Memorandum
City of Lawrence — Douglas County
Planning & Development Services

To: Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission

From: Dan Warner, AICP, Long Range Planner

Date: For December 12, 2011 Planning Commission Meeting

RE: CPA-6-5-09: Reconsider Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Horizon 2020

Chapter 14 to include the Northeast Sector Plan.
Introduction:

The Northeast Sector Plan was approved the Lawrence-Douglas County Planning
Commission by a vote of 5-4 on September 20, 2010. The Douglas County Board of
Commissioners considered the Northeast Sector Plan at meetings on May 11, 2011 and
June 1, 2011. The County Commission, by a vote of 2-1, referred the Northeast Sector
Plan back to the Planning Commission with specific statements outlined below. The City
Commission reviewed the Northeast Sector Plan at their meeting on August 9, 2011.
The City Commission also provided direction to the Planning Commission as noted
below.

The items below are staff’s discussion of the direction provided by the County
Commission and City Commission. The respective governing bodies’ direction is
italicized.

County Commiission Direction

1. Consider the public/private infrastructure costs of development of the area
southwest of the airport currently designated Industrial when compared with the
Infrastructure costs of developing other identified industrial sites around
Lawrence, in particular the Farmland site and the sites in the NW corridor along
Farmer’s Turnpike, to determine if such costs are extraordinary for the amount of
industrial land developed.

All of the future industrial sites have challenges to develop that will incur costs
associated with the development of those properties. The following information
details many of those challenges:

Farmland 293 acres/per the Farmland Industries Redevelopment Plan
Development challenges
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e Environmental remediation necessary to deal with the nitrogen in
the ground caused by the fertilizer processing at the former
Farmland Industries site.

¢ New public streets necessary throughout the future business park.

e Water and sewer will need to be extended to the site to serve the
future business park.

e Stormwater control on the property currently is a priority and will
remain a priority for the site.

Airport area 240 acres/per the Northeast Sector Plan
Development Challenges

e A sewer extension is necessary to serve new development.

e There are stormwater issues due to the flat nature of the area.
Development may trigger upgrades to existing stormwater
infrastructure (such as stream channels and pump stations) in
North Lawrence.

e Public streets will have to upgraded and/or created to
accommodate industrial development.

Farmer’s Turnpike area 262 acres
Venture — 47 acres
Farmer’s Turnpike & I-70 — 155 acres
Rothwell — 60 acres
Development Challenges
o All properties need sewer and water extensions if developing at an
urban standard.
e There will be costs associated with accessing Farmer’s Turnpike,
such as turn lanes. Public street extensions into the sites are
possible as well.

It is difficult to generate and compare cost estimates to develop the above areas.
The areas have different challenges to develop that make apples to apples
comparisons difficult when trying to determine which area has the extraordinary
development costs and if the costs are extraordinary for the amount of industrial
land developed. Further, different project proposals for any of the areas likely
will produce different cost estimates. Therefore, without having specific projects
to respond to, it is difficult to develop cost estimates for serving areas with public
infrastructure. For instance, a single large user in one of those areas will require
only 1 point of contact for infrastructure, whereas multiple users in the same
area may require more public infrastructure and will likely cost more to serve.
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Who ultimately pays for the infrastructure can be a factor in deciding if costs are
too high. The City’s development policy, outlined in Resolution No. 5614,
generally requires that a development pay to extend necessary services to the
site. This is accomplished through a benefit district, pay-back district, or direct
developer construction.

A developer may petition the governing body for assistance in paying for
infrastructure. If a policy choice is made by the governing body to pay for public
infrastructure costs, the city or county at-large takes on the costs. However, a
benefit district may be created and those properties that receive a direct benefit
from the public infrastructure pay a share of the total cost. Who ends up paying
what share of the costs oftentimes is a decision made during the negotiations for
specific development projects.

Staff finding: There are simply too many variables to determine if the costs to
develop the industrial designated area in the Northeast Sector Plan are
extraordinary for the amount of industrial land proposed for development.
Decisions regarding public funding of infrastructure improvements, and whether
or not those costs are too high, are best made by governing bodies at the time
of specific development project requests.
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2. Considering the presumed extraordinary costs to provide public infrastructure,
such as storm water, sewer and street improvements, presumed to be needed to
support industrial or other urbanized development in Grant Township, discuss
whether urbanization should be reasonably expected outside of the airport

property.

Large-scale urbanization would be challenging in the area given the stormwater
issues and perceived costs to resolve the issues. Because of these and other
factors, the Northeast Sector Plan limits urbanization outside of the airport
property. The future industrial area reflected in the current Northeast Sector
Plan would require some amount of drainage improvements but could be
reasonably developed, in staff’s opinion.

As discussed in the previous section, there are public infrastructure costs
associated with developing all of the future industrial areas. Governing bodies
typically make funding decisions as they respond to development proposals and
decisions about whether or not a project’s cost are extraordinary are considered
at that time. Decisions are based on availability of funds, the scope of the
project, type of industry, and the number of jobs being created, etc. Funding
decisions are not typically made at the sector planning level where there are no
specific development projects being considered and where the timeframe for
particular developments is unknown.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study recommended millions of dollars in
stormwater infrastructure improvements for the Grant Township area based on a
future land use assumption of considerably more urban development than what
is proposed in the Northeast Sector Plan. It stands to reason then_that the
stormwater costs related to development according to the Northeast Sector Plan
will not be as high as what was proposed by the North Lawrence Drainage Study.

As noted in Question #3, if the amount of designated urbanized area were
reduced, the presumed public infrastructure costs would likely also be reduced.
Consideration should be given to reducing the amount of urbanized area outside
of the airport in order to reduce the presumed public infrastructure costs.

Staff finding: The limited urbanization proposed by the Northeast Sector Plan for
the area outside of the airport is reasonable.
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3. Considering the unique challenges present in the area of the sector plan,
including infrastructure costs, identified storm water issues, the presence of class
1 and 2 soils, etc., and considering the other areas in the county, especially
those that surround Lawrence, designated or recently zoned for industrial uses,
discuss whether industrial development outside of the airport property is a
necessary designation in this plan area in order to meet the "Horizon 2020” goal
of expanding the industrial inventory.

Horizon 2020, Chapter 7 Industrial and Employment designates the area south
and west of the airport as a future Industrial and Employment area. That
assumption was used in developing the Northeast Sector Plan. There is also a
strategy in Chapter 7 to secure 20,000 new jobs in Douglas County by 2020.
Further, Horizon 2020, Chapter 12 Economic Development states: "Within the
next few years, the City and County Commissions shall identify and designate at
least 1,000 acres of land for industrial expansion of the next 25 years.”

Recent sector planning has designated approximately 1,426 acres of future
industrial areas. Those plans and the approximate industrial acreages are:

e 6™ & K-10/West of K-10 224 acres
e Farmland Industries Redevelopment Plan 293 acres
e K-10 & Farmer’s Turnpike Plan 671 acres
e Southeast Area Plan 238 acres

The designation of industrial in this area is necessary if providing choices for
future industrial development is a priority. This industrial area benefits from
being near I-70 and also being near the airport. Certain industrial users may
choose to locate near the airport because they value those key location traits
over those that are present for other potential industrial sites.

It's been stated previously in this document that costs to develop may or may
not be extraordinary. Class I and II soils are of high value for several reasons;
however, the designated industrial land area accounts for only approximately 6%
of the Class I and II soils in Grant Township.

