishments of 
Lawrence High School students, teachers, and graduates. We think the school should have 
excellent facilities, including the best science labs, library, performing arts resources, and athletic 
facilities. However, after consideration of the proposal before the Planning Commission, I do have 
some concerns as a member of the Lawrence community. 
1) Drainage issues: According to statements made at a public meeting, run-off from the site will 

be less with the proposed changes than currently and will not cause neighborhood flooding 
(presumably including streets) following a 100-year rain event. I am certain the engineers have 
made their calculations correctly, and that their statements are true according to their models. It 
does stretch credibility that so much non-porous parking and gravel-underlaid athletic fields 
can retain more water on the site than current installation. I am concerned that the plans do not 
provide sufficient lee-way for possible violations of the assumptions made during the modeling 
process, for example: meteorologists state that weather events (including rain events) will 
become more extreme; whether grading and construction of the various fields and parking lots 
will work together to control run-off exactly as specified in plans; manufacturer claims 
regarding water flow through the artificial turf fields. 

2) Provision for spectators: For several dozen Centennial residents, this will have a huge impact 
on the neighborhood beyond the impact of having practice fields. Commissioners can imagine 
having several thousand enthusiastic fans in one’s back or front yard with resultant disturbance 
from lighting, noise, and loss of privacy. I have already encountered neighbors seeking to 
move from their homes, while faced with difficulty of selling them. The neighborhood already 
struggles with the issue of absentee owners, and the attendant deterioration of properties and 
concern for the neighborhood. Surrounding streets for many blocks in all directions are 
essentially designed for neighborhood use, and currently residents struggle with the issues of 
streets narrowed by excessive use of street parking, plus KU  and LHS traffic, and traffic from 
drivers cutting through neighborhoods to avoid the over-busy 23rd Street. (For example, the 
2000 block of Alabama is currently an almost constant chicken game of two-way traffic 
sharing a single lane.) The school district’s goal of safety for their young athletes (bussing to 
alternate fields) can be met by improved practice fields on-site without the addition of 
spectator facilities. A school district official acknowledges that the spectator facilities as 
planned will still be insufficient for many games, leaving a need to use spectator facilities 
elsewhere. 



3) Environmental issues related to artificial turf: Perhaps some of these are beyond the purview of 
the Planning Commission, but will impact the community. Artificial turf fields are composed 
of a complex mix of materials, perhaps including heavy metals and organics. Questions have 
been raised about water quality draining from these types of installations. Further, there are 
issues of hotter temperatures than grass fields, field sanitation, replacement costs on a regular 
basis, and disposal of a large amount of waste material when a field is replaced. 
 
 

Signed, 
 
 
 

 



From: Scott McCullough 
Sent: Saturday, July 19, 2008 10:51 PM 
To: Jeanne Klein; Lisa Harris Email; greg@moorevaluation.com; cblaser@sunflower.com; 
bradfink@stevensbrand.com; hughcarter@dgcounty.com; rhird@pihhlawyers.com; 
therenewgroup@sbcglobal.net; jeff@chaney-inc.com; MontanaStan62@gmail.com; 
ksingleton@sloanlawfirm.com; Paul Patterson 
Cc: David L. Corliss; Cynthia Boecker; Diane Stoddard; Sheila Stogsdill; Matt Bond 
Subject: RE: LHS and Centennial School plans 
 
Jeanne, 
  
I hope this email addresses your question.  If it doesn't, please call me at 832-3154 on Monday to 
discuss.   
  
A little context is in order to address the question.  The school district has proposed several 
improvements to the LHS, Free State, and Centennial sites.  Some of those improvements can be made 
administratively and, as staff understands it, the district desires to process such in a timely manner due 
to construction time frames.  Other improvements do not qualify for the administrative process and will 
be processed as a Special Use Permit with opportunity for full public comment.  The improvements 
requiring the SUP include the proposed lights, additional parking, and those elements necessary to 
convert the football field from a practice field into a competition field for LHS.  All of the improvements 
related to the Centennial site will also be processed with a Special Use Permit since none of the 
improvements currently exist.  The SUP process will include a public hearing (with public comment) at 
the Planning Commission on August 27th and notice to property owners within 200 feet of the school 
properties.  The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the City Commission and the City 
Commission will hear the requests some time in September. 
  
To date the district has applied for two administrative site plans each for LHS and Free State to replace 
grass fields with turf and relocate the softball field at LHS.  They have also applied for the above-
mentioned Special Use Permits, which include the elements you note in your email.  All of these files are 
open to public view and I encourage you and others in the neighborhood to visit the Planning Office and 
review them.  They are reflective of the plans shown at several neighborhood meetings that the district 
has held in coordination with the neighborhood.  Staff has attended at least two such meetings and 
remains sensitive to the neighbors’ concerns of storm water runoff, traffic, lights, and noise and will 
actively work with the school to mitigate any impact to the area as the Special Use Permit requests work 
their way to the Planning Commission in August. 
  