If identifying significantly more land for industrial purposes and providing choices
for industrial development around the community are priorities then it is
necessary to designate land near the airport for industrial development.
However, considering the stormwater challenges, presence of Class I and II soils
and the presumed infrastructure costs, perhaps the question is how much land
for industrial should be provided around the airport?
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The proposed land area for the Industrial classification for the area outside of the
airport in the Northeast Sector Plan is approximately 300 acres. By comparison,
the development proposal for the area in 2007 included approximately 125 acres
proposed for industrial west and south of the airport.

Is approximately 125 acres classified as industrial more appropriate for the area
than the Northeast Sector Plan’s classification of approximately 300 acres?
Fewer acres south and west of the airport would reduce the overall amount of
future industrial area developed, which would likely reduce infrastructure costs,
arguably create less environmental impact on the airport and have less impact
on stormwater control. It would also reduce the percentage of potential future
industrially developed Class I & II soils from approximately 6% of Grant
Township (from original Northeast Sector Plan proposal) to approximately 2.5%.

In staff’s opinion, reducing the area designated as industrial to approximately
125 acres is still an appropriate amount of development to generate economic
development potential south and west of the airport when considering all of the
factors — infrastructure costs, stormwater impacts, soils, transportation, etc.

|_ Approximately 125 acres overall.

“ ._: ]‘ Il ‘74/— Approximately 300 acres overall.

Staff finding: Providing options for industrial development should be considered a
priority for the community. Consider reducing the area designated as Industrial
south and west of the airport in the Northeast Sector Plan from the current
approximate 300 acres to approximately 125 acres.
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4. Discuss whether or not the area southwest of the airport currently designated
Industrial is a true future multi-modal transportation area. Consider the growth
and intensity of uses at the airport as well as how realistic it is that rail can be
extended to the industrially designated area southwest of the airport. Discuss
whether rail and airport transportation modes are valid reasons to support
Industrial designations on the property southwest of the airport.

The transportation modes available for the area include highway (via I-70 and
Highways 24/40/59), air (via the airport) and rail (via a possible future spur
connection).

Commuter traffic is currently driving the demand of the airport. Large-scale
freight shipping isn’t on the immediate horizon for the airport. The airport may
not support a large cargo shipping operation in the future, but that isn't the only
way an airport can support industrial/employment related development. The
airport currently supports helicopters and airplanes up to business jets as modes
of transportation. Those modes of air transportation can be used to support
businesses that locate at or near the airport.

For instance, a diesel mechanic currently uses the airport to fly to different areas
to make engine repairs. Further, a business that produces items that can be
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While a connection from the south is likely to be much too prohibitive, it is
perhaps more possible to connect a spur to the rail west of the area. That rail
line is a major route so any spur off of it would require a significant amount of
infrastructure in order to keep the trains running while constructing the spur.
The spur itself also would require two switches, a highway crossing and the
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necessary track and would cost millions of dollars to execute. While a rail
connection is possible to the west, it may likely prove to be too cost prohibitive.

Interstate access alone has been a reasonable justification to date to locate
industrial in this area.

Staff finding: Highway, and to some extent air, are valid transportation modes
to support industrial uses in the area. Rail is possible, but is more likely to be
too costly to be considered a viable mode to solely justify industrial development
in the area.
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5. Discuss more thoroughly the impact of developing to the proposed land use
designations in the area and the recommendations of the North Lawrence
Drainage Study. Consider how the Federal Aviation Administration’s circular
regarding waterfow! around the airport impacts the recommendations of the
drainage study that may result in retaining/detaining stormwater in the area
around the airport. Consider the potential future of regulations regarding
development in levee protected areas.

As discussed previously, the future land use assumption used for the North
Lawrence Drainage Study is different than the future land use of the Northeast
Sector Plan. The North Lawrence Drainage Study was developed with an
assumption of considerably more urbanized development than what is proposed
by the Northeast Sector Plan. The stormwater improvements needed for the
development area proposed by the Northeast Sector Plan likely aren’t as
significant or as costly as those assumed by the North Lawrence Drainage Study.

Stormwater can be managed in ways that can limit the impact of potential
waterfowl issues for the airport. The use of detention ponds, rather than
retention ponds, which will hold water during storm events for a short period
time and then quickly release that water, may be appropriate. There is also the
option to direct the stormwater underground. Another method is to move the
stormwater through the area as the rain event is occurring so that it keeps
moving and doesn't pond.

The City has embarked on a process to create a Wildlife Hazard Assessment
Study for the airport. The study is meant to identify potential wildlife hazards
and propose improvements to mitigate those hazards. A consultant is currently
working on the study and should complete it in 2012.

A large portion of the planning area is designated “Zone X Protected by Levee”.
Zone X is not currently regulated nor is flood insurance required. There may
come a time in the future when the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) will
be changed to include a flood insurance requirement for “Zone X Protected by
Levee” properties.

The NFIP is due for reauthorization in 2011. There were dueling reauthorization
bills in Congress this past federal legislative session. One bill included a
provision for a flood insurance requirement in Zone X. The other included an
insurance requirement and a requirement for regulations for Zone X. It remains
to be seen what form the re-authorization takes however. If only the option for
flood insurance in Zone X is adopted, that may, in turn, spur changes to state
and local floodplain regulations that may bring about local regulation of Zone X.
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However, when, and if, that may occur and to what form the regulations may
take is not clear at this time.

Reducing the industrial designated area south and west of the airport to
approximately 125 acres was discussed in Section 3. Designating approximately
125 acres south and west of the airport as industrial instead of approximately
300 acres as designated in the Northeast Sector Plan would reduce the impact to
the airport and reduce stormwater issues.

Staff Finding: The above factors to not appear to preclude development in the

area; however, any reduction to the designated industrial area south and west of
the airport would reduce the impact regarding waterfowl around the airport.
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City Commission Direction

1. Soil Conserving Agri-Industry.

Certain City Commissioners wanted to revisit the term “Soil Conserving Agri-
Industry” since the term is used in the Industrial future land use category to
determine if greater clarification would benefit the plan. The Planning
Commission discussed three options related to the Soil-Conserving Agri-Industry
future land use category. There was the definition from the 3™ draft along with
two other options that were developed by planning staff. The Planning
Commission approved Option 1 below, which the City Commission desires to be
reviewed to determine if it provides enough clarity for future use. Those three
options are presented below:

The description from the 3™ draft:

3.2.1.4 Soil Conserving Agri-Industry

The intent of the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry category is to allow for soil
conserving agriculture-related businesses that conserve and use the Class 1 and
2 Soils in the area and that take advantage of Highway 24/40 and I-70 for
materials transportation. Soil conserving agri-industry business is a term with its
basis found in Horizon 2020 Chapter 7 — Industrial and Employment-Related
Land Use. This Plan seeks to better describe the intent of this classification. The
distinction between the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry classification and
Industrial/Employment classification is the component of protecting and/or using
existing high-quality agricultural land either through agricultural use or
preservation for future agricultural use.

Protection of the soils through agriculture use or preservation can be
implemented in different ways and the community should be open to creative
ways that development projects could utilize this classification. Projects that
could meet the value of this classification include, but are not limited to, the
following: crop research, local food production, or small amounts of conventional
industrial with large percentages of the soil protected or used for agriculture.
The Agri-Industry Use may or may not urbanize. This use is identified south of
Highway 24/40 and also should be included at Midland Junction when a nodal
plan is developed for that area.