The letter that was mailed to adjacent property owners was related to the site plan on file for the 
administrative improvements and is actually required by the Land Development Code.  It is intended to 
inform adjacent owners of the pending site plan request.  No hearing in front of the Planning 
Commission or City Commission is required of this process.  While the language in the code and in the 
letter states that there is no legal right to challenge the request, the code does provide a process by 
which any adjacent owner can appeal the administrative decision to the City Commission within 9 days of 
the decision being made.  The code requires that persons interested in learning of the decision provide 
the Planning Office with contact information and their request to be notified so that Planning staff can 
notify them of when the decision is made. 
Additionally, the request for the LHS improvements is scheduled to be reviewed by the Historic 
Resources Commission on August 21st.  This is a public meeting. 
Again, I hope this answers your question, though I know the neighborhood may be getting confused 
with all of the different notices being mailed for these projects.  Staff is available to meet with you to 
review the files if you like, so please do not hesitate to call to set that appointment. 
 
Scott McCullough 
Planning and Development Services Director 
785-832-3154 



 
 

From: Jeanne Klein [mailto:kleinj@ku.edu] 
Sent: Sat 7/19/2008 5:39 PM 
To: Lisa Harris Email; greg@moorevaluation.com; cblaser@sunflower.com; bradfink@stevensbrand.com; 
hughcarter@dgcounty.com; rhird@pihhlawyers.com; therenewgroup@sbcglobal.net; jeff@chaney-
inc.com; MontanaStan62@gmail.com; ksingleton@sloanlawfirm.com 
Cc: Scott McCullough; David L. Corliss 
Subject: LHS and Centennial School plans 
To Planning Commissioners: 
 
Please explain to me why homeowners have no "legal rights to challenge" 
proposed developments in single-family neighborhoods that directly 
affect their quality of life and the economic values of their homes 
(according to letters sent by Landplan Engineering regarding LHS and 
Centennial proposals for five athletic fields and expanded parking lots). 
 
Jeanne Klein 
824 Greever Terrace 
Centennial Neighborhood Association 
 





























-----Original Message----- 
 
From: Sven Alstrom [mailto:alstrom@sbcglobal.net] 
 
Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2008 12:06 PM 
 
To: maf@sunflower.com; adkab@ku.edu; AL Gallup; Anne Marvin; asa@blueskywindandsolar.com; 
bacjb@ku.edu; bblank@sunflower.com; captainkgood@yahoo.com; conrad henderson; Daniel Poull; 
derek.helms@freeplanetinc.com; gdiepenbrock@ljworld.com; geoterrysmith@sunflower.com; 
glklingenberg@sunflower.com; hueslber@ku.edu; huested@aol.com; janinejoslin@gmail.com; 
jantle@jccc.net; jmeyer@sunflower.com; Joan Stevenson; jschultz@ku.edu; Lynne Zollner; Mark 
Kaplan; michael.sizemore@gsa.gov; mveatch@sunflower.com; Paul Davis; randy.masten@us.army.mil; 
rich_givens@yahoo.com; richardk@ku.edu; Sean Williams; shanagood@sunflower.com; 
spadget@ku.edu; sven alstrom User; Tom Harper; wiechert@ku.edu 
 
Subject: SPECIAL USE PERMIT for LHS 
 
In doing a little follow-up research on the high school planning issues, I looked up the GIS map for 
Lawrence (on the Lawrence web site). 
It seems that sometime between Landplan's submittal of their site design and now, the property has been 
changed from RS-2 (as shown on Landplan's 
map) to GPI (General Public Institutional).  As a consequence, the kinds of buffers between them and the 
surrounding RS neighborhoods (esp. 
Centennial) is even more stringent than if they still had an RS designation.  Also, the proposed location of 
the stadium will definitely fall within one or more of the historic resource environs shown on the map.  
Also, according to the current planning ordinances, an "Entertainment and Spectator Sports" use such as is 
being proposed (4000 
spectators) requires 1,334 off-street parking spaces.  The plan only shows approx. 900 spots (new + 
existing) with about 150 of these being next to the virtual school.  So, technically, they're only proposing 
about 750 spots on the same site as the football stadium (57% of what is required for the football stadium 
alone).  
 
 









From: conrad henderson [mailto:conandjudy@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2008 3:10 PM 
To: Sheila Stogsdill 
Subject: SUP for Lawrence High 
 

2008 Alabama St. 
Lawrence, KS 66046 

Aug. 22, 2008 
Dear Members of the Lawrence Planning Commission: 
As residents of the neighborhood that will be affected by the expansion of sports facilities around Lawrence 
High School, we would like to express some of our concerns about this project. My wife and I live at 2008 
Alabama St., directly in front of the proposed softball field just south of the projected new football stadium.  
We have lived at this location since 1976 and are very familiar with the history of the Centennial 
neighborhood. For example, we have experienced the increasing fragility of our area as more and more houses 
have become rental property. We realize we live in a mixed-population neighborborhood where the needs of 
various groups, from senior citizens, to families with young children, to college-age renters, must be 
accommodated. We must also get along with our big neighbor to the east, Lawrence High School. There have 
been shocks in the past, such as the closing of Centennial School; however, for the most part, things have 
worked out.  
Now, though, many of us are faced with major changes adjacent or very close to our properties. This has led 
to several concerns. First and foremost, the shoehorning of a major venue like a football stadium with all its 
required facilities, i.e. bleachers, concession stands, restrooms, lighting, sound-systems, etc., into an 
established neighborhood is unprecedented in the city of Lawrence and is a site-overwhelming, disruptive 
change. The planned increase in parking area also does not seem adequate for the anticipated crowds and can 
only be achieved by circumventing the green-space offsets required by city codes. 
Another possible problem has recently come to our attention. It is our understanding that the restroom 
facilities planned for the new stadium would be hooked up to the sewer line serving Alabama St. between 19th 
and 21st Streets. In the past there have been capacity problems with this system at the lower end of the sewer 
near 21st Street. It is our concern that tying in a major outflow from the expected restroom facilities at the 
sports complex may overwhelm an already heavily taxed and probably outdated sewer system. The danger of 
backup into basements certainly merits further study of this plan. 
Basically, we feel the stadium is not a good and justifiable solution to Lawrence’s long-term need for a 
district-wide, centralized high-school sports complex. Wouldn’t public money be better spent on such a 
facility?  
We recognize Lawrence High School’s needs for modern, serviceable practice facilities. With regard to the 
planned softball field behind our house, we think it would be a better solution to flip the design around and put 
the homeplate area in the northeast quadrant of the field. In this way, the bleachers and the backstop and much 
of the commotion of games would be away from pre-existing houses and much closer to the school and 
parking. When I brought this matter up at one of the information meetings, I was told by the Landplan 
designer that the optimal direction for a softball field is looking northeast, so that the sun would not be in the 
eye of the catcher. It should be pointed out, however, that there are some fields in town, for example, ones at 
Holcomb and Clinton, that face southwest. 
Thank you for taking these matters into consideration before issuing a special use permit for this addition to 
Lawrence High School. 
Sincerely,  
Conrad M. Henderson 
Judith M. Henderson 
 
 
ttfn Judy 
 



From: Larry Chance [mailto:LChance@emprisebank.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2008 4:12 PM 
To: jeff@chaney-inc.com; hughcarter@dgcounty.com; rick@hirdlaw.com; lharris@ku.edu; greg@moorevaluation.com; 
thenewgroup@sbcglobal.net; ksingleton@sloanlwafirm.com; Bradley R. Finkeldei; cblaser@sunflower.com; 
stanley.rassmussen@us.army.mil 
Subject: Proposed High School Improvements  
 
Planning Commissioners: 
  
I would like to add my unconditional support to the proposed improvements to the athletic facilities at Lawrence High and 
Free State.  The upgraded facilities will provided much-needed improvements for the students and fans, as well as for the 
athletes finally able to compete on decent fields.  The existing facilities are embarrassing, to say the least, and the uneven 
grass & weeds have contributed to numerous ankle & knee injuries.  Our community finally has an opportunity to bring our 
facilities up to date with eco-friendly improvements without expending tax dollars and I think we owe it to our students to 
support this proposal. 
  
  
Larry S. Chance 
Commercial Lender 
Emprise Bank Lawrence 
1121 Wakarusa Drive 
Lawrence, KS 66049 
Phone: (785) 749-0800 
Fax: (785) 749-0387 
E-Mail: lchance@emprisebank.com 
Visit us at www.emprisebank.com 

mailto:lchance@emprisebank.com
http://www.emprisebank.com/


-----Original Message----- 
From: Stacy Riggins [mailto:bstnnriggins@sunflower.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2008 9:38 PM 
To: bradfink@stevensbrand.com; hughcarter@dgcounty.com; Greg@moorevaluation.com; 
Iharris@ku.edu; ksingleton@sloanlawfirm.com; jeff@chaney-inc.com; rick@hirdlaw.com; 
therenewgroup@sbcglobal.net; Rasmussen, Stanley L NWK 
Subject:  
 
Lawrence Public Schools are putting together a wonderful proposal for outdoor athletic facilities for our 
two high schools.  The proposal benefits the future of our community.  The quality of public schools 
and school facilities is a key factor in the ecomomic development of our community.  I hope you will 
show your support in improving our community with these facilities. 
  
We live near Free State High School and love to sit in our screened in porch in the evenings and listen 
to the band and baseball games.  It is a great combination of the Lawrence Public Schools and the 
community.  What a wonderful place to live!  I am sure you will support facility improvements for our 
high schools.  Thanks! 
  
Bill & Stacy Riggins 
240 Earhart Circle 
Lawrence, KS 

mailto:bstnnriggins@sunflower.com


-----Original Message----- 
From: Kent & Brenda Hatesohl [mailto:hatesohl4@sunflower.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2008 8:00 PM 
To: bradfink@stevensbrand.com; hughcarter@dgcounty.com; cblaser@sunflower.com; 
greg@moorevaluation.com; lharris@ku.edu; ksingleton@sloanlawfirm.com; jeff@chaney-inc.com; 
rick@hirdlaw.com; therenewgroup@sbcglobal.net; Rasmussen, Stanley L NWK 
Subject: support facilities enhancement proposal 
 
August 24, 2008 
 
To:  Lawrence City Planning Commission 
 
Re:  Proposal for outdoor athletic facilities enhancement for our local high schools 
 
We strongly support the proposed outdoor athletic facility enhancement at both Free State High School 
and Lawrence High School.  We believe that this proposal is both fiscally and environmentally 
responsible and is something this community is vastly in need of. 
 