Intensity: Medium-High

Zoning Districts: Douglas County — I-1 (Limited Industrial District) and I-2 Light
Industrial District; Lawrence — IBP (Industrial and Business Park District) IL
(Limited Industrial District), IG (General Industrial District), PD (Planned
Development Overlay)

Primary Uses: Soil-conserving agri-businesses
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Option #1 from Staff (Planning Commission approved option):

Delete the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry category and change the area south of
Highway 24/40 designated as such to the Industrial category. Add language to
the Industrial category encouraging soil conserving agri-industry businesses to
locate in areas with Class I and II soils. This reflects more directly the policies of
Chapter 7 in Horizon 2020.

3.2.1.8 Industrial

The intent of the Industrial Yse category is to allow for moderate to high-
impact uses including large scale or specialized industrial uses that utilize
Highway 24/40 and I-70 for materials transportation. This category includes
existing industrial developments in the area. This category also includes land
at the airport dedicated to aviation related development. Land west of the
airport and north of Highway 24/40 and south of Highway 24/40 is also

designated classified as industrial. Soil conserving agri-industry businesses that
will protect the quality of existing high quality agricultural land either through
agricultural _use or preservation for future agricultural use should be
encouraged to locate in areas with Class I and II soils. The industrial gse
elassification category is expected to urbanize.
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Intensity: Medium-High

Zoning Districts: Lawrence — IBP (Industrial and Business Park District) IL
(Limited Industrial District), IG (General Industrial District), PD
(Planned Development Overlay)

Primary Uses: Aviation-related uses, utility facilities, building maintenance

services, fleet storage, business support services, construction sales and

service, industrial facilities, wholesale, distribution, and storage, research

services, manufacturing and production limited and technology, soil-conserving

agri-businesses

Option #2 from Staff:
Retain the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry category. Add language to the

description that creates specific ratio to protect Class 1 and 2 soils when
developing in that category.

3.2.1.4 Soil Conserving Agri-Industry
The intent of the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry Use category is to allow for soil
conserving agriculture-related industrial uses but permit other, more
conventional industrial uses, as long as a high percentaqe of a developments
CIass I and II soils Iand area is protected RSeRy

Soil conserving agri-industry business is a term with its basis found in Horizon

2020 Chapter 7 — Industrial and Employment-Related Land Use. This Plan
seeks to better describe the intent of this classification. The distinction
between the  Soail Conserving Agri-Industry  classification and
Industrial/Employment _classifications is the component of protecting and/or
using existing high-quality agricultural land either through agricultural use or
preservation for future agricultural use.

Protection of the soils through agriculture use or preservation can be
implemented in different ways and the community should be open to creative

ways that development Dro1ects could ut|I|ze this classmcatlon Projects=that

ﬁ%&lﬁ#@ Pr01ects must set aS|de Drotect Oor use a minimum of 50% of the
Class I and II soils on the property being developed for agriculture use. This
protection must take the form of a conservation easement or some other legal
instrument mandating perpetual protection. The Soil Conserving Agri-Industry
Use may or may not urbanize. This use is identified south of Highway 24/40
and also should be included at Midland Junction when a nodal plan is
developed for that area.

Intensity: Medium-High
Zoning Districts: Douglas County — I-1 (Limited Industrial District) and I-2
Light Industrial District; Lawrence — IBP (Industrial and Business Park
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District) IL (Limited Industrial District), IG (General Industrial District),
PD (Planned Development Overlay)
Primary Uses: Soil-conserving agri-businesses, aviation-related uses, utility
facilities, building maintenance services, fleet storage, business support
services, construction sales and service, industrial facilities, wholesale,
distribution, and storage, research services, manufacturing and production
limited and technology

Staff Finding: Staff does not have a specific finding to provide for this item.
Consider the direction provided from the City Commission.

There were also City Commission concerns about losing Class I & 11 soils.

It was discussed in Question #3 of the County Commission questions to consider
reducing the industrially designated area west and south of the airport from the
approximately 300 acres proposed by the Northeast Sector Plan to 125 acres.
This would reduce the percentage of potentially developed Grant Township Class
I & II soils from approximately 6% to approximate 2.5%.

Staff finding: Consider reducing the area designated as Industrial south and west

of the airport in the Northeast Sector Plan from the current approximate 300
acres to approximately 125 acres.
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PCR-7-5-10

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO HORIZON 2020, THE COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN FOR THE CITY OF LAWRENCE AND UNINCORPORATED DOUGLAS COUNTY,
KANSAS PERTAINING TO THE NORTHEAST SECTOR PLAN.

WHEREAS, the City Commission of Lawrence, Kansas and the Board of County
Commissioners of Douglas County, Kansas, for the purpose of promoting the public health,
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare, conserving and protecting property values
throughout Lawrence and Douglas County, are authorized by K.S.A. 12-741 et seq. to provide for
the preparation, adoption, amendment, extension and carrying out of a comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, the Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Commission, the City
Commission of Lawrence, Kansas and the Board of County Commissioners of Douglas County,
Kansas have adopted an official comprehensive plan for the coordination of development in
accordance with the present and future needs and to conserve the natural resources of the City
and County, ensure efficient expenditure of public funds and promote the health, safety,
convenience, prosperity and general welfare of the citizens of Lawrence and Douglas County;
and

WHEREAS, the Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Commission held
public hearings on July 26, 2010 and September 20, 2010 for the proposed amendments to
Horizon 2020, the Comprehensive Plan, contained in Planning Staff Report CPA 6-5-09, to adopt
and approve the Northeast Sector Plan and amend Chapter 14 — Specific Plans to add the
Northeast Sector Plan, after notice by publication in the official city and county newspaper.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LAWRENCE-DOUGLAS COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING
COMMISSION:

SECTION ONE: The above stated recitals are by reference incorporated herein, and
shall be as effective as if repeated verbatim.

SECTION TWO: Pursuant to K.S.A. 12-747, the Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan
Planning Commission adopts and recommends for approval the amendments to Horizon 2020,
the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Lawrence and Unincorporated Douglas County, to adopt
the Northeast Sector Plan and amend the Chapter 14 - Specific Plans to add the Northeast
Sector Plan.

SECTION THREE: The amendment to Horizon 2020, Chapter 14 — Specific Plans,
Specific Plans reads as follows:

Specific Plans

e« 6th and SLT Nodal Plan
Location: The intersection of 6" Street (US Highway 40) and the SLT (South Lawrence
Trafficway)
Adoption Date: November 11, 2003 by Lawrence City Commission
Review Date: 2009

« 6" and Wakarusa Area Plan
Location: The intersection of 6" Street and Wakarusa Drive
Adoption Date: December 2, 2003 by Lawrence City Commission
Review Date: 2009

e HOP District Plan



Location: Bordered by W. 5" St. on the north, California St. on the west, W. 7" St. on the
south and Alabama St. on the east.

Adoption Date: May 10, 2005 by Lawrence City Commission

Review Date: 2010

Burroughs Creek Corridor Plan

Location: Area around the former BNSF railroad corridor between E. 9" St. and E 31%
St.

Adoption Date: February 14, 2006 by Lawrence City Commission

Review Date: 2011

East Lawrence Neighborhood Revitalization Plan

Location: Bordered by the Kansas River on the North; Rhode Island Street from the
Kansas River to E. 9" Street, New Hampshire Street from E. 9" Street to approximately
E. 11" Street, Massachusetts Street from approximately E. 11" Street to E. 15" Street on
the west; E. 15" Street on the south; BNSF railroad on the east.