Having two active boys progress through Lawrence Public Schools and being involved in a number of 
extra curricular activities, we have experienced over and over the unsafe and inadequate facilities 
(soccer and baseball fields in 
particular) they have had to play on.  The Free State soccer coaching staff and grounds crew have 
attempted to maintain an adequate playing field, but the Kansas climate makes it difficult to keep 
natural turf at the level that our kids deserve for an entire season.  In addition, because there are no 
lights on the soccer field, all Free State home games must be played in the afternoon to avoid 
darkness.  This significantly reduces the number of fans (parents included) to support the team, 
especially during regional playoffs. 
JV games are often cut short because of lack of light. The only "home field advantage" is an unsafe 
field, rough playing surface and dark.  Our students deserve better. 
 
 Fans also deserve better game venues. The soccer and baseball "stadiums" are certainly not fan 
friendly.  In addition to no restroom or concession 
facilities, reasonable seating is very limited.   Too often, Free State 
coaches and fans must listen to ridicule and negative comments about our facilities. In our family's six 
years of playing in the Sunflower League, Lawrence's facilities have been without a doubt the worst in 
the league. 
Again, our student athletes and fans deserve better. 
  
In this time of tight budgets, we believe the proposed plan to be fiscally responsible.  This is a multi-
million dollar enhancement that will not require a tax increase or bond issue but will significantly 
improve the facilities in our town.  It is also environmentally responsible as it eliminates the use of 
fertilizers, pesticides and fuels, and minimizes water usage required for the upkeep of current playing 
fields. 
 
The proposed plan will have a positive effect on the entire community.  The quality of our public 
schools, including all facilities, certainly contributes to the economic development of Lawrence.  Our 
educational system is strong; our athletic system has the potential to be as well. 
 
Our youngest son is a senior this year; he won't benefit from this proposal. 
However, we  hope that the next generation of students will have a home to be proud of.   

mailto:hatesohl4@sunflower.com


 
In closing, we strongly encourage you to do the right thing for the Lawrence community, Lawrence 
Public Schools and all current and future students - support the facilities enhancement proposal. 
  
Thank you, 
Kent & Brenda Hatesohl     



-----Original Message----- 
From: Steve Burk [mailto:ssmkburk@sunflower.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2008 6:35 PM 
To: Rasmussen, Stanley L NWK 
Cc: ppatterson@ci.lawrence.ks.us 
Subject: Lawrence Public Schools outdoor athletic facilities 
 
Dear Mr. Rasmussen: 
  
I am writing to request your support for the outdoor facilities enhancement proposal for the Lawrence 
High School and Free State High School campuses. 
My husband and I are the parents of two Free State senior girls who are deeply involved in academic, 
arts and athletic programs.  We believe that the significant merits of the proposal - such as quality of 
facilities, safety improvements, equity in facilities across schools and sports, community access, 
scheduling consistency and flexibility, and fan-friendliness - will deliver tremendous benefits to the 
students and supporters of the Lawrence Public Schools. 
 
Our daughters have experienced the need for new or upgraded facilities as members of the Free State 
marching band, as student supporters of several outdoor sports, and as 4-year participants in cross 
country and track programs.  The dedicated student athletes, coaches and fans of Lawrence deserve 
facilities that are at least equivalent to those of our peer schools. 
 
As taxpayers and as a family unit, we strongly believe that Lawrence Public Schools have proposed a 
fiscally- and environmentally-responsible plan that will provide our students some of the best facilities in 
the area. Thank you for your support in helping this plan become a reality. 
 
 Sincerely, 
  
Sally Burk 
4208 Wheat State Street 
Lawrence, KS  66049 
(785) 841-7780 
ssmkburk@sunflower.com 

mailto:ssmkburk@sunflower.com
mailto:ssmkburk@sunflower.com


-----Original Message----- 
From: tiffany francis [mailto:momabirdfrancis@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, August 23, 2008 9:11 PM 
To: Rasmussen, Stanley L NWK 
Subject: LHS FSHS Facilities 
 
Stan, Mark and I unfortunately will not be able to make the meetings concerning the FSHS and LHS 
facilities agenda but would like to share our support for the improvements to both of the Lawrence High 
School Athletic facilities.  If there is something we can do, please let us know.  Thanks, 
Tiffany Francis    

mailto:momabirdfrancis@yahoo.com


-----Original Message----- 
From: Julie Jasperson [mailto:juliejasperson@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, August 23, 2008 6:30 PM 
To: ppatterson@ci.lawrence.ks.us; bradfink@stevensbrand.com; hughcarter@dgcounty.com; 
cblaser@sunflower.com; greg@moorevaluation.com; lharris@ku.edu; ksingleton@sloanlawfirm.com; 
jeff@chaney-inc.com; rick@hirdlaw.com; therenewgroup@sbcglobal.net; Rasmussen, Stanley L NWK 
Subject: Improvements to High School Athletic Fields 
 
August 23, 2008 
  
Dear Planning Commission Members, 
  
I am writing to voice our support for the improvement of the athletic fields at both Lawrence public 
senior high schools.  This year I am the President of the Free State High School Marching Band 
Boosters, a parent group that works to provide fund raising and support to the marching band at Free 
State. 
  
These improvements would provide a big benefit for the Marching Band. 
Currently, there are costs associated with using many school buses to transport the students to Haskell 
University for football games.  In addition, the band rents a truck or a trailer to transport some of the 
percussion equipment to Haskell.  This causes wear and tear on the percussion equipment, requiring 
equipment to be replaced, and requires extra volunteers to manage the transfer.   
  
Imagine how much easier it would be to walk out the band door and right into the football stadium.  
Percussion equipment could be easily wheeled into the stadium.  If rain were to threaten, it would be 
easy to simply move back into the school building.  Currently, if it rains at Haskell, there is a real 
scramble to try to keep everything dry and back into the truck, trailer and 
buses.     
  
For these reasons, we support the improvement to all of the athletic fields at both high schools.  In 
particular, we would like to see the football stadiums built/improved first, if it could be accomplished in 
time to hold some of the games at home this year.  If that is not possible, then we would support the 
improvements in whatever order makes the most sense   
  
Thank you for your time, and we look forward to your support of all the athletic improvements. 
  
Julie Jasperson, President 
LFSHS Marching Band Boosters 
  
129 Sharon Drive 
Lawrence, KS 66049 
843-7863 

mailto:juliejasperson@hotmail.com


From: Schultz, Jerry A [mailto:jschultz@ku.edu]  
Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2008 9:29 PM 
To: Bradley R. Finkeldei 
Subject: Oppose LHS Athletic Developments 
 
Dear Commissioners,  
 
I live in the Centennial Neighborhood and I am writing to let you know that I strongly oppose the development of a 
competitive football field at the LHS. I was unable to sign a petition that was sent to you earlier by residents of the Centennial 
Neighborhood asking the District administration to stop this ill-advised plan. This email is my signature.  
 
First, I am truly surprised that the School Board is willing to accept changing from grass to artificial turf. This is an unhealthy 
idea. My background is community and public health and the CDC has advised that there are several dangers involved with 
these types of turf. Lead, dust, and extreme heat make their use inadvisable. As you know New York city has decided to stop 
using artificial turf and national sports leagues are returning to real grass. The health department should provide an opinion 
on the use of this turf. 
 
I suggest you use Google Earth and review the footprint of the various school properties in town, especially the differences 
between LHS and FHS. In all cases, except LHS, there are substantial barriers or distance between playing fields and 
neighbors’ homes. The plan will put a 4,000 seat spectator facility with lights and loudspeakers within 75 ft of many homes in 
our neighborhood. It also seems to me that the plan doesn’t meet several zoning requirements related to parking, drainage, 
and a buffer zone. 
 
We are not opposed to facility equity between the schools, but not when it will cause serious problems for neighbors. There 
are other ways of solving for equity and state of the art competitive fields. Our neighborhood supports LHS and our schools. 
The District would not have the open property near Centennial School, if not for the efforts of neighborhood residents several 
years ago. We hoped that the school district would implement reasonable projects there. What has been proposed seems to 
be some kind of geometry and design challenge. How much can a designer fit into designated open spaces? Clearly, no 
thought was given to  the potential impact this development might have on nearby residents. The impact on residents is so 
obvious. Please walk the area I am talking about (west of the LHS football field) to get a feel for how close this is and how it 
will really disrupt residents’ lives. Let me know which of you will be willing to move in to any of those houses.  
 
Please reconsider this decision and join the community in a discussion of how to solve for competitive football at our high 
schools in a more appropriate manner. I will be lending my time and resources to prevent this development by protesting to 
the Planning Commission, City Commission, the community and through any other legal means available to the 
neighborhood. 
 
Jerry Schultz, Ph.D. 
1945 Tennessee St.,  
 
PS. Please share this message with all Commissioners? 
 



Sven Erik Alstrom AIA 
E C O L O G  I C A L   A R C H  I T E C T U R E  P. A. 

  842 West 21ST Street     email: alstrom@sbcglobal.net 
  Lawrence, Kansas 66046               tel: 785 749 1018 
      
  14 August, 2008      
   
  REQUEST TO DENY SPECIAL USE PERMIT    
  Lawrence High School – Athletic Field Facility expansion 
   
 
  Dear Scott, 
 
  First let me say that there are several inaccuracate statements in Mr. Bracciano’s 
  letter of August 11, 2008 which I would like to address. The Centennial   
  Homeowner’s Association Steering Committee met on August 13 and closely  
  reviewed this letter as a starting point to our opposition to the Special Use 
Permit. 
 
  Introduction 
 
 
 
  Facts 
  1,   The existing LHS property zoning does not support expansion of these  
  facilities without adequate traffic & parkinig being provided for the increased  
  usage. 
 
  2.   There have been no traffic studies of the impact of the proposed increased 
  facilities on 19th & Louisiana, 23rd & Lousisiana or 21st street vehicular traffic,  
  whether under existing code or new code requirements for vehicular traffic  
  control. 
 
  3.   There have been no parking studies of the amount of code required traffic,  
  open space, and required landscape improvements for the expansion of the  
  athletic facilites under the current city code requirements. 
 
  Analysis 
 
 
  Conclusion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Regards, 
  Sincerely, 
 
 
  Sven Erik Alstrom AIA / NCARB 



 
  for Willa M. Alstrom Trust, property owner of record 



         2000 Alabama Street 
         Lawrence, KS 66046 
         August 19, 2008 
 
 
 
Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Office 
c/o Sheila Stogsdill, Assistant Planning Director 
City Hall 
6 East 6th Street 
PO Box 708 
Lawrence, Kansas 66044-0708 
 
 
Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
We are writing to share our concerns about the proposed building and construction 
projects at Lawrence High School, and we greatly appreciate the opportunity to provide 
input. Our home is located at 2000 Alabama where we have lived happily for three years. 
We bought this home because of the benefits of location and the prospect of having a 
stable neighborhood anchored in part by Lawrence High School. We are educators 
ourselves.  Our decision to make our home in the Centennial neighborhood was 
motivated by our desire to live near an educational center. We are keenly aware of some 
of the implications of living near the high school, including the daily band practices and 
noise from the tennis courts and softball fields. In short, we have been happy to be part of 
this community and support a place for young people to grow and succeed, but we did 
not anticipate anything of the scale or magnitude of the proposed expansion of the 
athletic facilities, given that this is a high school surrounded by residential properties. 
 