Adoption Date: November 21, 2000 by Lawrence City Commission

Review Date: 2010

Revised Southern Development Plan
Location: Bounded roughly to the north by W. 31* Street and the properties north of W.
31 Street between Ousdahl Road and Louisiana Street; to the west by E. 1150 Road
extended( Kasold Drive); to the south by the north side of the Wakarusa River; and to the
east by E. 1500 Road (Haskell Avenue).
Adoption Date: December 18, 2007 by Lawrence City Commission

January 7, 2008 by the Douglas County Board of Commissioners
Review Date: 2017

Southeast Area Plan

Location: Bounded roughly to the north by E. 23" Street/K-10 Highway; to the west by
O'Connell Road,; to the south by the northern boundary of the FEMA designated
floodplain for the Wakarusa River; and to the east by E. 1750 Road (Noria Road).
Adoption Date: January 8, 2008 by Lawrence City Commission

January 28, 2008 by the Douglas County Board of Commissioners

REVISED

June 14, 2008 by Lawrence City Commission

July 24, 2008 by Douglas County Board of Commissioners

REVISED

October 7, 2008 by Lawrence City Commission

November 10, 2008 by Douglas County Board of Commissioners

Review Date: 2018

Farmland Industries Redevelopment Plan

Location: The former Farmland Industries property is located east of Lawrence along K-
10 Highway and just west of the East Hills Business Park. It is approximately one half
mile south of the Kansas River.

Adoption Date: March 11, 2008 by Lawrence City Commission

March 31, 2008 by Douglas County Board of Commissioners

Review Date: 2013

K-10 & Farmer’s Turnpike Plan

Location: Generally located around the intersection of I-70 and K-10 and to the east
approximately four miles.

Adoption Date: December 9, 2008 by Lawrence City Commission

January 7, 2009 by Douglas County Board of Commissioners

Review Date: 2019



* Lawrence SmartCode Infill Plan
Location: General areas are: 19" St. and Haskell Ave., 23" St. and Louisiana St.
Adoption Date: January 27, 2009 by Lawrence City Commission
February 23, 2009 by Douglas County Board of Commissioners
Review Date: 2019

* West of K-10 Plan
Location: Generally located north and south of Highway 40 and west of K-10 Highway.
It does contain some land east of K-10 Highway
Adoption Date: June 9, 2009 by Lawrence City Commission
May 6, 2009 by Douglas County Board of Commissioners
Review Date: 2019

o Northeast Sector Plan
Location: Generally located north and east of Lawrence and north of the Kansas River to

the Douglas County line.

SECTION FOUR: The Northeast Sector Plan attached as Exhibit 1 shall be incorporated
as part of Horizon 2020 the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Lawrence and Unincorporated
Douglas County.

SECTION FIVE: This resolution together with a certified copy of the amendments to
Horizon 2020, the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Lawrence and Unincorporated Douglas
County, and a written summary of the public hearing shall be submitted to the City Commission
and the Board of County Commissioners, as appropriate.



Adopted by the Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Commission on this, the 20th
day of September, 2010.

Chair -
Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan

Planning Commission

Abge

Vice-Chair
Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan
Planning Commission

St PLI/

Scott McCullough, Sgfretary
Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan
Planning Commission




Northeast Sector Plan

Lawrence-Douglas County Planning and Development Services

Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission — 09/20/10
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners —
Lawrence City Commission —

| hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of the comprehensive plan or part of the plan; that the
Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Commission adopted said comprehensive plan or part
of the plan on September 20, 2010.

{ - % \-’ i
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r?i\;ssistanl Director of Planﬁing and Dééetopment Services.
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Section 1: Introduction
1.1 Purpose

The purpose of the Northeast Sector Plan is to outline specific land use goals, policies and
recommendations for the planning area shown on Map 1-1, while being consistent with the
overall adopted comprehensive plan for the community. Portions of the planning area are
adjacent to the city of Lawrence and because of their proximity to the city and highways, they are
likely to be areas of rural and urban development pressure. However, this plan recognizes that
this area is unique in its development potential and the community may benefit most by limited
development.

The plan outlines future land uses for the planning area to be used as a guide for rural and urban
development. This plan does not annex property nor does it rezone property upon adoption.
These types of proposals are typically requested by the property owners and/or developers that
have a stake in such property and wish to develop within Douglas County and within the city of
Lawrence.

The plan should fit like a puzzle piece into the larger context of the surrounding street, utility, and
land use network of the entire community. Logical connections between the planning area and
adjacent neighborhoods are a key factor in the development of the plan. The recommendations
contained within this plan are intended to guide the area’s future growth patterns.

It is expected that development in the planning area will occur within the span of decades as the
market demands and as urban services are able to be provided. It is anticipated that rural and
agricultural uses will continue to be present and maintained as the planning area urbanizes.
Because of the long timeframe of the plan, it should be reviewed on a regular basis.
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1.2 Description of Planning Area

The Northeast Sector Plan planning area is located north of the city of Lawrence (see Map 1-1)
and within Grant Township, in northeastern Douglas County, Kansas. The planning area
contains approximately 10,640 gross acres and encompasses Grant Township north of the
Kansas River.

The planning area boundaries are: E 1700 Road on the east, N 2100 Road on the north, the
riverfront park on the west, and the Lawrence city limits and the Kansas River on the south. See
Map 1-1. The planning area encompasses the Lawrence Urban Growth Area (UGA) in northeast
Douglas County, as currently identified in Horizon 2020. A majority of the planning area is
located in Service Area 4 which is the outer most service area in Horizon 2020. For Service
Area 4 Horizon 2020 states: “The land uses north of US-24/40 shall be primarily non-residential
uses such as industrial, warehouse and office” and “Urban development in Service Area 4 north
of the Kansas River shall not occur until after an extensive drainage study for the area north of
the Kansas River has been completed.” The North Lawrence Drainage Study was completed in
2005.

A portion of the planning area, south of Highway 24/40 is located in Service Area 2. Horizon
2020 states: “Until these areas, are served by the extension of municipal services, residential
urban densities of development or non-residential urban development will not be permitted.
Divisions of land for rural residential development shall be permitted only when the following
criteria exist: access to paved roads, conformance with minimum road frontage requirements,
and availability of rural water meters. Development shall not be permitted on steep slopes
(15% or greater), regulatory floodplains or other environmentally sensitive areas, and state or
federally designated historic sites or landmarks. The pattern and lot layout of rural residential
developments shall provide, through early planning, dedications or reservations for the logical
extension of public roads and infrastructure” and “Development of these areas to urban
densities should be allowed only after coordination with the phasing of municipal services and
public infrastructure improvements to serve these new urban densities.”

As mentioned earlier, the entire planning area is within the Lawrence UGA. The UGA was
expanded to the Douglas County line in this area in 2004. This action was largely in response
to concerns that the Douglas County Subdivision Regulations did not regulate rural residential
growth, i.e., the 5 and 10 acre exemptions allowed the creation of residential lots without
platting. The UGA was expanded into this area to help regulate rural residential growth.