We have several concerns about the proposed changes in the existing Lawrence High 
School property. We strongly believe that Lawrence High School should have 
outstanding practice fields for both the women and men’s sports and that the major 
inequalities between Lawrence High School and Free State High School should be 
addressed. However, it also seems that these issues must be addressed in the context of 
the considerable differences between the two sites and the best interests of the 
surrounding neighborhoods and the community as a whole.  In that regard, the proposal 
to add two separate large-scale football stadiums, with seating to accommodate more than 
4,000 spectators at each site, seems to be both a poor use of financial resources and a 
decision that is insensitive to the best interests of the surrounding community.  Is it 
necessary to have two facilities of this scale to host an average of six games per year at 
each site? Wouldn’t it make more sense to find a permanent solution to the inequality that 
currently exists between the two high schools?  At the present time, neither site has a 
football stadium, so there is no inequity with respect to competition space for football 
games or band competitions.   The other hard reality is that one site is half the size of the 
other and sits right in the heart of a residential neighborhood. The prospect of introducing 
crowds of more than 4,000 spectators to a site that presently cannot even adequately 



accommodate parking for the 1500 students and staff that attend Lawrence High School 
on a daily basis should raise serious concerns. While the present proposal would add an 
additional 400 parking spaces at LHS, the total number of parking spaces is woefully 
inadequate to accommodate the types of crowds proposed.  Traffic, security, and crowd 
noise also present more significant intrusions at the Lawrence High School site.  If the 
desire is to have true parity, why not build a district-wide competition facility on neutral 
territory for all the schools that exist now and may exist in the future? This space could 
be used by the high schools and middle schools. A unified, district-wide competition 
facility would ensure equity across all the schools and would allow for future growth if 
we should ever add a third high school. 
 
We are particularly concerned about the speed with which decisions are being made as 
well as the compatibility of the proposal for the surrounding residential community. If the 
decision is made to proceed with the plans for competition fields, we have several 
considerations for the planning commission.  
 

• We recognize the need to have adequate sports facilities for students, but we ask 
that there be clear provisions that the use of these facilities be limited to school 
competitions and that the proposed complex does not become a city-wide facility 
or adult-league playing fields.  

• With the proposed increased use of the high school facilities, we are concerned 
about increased litter and trash throughout the surrounding neighborhoods. We 
ask that the high school commit to ensuring that the surrounding neighborhoods 
where people will invariably park will also be cleaned of trash following games 
and events.  

• At 2000 Alabama, our property is attached to an easement that provides a current 
pathway to the school.  We currently experience a notable amount of student foot 
traffic past our office and bedroom windows. Students park in front of our house 
and walk to school through our yard.  We are responsible for maintaining the 
easement property and clearing the litter left by pedestrians. While we have 
grown accustomed to this level of foot traffic, we are very concerned that there 
will be a dramatic increase in foot traffic for the proposed sporting events. While 
there is not a proposed gate currently, we ask that it be a clearly stated that there 
will not be a gate in the proposed fence behind our property at 2000 Alabama. 

• Our home is located behind the proposed softball field. We ask the planning 
commission to make clear provisions about the usage of this field and take 
specific steps to ensure that the surrounding properties are not dramatically 
affected by foot traffic, noise, light pollution, litter, and stray balls.  

• We ask that there be clear restrictions to hours of operation and that all events and 
clean-up activities be completed by 10 p.m.  

• We are unclear on the type of landscaping and grading that will be added between 
our property line and the proposed fields. There has been discussion of some 
planting and grading in order to minimize the visual impact of these fields, but we 
do not understand the specific proposals and their impact on our property, 
especially in terms of drainage. 



• With the proposed increased parking, we ask the planning commission ensure 
there is adequate green space provided for each new parking space. 

• There are numerous concerns over the proposed football stadium.  
o We would propose that there be additional studies completed to see the 

impact of placing a sports complex like this one in such a highly 
residential neighborhood. We would be reassured to see lessons and ideas 
from those studies to ensure success and to minimize the detrimental 
impact on the surrounding area.  

o The noise from the events at the football stadium will have a dramatic 
impact on the quality of life in the surrounding neighborhoods. This area 
has many older, long time residents of Lawrence, and this will have a 
dramatic impact on their lives especially.  There is special concern about 
both the loud speakers as well as the crowds.  

o There is not adequate parking for the proposed stadium. This will mean 
that parking will spill over into the surrounding neighborhoods, and this 
will again decrease the livability of the areas. The roads in place currently 
have difficulty sustaining the traffic and parking for high school events 
and even the regular school day. 

 
We also ask that you seriously consider the composition of the neighborhood. In some 
ways, this is a fragile neighborhood. We have a mix of rental property, long-time 
residents, families with small children, and elderly residents. There are mutual benefits 
between the school and its neighbors, and we are worried that the proposed changes will 
negatively affect the neighborhood and that this will permanently alter the area and 
change it to primarily rental properties. While there is nothing wrong with rental 
property, there are significant benefits to having permanent residents in the area to ensure 
long-term property value, to guarantee maintenance of the area, and to ensure security. 
Our neighbors have interrupted vandalism at the high school, and we constantly watch to 
make sure the property does not become a loitering area or a center for mischievous 
behavior or illegal activity. We do this because this is our home too, and we are proud of 
our school. If there is a decrease in permanent residents around the school, this type of 
community ownership might be lessened.  
 
We assume that there has been a full assessment of the environmental impact of artificial 
turf and its long-term financial implications. We understand there may be some yearly 
cost benefits from moving away from soil and grass surfaces, and there are some benefits 
for ensuring playability of the fields. We also know there may be some benefits from 
moving away from using such high quantities of dangerous pesticides and fertilizers, 
although using organic grass and maintenance techniques could avoid those problems as 
well and save costs.  However, we hope you and the school board also consider the 
following issues: 

• What is the environmental impact of disposing of the waste from the artificial turf 
when it is replaced in a decade? This could be the equivalent of 120 tons of crumb 
rubber, and we ask that the impact on waste management in the county be 
considered. 



• What are the provisions for replacing the surfaces in a decade? While the school 
district apparently has the funds to install these surfaces, where will money for 
new surfaces and installation come from in the future? 

• There are several long-term problems with artificial surfaces. One is the heat from 
the surface. Second is the increased chance of injury, specifically to football 
players, although the surfaces seem to better for soccer players. Third is the on-
going maintenance demands for cleaning, disinfecting, and maintaining the 
surface. Fourth is the waste from the replacement of the surfaces. Several 
stadiums across the country and in the state of Kansas have replaced artificial 
surfaces with natural turf because of the maintenance issues, the dramatic increase 
in surface heat, and the waste problems. Perhaps we should learn more about the 
limitations of this type of surface before acting too quickly. While we may in the 
end decide these are better, safer surfaces, we ask that these concerns be 
investigated to see if we are moving in the right direction. 

 
 
Flooding is a major concern for our neighborhood, and we have a unique problem living 
at 2000 Alabama. The run off from the current playing fields goes through our property, 
and the water that collects on sidewalks and freezes in the winter. This affects our 
neighbors as well. We also have had regular water problems in our basement. It is our 
understanding that the flooding has been addressed in the current proposal, and we ask 
that the planning commission be vigilant in ensuring that this long-term problem is 
addressed throughout the entire neighborhood. 
 
We have chosen to make our home in the Centennial neighborhood, and we feel great 
pride in Lawrence High School and the accomplishments of our students.  We want to 
encourage them to grow intellectually and physically, and we know this is also the goal 
of the planning commission. What we are asking for is caution in this decision-making 
process. This is a massive proposal for dramatic changes to a primarily residential area. 
We urge careful thought and consideration before construction begins and before 
structures are built that become permanent. We see the mutual benefits between the 
neighborhood and school, and we ask that you have a plan in place that both supports 
students and their neighbors. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Hannah Britton and Bob Tryanski 
2000 Alabama Street  
 



A modern artificial field surface has
three layers — shock absorbing,
drainage, and surface. The surface
has silicone-coated polyethylene/
polypropylene plastic blades that
simulate grass and a several-inch
layer of “infill” that keeps the blades
upright. The infill varies by manufac-
turer and may include ground-up
recycled tires, ground-up soles of
athletic shoes, silica sand, and/or
new thermoplastic or rubber material.
This infill is known as “crumb rubber.”

What is artificial turf?

References
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Health and safety

II
n school districts across the nation,
the question being asked is “grass or
plastic?” Figures from the Synthetic
Turf Council, a trade organization

based in Atlanta, show that 10 years
ago there were seven new-generation
fields installed in the United States.
Today there are 3,500. Many school
districts covet synthetic turf because it
always looks good and can be played on
year-round.

The debate, sometimes fierce, is
over whether synthetic turf is safe for
human and environmental health, and
whether its advantages outweigh those
of natural grass.

Local associations can encourage a
rational comparison of artificial turf
and natural grass on the basis of the
considerations that follow.

Costs
School districts should be encour-

aged to request comprehensive bid
proposals from both artificial turf and
natural grass producers. The bids
should include “cradle-to-grave” costs,
including field preparation, installation,
maintenance and repair for an
extended period of time (at least five
years), and disposal.

Natural grass with onsite native
soil is usually the least expensive to
install. The more prepared the soil is,
the more expensive natural grass
installations become. Synthetic turf is
usually the most expensive to install.

Maintenance 
Artificial turf fields require per-

sonnel and equipment for dragging,
infill additions, redistribution, cleaning,
and carpet repair. Specialized equip-
ment includes a sweeper, groomer, field
magnet, and roller.

Natural grass fields require
personnel and equipment for mowing,
watering, fertilizing, and pesticide
application. Specialized equipment
includes a mower, fertilizer applicator,
aerator, and vacuum.

Both types of fields require a line
painter, cart for towing equipment, and
a top dresser. Both also require irriga-
tion and perhaps boom spraying. In the
case of artificial turf these are for
cooling as opposed to grass growth.