The subdivision regulations for Douglas County were amended and adopted in 2007 and put in
place standards to regulate rural residential growth.
These standards regulate rural residential growth in
the Rural Area, as well as the UGA. Since there are
now standards for the division of property in the
Rural Area, one of the reasons for expanding the
UGA to the county line in this area is no longer
necessary.

g The dominant character of the area is rural in
nature although there are a variety of uses within
the planning area. The main rural uses in the flat,
lower parts of the planning area are agriculture row
crop, livestock production, and pastureland uses.
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Rural residential uses are found in the higher northern parts of the planning area. Rural uses
dominate those portions of Jefferson County that are north of the planning area and also those
parts of Leavenworth County east of the planning area. The KU Field Station is located in the
northeast corner of the planning area and also within Jefferson and Leavenworth counties.

I-70 and a toll plaza, along with Highways 24/40/59 are major elements within the area.
Industrial and commercial uses are located along Highway 24/59 and Highway 24/40. The
Lawrence Municipal Airport is another major element within the planning area. The airport is
annexed into the city, but is an island not contiguous with the corporate boundary of Lawrence.
The Kansas River is generally west and south of the planning area. Urban uses within Lawrence
are generally south of the planning area.

The planning area boundaries and parcel composition are illustrated in Map 1-2.
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Map 1.1 — Vicinity Map
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1.3

Policy Framework

Horizon 2020 serves as the overall planning guide and policy document for this plan. In addition
to Horizon 2020, guiding policy is also obtained in other adopted physical element plans.
Together, these plans provide the general “umbrella” policies under which this plan is
developed. Listed, these plans are:

Horizon 2020, the Comprehensive Plan for Lawrence and Unincorporated Douglas
County. Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Office. 1998 as amended.
Transportation 2030, Lawrence/Douglas County Long Range Transportation Plan.
Lawrence/ Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Office and Parsons Brinkerhoff. March
26, 2008.

Lawrence-Douglas County Bicycle Plan, Lawrence/Douglas County Metropolitan Planning
Office. May 2004.

Lawrence Parks & Recreation Department A Comprehensive Master Plan. Leon Younger
& PROS. 2000.

City of Lawrence, Kansas Water Master Plan. Black & Veatch. December 2003.

City of Lawrence, Kansas Wastewater Master Plan. Black & Veatch. December 2003.
2008-2013 Capital Improvement Plan. City of Lawrence. June 26, 2007.

North Lawrence Drainage Study. 2005
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Section 2 - Existing Conditions

The inventory and analysis of existing conditions in this plan are intended to serve as a resource
and background for the recommendations included in Section 3 of this plan.

2.1 Land Uses
2.1.1 Existing Land Uses

There are currently a variety of land uses within the planning area. The planning area has
approximately 10,116 acres of land dedicated to uses other than public rights-of-way. The
source information for the existing land use summary and map are based on the County
Appraisers’ land use code and updated by planning staff.

Agricultural uses, in the form of row crops, livestock production, pasturelands, and farms are
the dominant land uses and encompass approximately 7,330 acres of land, which accounts for
72% of the planning area. There are farms of varying sizes (less than 5 acres up to hundreds
of acres) within the planning area. Production includes row crops, local market production and
animal production. Farms are owner operated or leased to larger operations. The City leases
land around the airport for agriculture use.

The second largest land use category is parks/rec/open space use with approximately 956
acres. The parks/rec/open space use category includes the KU Field Station properties in the
northeast portion of the planning area.

The third largest land use category is transport/communication/utility. This land use category
includes the Lawrence Municipal Airport.

The next largest category is single family residential use. This category includes property with
one dwelling unit located on it. The Douglas County Zoning Regulations define a dwelling as,
“Any building or portion thereof designed or used for residential purposes. This shall include
structures designed as underground structures but shall not include trailers or mobile homes”.
The single-family residential use is seen within the planning area primarily in the rural form —
typically a house on 1 to 10 acres (although some larger single family properties in the area
range between 10 — 40 acres).

The remaining land is designated a variety of uses ranging from
industrial/warehouse/distribution to public/institutional uses. These uses are located primarily
along Highway 24/59. The existing land uses are shown on Map 2-1 and the planning area
breakdown is described in Table 2-1.
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TABLE 2-1: EXISTING LAND USE SUMMARY

Land use Acres Percent
Agricultural 7,330 72%
Single Family Residential 550 5%
Vacant Residential 232 2%
Residential - Other 72 1%
Commercial 186 2%
Industrial/Warehouse/Distribution 125 1%
Public/Institutional 110 1%
Parks/Rec/Open Space 956 10%
Transport/Communication/Utility 555 6%
TOTAL 10,116 100%

2.1.1 Historic Resources
Currently, there is one structure listed on the National Register of Historic Places within the

planning area. The Vermilya Boener House is located at the northwest corner of N 1900 Rd. and
E 1400 Rd and was listed in 1992.
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Map 2.1 — Existing Land Use
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2.2 Zoning Patterns

The planning area encompasses approximately 10,640 acres of land including public rights-of-
ways. Approximately 520 acres are located within the city of Lawrence and the rest is located
within the unincorporated area of Douglas County. The majority of the planning area that is
located within unincorporated Douglas County is zoned A (Agriculture District). This is mainly
used for row crops, pasture land and farm purposes. Industrial zoning is found in the planning
area with specific areas zoned I-1, I-2, I-3 and I-4 Districts. There is also some B-2 (General
Business District) zoning along Hwy. 24/40. See Map 2-2.

The main portion of the planning area located within the city of Lawrence is the Lawrence
Municipal Airport, which is zoned IG (General Industrial). The Maple Grove Cemetery is also
within the city of Lawrence and is zoned OS (Open Space District). Both of these properties are

islands that are not contiguous to the corporate limits of Lawrence. See Map 2-2.

Table 2-2 County

Zoning Classifications

goupty District Name Comprel_iensqle Plan
oning Designation

A Agricultural Agriculture

A-1 Suburban Homes Very Low-Density Residential

I-1 Limited Industrial Industrial

I-2 Light Industrial Industrial

I-3 Heavy Industrial Industrial

I-4 Heavy Industrial Industrial

VC Valley Channel N/A

Table 2-3 City Zoning Classifications

City Zoning District Name ComDprel_ienS|ye Plan
esignation
Single-Dwelling Residential ) . . .
RS20 (20,000 sq. feet per dwelling unit) Low-Density Residential
IG General Industrial Warehouse and D!strlbutlon or
Industrial
0S Open Space N/A
Northeast Sector Plan DRAFT




Map 2.2 — Existing Zoning
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2.3 Infrastructure

2.3.1 Water and Wastewater Infrastructure

A summary of the existing water utilities is shown on Map 2-3 and wastewater utilities (sanitary
sewer) is shown on Map 2-4. Municipal water and wastewater is provided to the majority of
those properties that are within the current city limits. Properties that are within the planning
area, but outside the city limits, are served by Jefferson County Rural Water District #13, or
private wells, and private septic systems.

The city of Lawrence sanitary sewer infrastructure does not extend outside the current city
limits. The City, however, recently approved extending water and sewer infrastructure to serve
the municipal airport. The flat topography of the area poses a challenge to providing urban
wastewater infrastructure to the planning area. The flatness of the area makes it difficult to
gravity flow wastewater and thus drives up the the relative cost of providing those services.

A portion of the planning area will be included in the City’'s Wastewater Master Plan update,
underway in 2010. That update will provide a better idea of the actual cost of extending
wastewater infrastructure. It is important to note that prior to any wastewater infrustruture
extensions to the planning area, impacts to the downstream wastewater system will also have
to be evaluated. Improvements to that system may also be part of the cost to extend
infrastructure to the area.

2.3.2 Stormwater Infrastructure

A summary of the existing stormwater utilities, channels, and natural streams are shown on
Map 2-4. The majority of the stormwater is handled by open channels and streams. The
stormwater drains to the south, by way of the tributaries, to the Kansas River.

2.3.3 Gas Infrastructure

The planning area includes three natural gas lines. One pipeline owned by Southern Star Gas
enters the planning area from the north and crosses to the east through the center of the
planning area. A second Southern Star Gas pipeline enters the planning area in the southeast
corner, proceeds northeast and exits the planning area near Highway 24/40 and Highway 32.
Another pipeline is owned by Williams Natural Gas and it enters the planning area on the west
center portion and crosses northeast through the planning area. See Map 2-5.

2.3.4 Electric Infrastructure
Westar serves the planning area. Large electric transmission lines also traverse the planning
area. See Map 2-5.

2.3.5 Drainage Districts

The Douglas County KAW Drainage District is the only drainage district in the planning area, but
it does not cover the entire planning area. See Map 2-6.
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Map 2-3 — Water Infrastructure
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Map 2-4 — Wastewater and Stormwater Infrastructure
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Map 2-5 — Gas and Electric Utilities
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Map 2-6 Drainage Districts
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2.3.5 Transportation

2.3.5.1 Road and Streets

The majority of the roads in the planning area are rural township roads, most of which are
gravel. Grant Township maintains the majority of the roads in Grant Township. However,
Douglas County has maintenance responsibility over Douglas County Route 9 (E 1500 Rd from
city limits north to Highway 24/40) and Wellman Road north of Midland Junction to the
Jefferson County line. KDOT has responsibility over Highways 24/59 and 24/40.

Douglas County has adopted access management standards that spell out minimum frontage
and access standards for rural roads based upon road classifications.

Transportation 2030 (T2030) is the comprehensive, long-
range transportation plan for the metropolitan area. T2030
designates streets according to their functional classification or
their primary purpose. These functional classifications are
shown on Map 2-7. The classification system can be described
as a hierarchy from the lowest order, (local roads and streets)
that serve to provide direct access to adjacent property, to
(collector streets) that carry traffic from local roads and |
streets, to major thoroughfares (arterial streets) that carry [
traffic across the entire city and county. Freeways and =
expressways are the highest order of streets and are designed with limited access to provide
the highest degree of mobility to serve large traffic volumes with long trip lengths.

Transportation 203']

T2030 was adopted in 2008 and is updated at least every 5 years. This area should be fully
studied during the next update to address the future street network.

2.3.5.2 Gateways

Chapter 2 of T2030 discusses and identifies minor and major gateway into and out of Lawrence.
T2030 states, “Gateways are locations on transportation corridors that define the entrances to
cities. These provide visitors with a first impression of the city and often indicate the transition
from rural to urban land uses. As such, cities desire to make these locations as attractive and
informative as possible. As noted in T2030 in Figure 2.4, there are several roadways that
represent gateways into the city of Lawrence or into smaller communities within the region that
should be reviewed for aesthetic and informational enhancements when they are improved.”
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T2030 identifies Highway 24/59 as a major gateway into Lawrence based on the corporate
boundaries shown in Figure 2.4 of T2030.

T2030 Figure 2.4
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2.3.5.3 Ralil

There are also rail lines that weave through the planning area. All lines are currently active and
make a number of trips through the area over the course of a typical day. These rail lines pose
issues at the various crossings in the area. See Map 2-7 and Map 3-1 for the location of the rail
lines.

2.3.5.4 Transit

Lawrence has a public transportation system (The T) which operates
throughout the city. This system allows people to travel to other areas of the
city without relying on a personal automobile. There are currently no transit
routes that travel into the planning area. However, paratransit service is
available to all of Douglas County. Paratransit service is a demand response
service available to seniors and people with disabilities.

2.3.5.5 Bicycle Facilities

Lawrence and Douglas County have a joint bicycle plan for the community,
the Lawrence-Douglas County Bicycle Plan. This plan identifies existing and
future bicycle routes, lanes, and multi-use paths. A bicycle route is a
network of streets to enable direct, convenient and safe access for
bicyclists. A bicycle lane is a separate space designated with striping,
signage or pavement markings for exclusive use by bicycles within a street.
A multi-use path is a separate path adjacent to and independent of the
street and is intended solely for non-motorized travel.

Map 2-8 identifies existing and future bicycle facilities that include:
o An existing multi-use path along the north side of the Kansas River Levee.
o A future bike lane identified along Highway 24/40.
o A future bike route is identified along E 1600 Road, via N 1650 Road east from
Lawrence, north to N 2000 Road.
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o A future bike route is identified along E 1500 Road from Lawrence north to the
county line.

o Another future bike route is identified along E 1550 Road from Lawrence to
Highway 24/40.

o A future bike route identified along North Street in Lawrence.
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Map 2-7 — Existing and Future Road Classifications
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Map 2-8 — Existing and Future Bicycle Facilities
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2.4 Environmental Conditions

The planning area is made up of several drainage basins which drain to the Kansas River.
There is Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated floodplain and floodway
located within the planning area. These are areas around Mud Creek and its tributaries, Maple
Grove Creek, and the Kansas River. See Map 2-9. The floodplain is any land area susceptible
to being inundated by flood waters from any source. The floodway is the channel of a river or
other watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the
base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated
height. Developing in the floodplain is allowed both in the city and in the county based on the
corresponding regulations. No development is allowed in the floodway except for flood control
structures, road improvements, easements and rights-of-way, or structures for bridging the
floodway.

Mud Creek and its tributaries flow through portions of the planning area. The Kansas River is
immediately outside of the west and south parts of the planning area.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study was commissioned by the City in 2005 to develop a
stormwater plan for the North Lawrence watershed. Several alternatives were investigated in
the overall North Lawrence Drainage Study watershed to reduce flood elevations, lessen
impacts on the “Internal Drainage System” facilities, provide drainage in the event of high flows
on the Kansas River, and assess the effects of development in the floodplain. The
investigations led to the four major recommendations below. The first bullet item is the key to
reducing the burden on the Internal System from areas beyond the existing city limits.

¢ Drainage from north of 24/40 Highway should be cutoff by the highway embankment
and the water should be pumped over the levee at a point just east of the 24/40
intersection to reduce the burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station

e Future development in the watershed should maintain the current conveyance levels in
the 100-year floodplain — development should not reduce the capacity for floodplain
storage

e The City should purchase parcels of land as necessary for use as dedicated ponding
areas

e Major roads and hydraulic structures should be improved to meet the current APWA
criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year event, in order to provide
adequate emergency services to the area

Tens of millions of dollars of cost were identified to accomplish the recommendations of the
study for dealing with existing stormwater issues and future ones that will be created with
development.

The majority of the land coverage within the planning area is agricultural land used for crop and
animal production. The planning area also contains areas of prairie, grazing land and reserved
areas of land that are a part of the KU Field Station. There are some water bodies and
woodlands are also present in the northwest and northeast parts of the planning area. See Map
2-10 for a land coverage summary.

There is a range of topography within the planning area. The high points are along the
northern and northeastern portions of the planning area north of the airport and Highway
24/59. The low points are essentially the rest of the planning area. This area is notable for the
fact that it is so flat. As such, it is this area that has portions encumbered by floodplain. See
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Map 2-11 and Map 2-12. Detailed topographic surveys will be required as individual properties
are developed.