Local associations should be alert to
the need to retrain grounds staff if they
will be required to maintain artificial
turf. Some maintenance tasks may
require specialized equipment and
skills that could be outsourced.

Disposal
One artificial field contains

approximately 120 tons of crumb
rubber or 26,000 recycled tires. Costs
for removal and disposal could be
significant. Many fields now in service
will soon be reaching the end of their
life spans and many questions about
disposal remain to be answered.

Rick Doyle, president of the
Synthetic Turf Council, says the infill
could be cleaned and reused; put to
another purpose, such as for rubber
asphalt; incinerated; used in place of
soil to separate landfill layers; or
otherwise recycled. Typically, however,
it is sent to a landfill.

There are no real disposal issues
with grass fields.

Wear and durability
Wear and durability information

should be obtained and compared. With
regular maintenance, synthetic turf
fields usually last up to 10 years and
are typically warranted for seven to
eight years. Properly installed and
maintained natural grass fields remain
viable for about 15 years.

Hazardous Materials
School districts should ask for a

Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) on
each turf component and anticipated
maintenance product. If any are of
unknown composition or have no
available MSDS, that should raise a
serious warning.

Hazardous materials associated
with natural grass fields include
pesticides and fertilizers, unless the
grass is being grown organically.

Hazardous materials associated
with artificial turf include ingredients
in the polyethylene/polypropylene
blades, the crumb rubber infill, and
ingredients in maintenance products
like disinfectants, anti-static cling
treatments, and solvents for seam
repair.

Recycled crumb rubber contains a
number of chemicals that are known or
suspected to cause adverse health
effects. The most common types of
synthetic rubber used in tires are
composed of ethylene-propylene and
styrene-butadiene combined with
vulcanizing agents, fillers, plasticizers,
and antioxidants in different quantities,
depending on the manufacturer. Tire
rubber contains metals (zinc, selenium,
lead, and cadmium), phthalates,
polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). One
company produces “Ecofill” infill,
asserting that it contains fewer toxins.

An MSDS will give some infor-
mation on the health hazards of the

product. An MSDS is written by a
product’s manufacturer and should
contain a list of hazardous ingredients
and may contain the percent of each
ingredient in the product. Ingredients
may be missing if they are considered a
trade secret.

Heat Stress
Artificial surfaces are dramatically

hotter than natural grass fields, reach-
ing temperatures up to 150 F‚ possibly
contributing to burns, dehydration, and
heat exhaustion. They may be too hot to
play on at times. Watering cools them
down, but they reheat quickly.

Sanitation
Soils in grass fields contain bacteria

which decompose body fluids, algae, and
dog, goose, and other droppings. These
do not decompose on artificial turf.

Proper maintenance of synthetic
turf requires that the fields be sanitized
to remove body fluids and droppings.
Manufacturers market sanitizing
products for this purpose. According to
Synthetic Turf Sports Fields: A
Construction and Maintenance Manual,
published by the American Sports
Builders Association in 2006, some
synthetic turf owners disinfect their
fields as often as twice a month, with
more frequent cleanings for sideline
areas, where contaminants concentrate.

Sports injuries
Several studies reported no differ-

ences in the incidence, severity, nature,
or cause of injuries in soccer teams who
played on grass versus new-generation
synthetic turf. However, injuries may
depend on the type of sport being
played.

A five-year prospective study of
football injuries among high school
teams showed that there were about 10
percent more injuries when games were
played on synthetic turf than when
played on grass surfaces.

Conversely, the risk of serious head
and knee injuries was greater on grass
fields.

Environmental Health
Crumb rubber can move around on

the field and it sticks to the skin, shoes,
and clothing. It can end up inside
schools, vehicles, and homes and in the
land and water around the field. Some
metals in the rubber leach into water.

Artificial turf creates environ-
mental hot spots, while natural turf
creates cool spots. A natural grass field
supports birds, animals, and insects. It
generates oxygen, reduces greenhouse
gases, and filters and purifies
rainwater. Artificial turf does not.

Synthetic Turf: Health Debate Takes Root,
2008

Environmental Health Perspectives,
published by the National Institute of
Environmental Health Sciences.
www.ehponline.org/docs/2008/11
6-3/toc.html
Artificial Turf: Exposures to Ground-Up
Rubber Tires, 2007 Environment and Human
Health, Inc., 

www.ehhi.org/reports/turf/
Toxicants in Artificial Turf, 2007

Rachel’s Democracy & Health News
#937 Environmental Research
Foundation 
www.rachel.org/bulletin/index.cfm?
St=4
Facts about Artificial Turf & Natural Grass

Turfgrass Producers International –
www.turfgrasssod.org
Commonly Asked Questions about Synthetic
Turf

Synthetic Turf Council 
www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/ 
DHSS Calls for Federal Action on Potential
Lead Hazard Posed by Artificial Turf

www.state.nj.us/health/artificial-
turf/index.shtml
Locations of Artificial Turf Fields

The most comprehensive listing is
available at the website of FieldTurf
Tarkett, www.fieldturftarkett.com,
which has about 55 percent of the
market in the U.S. For other turf
manufacturers and systems builders
go to www.syntheticturfcouncil.org
and click on the link to members.

Grass playing fields 
vs. synthetic turf
How will your district decide?
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