The planning area also contains Class I and II soils as determined by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service, a division of the United States Department of Agriculture. These soils are
considered to be high quality agricultural land. Horizon 2020, Chapter 7 Industrial and
Employment Related Land Use states "The preservation of high-quality agricultural land, which
has been recognized as a finite resource that is important to the regional economy, is of
important value to the community. High-quality agricultural land is generally defined as
avallable land that has good soil quality and produces high yields of crops. Within Douglas
County these are capability class (non-irrigated) I and II, as identified by the National
Resources Conservation Service.” These soils are highly permeable and assist in stormwater
management. See Map 2-13.
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Map 2-9 — Regulatory Flood Hazard Area and Streams
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Map 2-10 — Land Cover

Northeast Sector Plan

Land Cover

- Pecan Floodplain Forest

I ook Hickory Forest =55
Bur Oak Floadplain Weedland I e Ok Floodplain Forest Water
Mbiad Oak Ravine Woodland B aple - Basswood Forest B voan Areas
[= Floody I ccttonwood Floodplain Forest [ water Bodies
CRP [Conssr\rdlon Resarve Program) Post Oak - Blackjack OukForuI o

mm@

I -:_-. ey —!
i LW Lawrence-Douglas County F'Iannlng

| T W B 1

Northeast Sector Plan DRAFT 2-19



Map 2-11 — Contours
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Map 2-12 — Steep Slopes

Northeast Sector Plan

Steep Slopes

= {i21001RD
Voq "
1, N2055RD %
'{q‘:’\ %
m .
l & L :
o
) [==]
- T
(1=
kY N 2000 RD N 2000 RD
5\ 7,
5 % 1
® o
[21]
- 3
H )
a) 4!’950 [w] 3
. o, ", }?O .
- i f e} =
R—a 2 \ \ =
; . -‘\ Z 2 b N 1900 RD 2
— e \ ! 1 R :
- \ : N 1900 RD m w ‘-\‘ 4 5
-.\‘. A\ .‘. ._‘
. Bporce
- o .; Al “._\ m
e g A\ é
- .-n-._;- -_\ %
y i 2 N %0 "
H 9 AN é'\
1 s . ,\Z‘ 32,
s o E 2 5 wemmpen H VY40 _—g m US{24-}!4@_——§'7675
m==piakeview Rd i kn 4 3 . =]
% 3
_ bl
NTT7 | e
Rwerridge' Rd ﬂ =
£ o
5 (. - X
Peterson Rd 8 — =] N 1700 RD
: = = i
[ s &
Legend =T 5>
Lincoln St od -!
£ N 1650 RD
SLOPE Mapie:bt Locust St !.
Elm St i
Tl 15-40 oy Walnut St i
. . Oak Sti N 1620 RD
-DNOI‘theastPlan Boundary | W7thst E7th st “——— T NrsORE
) 5 . L @ EB8hSt Yo
[R—— Clty lelts T U; ) g R ARL !
@D | = Ei A i
N | EO S+2terE( TS -
LawrenceUGA S Elglsl>] 12 E 11th St NY550 Rp ——
245313 ~N =
I:’ \Water Bodies \ 2131= Ef2hSt i,
—— 1 _|Lawrence-Cipufla¥ €ounty Planning §

Northeast Sector Plan

DRAFT

2-21



Map 2-13 — Class I and II Soils
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2.5 Community Facilities

Community facilities are services provided either by government or non-government agencies
for the benefit of, and use by, the community. Within the planning area there are a few
community facilities. Grant Township owns and maintains a community building east of the
airport on E 1600 Rd. That building is also currently being used by Prairie Moon Waldorf
School, a private kindergarten and grade school. The Township also maintains a facility near
Midland Junction where it stores and services equipment needed for road maintenance. KDOT
also has a maintenance facility in the planning area at the northeast corner of Highway 24/40
and Highway 24/59.

Kansas University maintains the Kansas University Field Station (KUFS) in the northeast corner
of the planning area. The KSR was established in 1947 and is the biological field station of
Kansas University. Numerous research and teaching activities take place at the KUFS. Much of
the KUFS is also located in neighboring Jefferson and Leavenworth counties and is not
accessible to the public. However, the KUFS also maintains ecological reserves in the planning
area that are accessible to the public. For example, the Fitch Natural History Reservation and
McColl Nature Reserve, located in the very northeast corner of the planning area, have 4 miles
of self-guided nature trails within Douglas County that allow users to explore forest, grassland,
stream, wetland, and pond areas.

The planning area is located within the Lawrence Public School District (USD 497). The
students in the planning area attend Woodlawn Elementary for elementary school; Central
Junior High for junior high; and Free State High for high school. Students in the area can also
attend the aforementioned private Prairie Moon Waldorf School for kindergarten and grade
school.

Most of the community facilities including urban public services, schools, fire/medical, law
enforcement, developed parks, etc., are located to the south of the planning area within the
city of Lawrence. See Map 2-14

The rural portions of the planning area are served by Lawrence-Douglas County Fire & Medical
through an agreement with Grant Township. The Lawrence-Douglas County Health Department
is also serves the planning area.

Law enforcement is shared between the City of Lawrence Police Department and the Douglas
County Sheriff's Department, depending on whether the property is within the city or in the
county. Both are located in the Law Enforcement Center in downtown Lawrence.

The city-owned Lawrence Municipal Airport is located in the planning area north of Highway
24/40 and east of E 1500 Road. The city has owned and operated the airport at this site since
1929. The airport is a general aviation facility that is an all weather facility for business and
recreation flyers. A portion of the airport is dedicated to aviation-related employment activities
and the city is actively marketing the airport for new businesses while recently approving water
and sewer extensions to serve the airport.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulates certain aspects of the operation of the
airport and the activity around the airport. There are restrictions in place that manage
structure heights around the airport to help maintain the integrity of runway approaches. See
Map 2-15. The FAA also mandates a 10,000 foot Wildlife Mitigation Buffer around the runway
and taxiway improvements at the airport. The buffer extends 10,000 feet beyond the runway
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and taxiways. The buffer is meant to keep water bodies and other wildlife attractants to a
minimum. Proposed developments within the 10,000 foot buffer require FAA review. See Map
2-16.
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Map 2-14 — Community Facilities
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Map 2-15 — Airspace Overlay Zones
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Map 2-16 — FAA Wildlife Mitigation Buffer
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Section 3 — Recommendations

The Northeast Sector Plan planning area is anticipated to develop with a range of uses and
intensities that extend from agriculture to industrial uses. The more intensive industrial and
commercial use areas are recommended where they are in close proximity to US 24/40
Highway and the airport. Agriculture uses are located in the majority of the planning area
which is not anticipated to urbanize within the foreseeable future.

Compared to other areas of the fringe area of Lawrence, this area is not anticipated to be
significantly urbanized.

Due to the area’s unique challenges to development, including:

Costly stormwater infrastructure needs as urbanization occurs
Significant amounts of regulatory floodplain

Significant amounts of Class 1 and 2 soils

FAA Regulations and Lawrence Municipal Airport Protection Zones

o

O O O

Yet the planning area also benefits from the Lawrence Municipal Airport, nearby urban services,
and access to I-70.

This plan recognizes the interconnectedness of these unique elements and proposes only
limited urban development in the planning area.

3.1 Goals and Policies

Goals are broad statements of ideal future conditions that are desired by the community.
Policies are guiding principles that provide direction for decisions to be made regarding the
planning area in order to meet the goals. These policies are in addition to the policies in Horizon
2020 and are only applicable to the property within the Northeast Sector Plan planning area.

3.1.1 Land Use
Goal: Establish future land uses appropriate for the following unique characteristics
of the area:

The interaction of urban and rural lifestyles and development patterns
Multi-modal transportation system
o Airport
o Highway 24/40/59
o Interstate 70
o Railroad
Predominate agriculture use with existing industrial and commercial uses
along the highways
Relatively flat terrain
Floodplain/stormwater challenges
KU Field Station and ecological reserves
Kansas River/Levee
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3.1.1.1 Policies
3.1.1.1.a General

1.

Establish an urban growth area boundary that considers the costs of urban development
and that recognizes that the majority of the planning area will not develop in an urban
manner during the time horizon of this plan.

Recognize that infrastructure challenges will limit urban growth in the planning area.
Stormwater management costs identified by the North Lawrence Drainage Study are
significant for urban development. The lack of slope of part of the planning area
presents challenges for urban wastewater infrastructure and management.

Consider allowing alternate development standards for urbanized development that
promote sustainable development— swales, no curb and gutter, pervious surfaces, etc. —
that will limit the downstream impact of development.

Annex property in an orderly manner as urbanization of new development occurs.
Further, consider annexing existing county industrial developments as utility issues in
the area are better understood and as properties redevelop.

3.1.1.1.b Agriculture Use

1.

2.
3

4.

Encourage continued agriculture use for the majority of the planning area, especially in
areas with Class I and II soils and in the regulatory floodplain areas.

Encourage incentives/partnerships that assist the ongoing agriculture uses in the area.
Recognize that the impacts of farming — truck traffic, noises, etc. — are necessary and
are not nuisances in the community.

Identify and create programs that promote continued agriculture use by supporting
existing and new agriculture ventures.

3.1.1.1.c Industrial/Employment Use

1.

vk

Per Horizon 2020 Chapter 7 — Industrial and Employment-Related Land Use, designate
and support the areas southwest of the Airport and north of I-70 as a future industrial
area. Soil conserving agri-industry businesses that will protect the quality of existing
high-quality agricultural land either through agricultural use or preservation for future
agricultural use should be encouraged to locate in these areas.

Designate and support industrial/employment uses north of Highway 24/40 and west of
the airport.

Per Horizon 2020 Chapter 7 — Industrial and Employment-Related Land Use, designate
the Midland Junction area as a future industrial/employment area. Soil conserving agri-
industry businesses that will protect the quality of existing high-quality agricultural land
either through agricultural use or preservation for future agricultural use should be
encouraged to locate in these areas. Adoption of Nodal Plan is encouraged prior to
urbanizing and/or providing urban services to this site.

Support continued development of the Airport property for aviation-related businesses.
Require compatible land uses within FAA guidelines related to runway protection zones
and wildlife mitigation.

3.1.1.1.d Commercial Use

1.

2.

Per Horizon 2020 Chapter 6 — Commercial Land Use, designate the intersection of E
1500 Rd. and Highway 24/40 as a future Neighborhood Commercial Center.

Allow future commercial uses, in addition to industrial/employment uses, at Midland
Junction to provide a greater mix of uses to support highway travelers after Nodal Plan
is adopted. Consider improvements to Highway 24/59 that address the safety of the
curves as part of a future Nodal Plan.
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3.1.1.1.e Residential Use
1. Rural residential (rural estate) uses are permitted in portions of the planning area and
are encouraged if supporting agriculture uses.
2. Very low density residential uses are encouraged for the non-regulatory floodplain area
between the North Lawrence neighborhood and I-70.

3.1.1.1.f Open Space
1. Protect the existing and future Kansas University Field Station and protect it from future
development projects with tools such as appropriate buffers and land uses that will
minimize the impact of neighboring development.
2. Encourage continued use of the Kansas River levee as an open space amenity.

3.1.1.1.g Lawrence Urban Growth Area (UGA)
1. Consider adjusting Lawrence’s Urban Growth Area boundary by limiting it to those areas
of Grant Township feasible for urban-type development through the analysis of this
Sector Plan and the analysis of future water and wastewater master plans.
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3.1.2 Environmental Resources
Goal: Consider the unique environmental resources of the area when reviewing

development applications. Environmental resources include:

Class I and II soils

Flat terrain

Floodplain

Groundwater/Wells

KU Field Station and ecological reserves
Kansas River/Levee

Sand, gravel, topsoil, etc.

3.1.2.1 Policies
3.1.2.1.a Class I and II Soils

1.

Recognize Class I and II soils as valuable to this portion of Douglas County for its
permeability (positive attribute for stormwater and flooding) and crop production
capabilities.

Encourage the preservation of high quality agriculture land (Class I and II soils) through
conservation programs, private/public partnerships, and other funding mechanisms.
Encourage private agriculture easements that will preserve high quality agriculture land
in perpetuity.

3.1.2.1.b Floodplain

1.

AN

The City and County should consider developing and implementing higher regulatory
standards that promote no adverse impact in regulatory flood hazard areas as shown on
the Flood Insurance Rate Maps for Douglas County and within the Floodplain Overlay
District for the City of Lawrence.

Development should not be allowed within the regulatory floodway.

Promote the natural and beneficial functions of the floodplain.

Encourage natural stormwater management.

Crop and animal agriculture uses are appropriate in the regulatory floodplain.

3.1.2.1.c Groundwater

1.

2.

3.

Promote land management choices that limit the potential for negative groundwater
impacts.

Minimize pollutants percolating into groundwater systems to help ensure the quality of
the area’s groundwater systems.

Provide educational opportunities regarding natural stormwater management features,
Best Management Practices (BMPs) for stormwater structures and pollutant discharge,
erosion and sediment control, and water quality.

3.1.2.1.d Kansas University Field Station

1.

Northeast Sector Plan

Encourage future development that is compatible with the Kansas University Field
Station. Buffers and other methods may be necessary to mitigate the impacts of the
built environment of future development projects in close proximity to the Field Station.
Promote the research and educational aspects of the Kansas University Field Station.
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3.1.2.1.e Recreation
1. Maximize recreation opportunities by developing trails that connect to focal points in the
area and to the larger interconnected Lawrence and Douglas County network, including
the Kansas River levee trail.

3.1.2.1.f Sand, gravel, topsoil, etc.
1. Support the extraction of natural resources such as sand, gravel, topsoil, etc. if
compatible with existing land uses, especially the Lawrence Municipal Airport and Kansas
University Field Station, and if infrastructure can support the process of extraction.
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3.1.3 Economic Development
Goal: Promote economic development opportunities that take advantage of the

unique characteristics of the area, which include:

A multi-modal transportation system
o Airport
o Highways 24/40/59
o Interstate 70
o Railroad
Class I and II soils
Relatively flat terrain
Existing industrial and commercial businesses along the highways
KU Endowment land

3.1.3.1 Policies

3.1.3.1.a Airport

1.

Support aviation-based development at the airport, and the necessary road and utility
infrastructure, as an economic development generator for Lawrence and Douglas
County.

3.1.3.1.b Industrial/Employment

1.

Support goals and policies of Horizon 2020 Chapter 7 — Industrial & Employment Related
Land Use and recognize that certain areas identified in Chapter 7 in the planning area
are valuable to the goal of creating jobs for Douglas County.

3.1.3.1.c Agriculture Economy

1. Encourage public/private partnerships and programs to establish and support a
sustainable local food program.

2. Establish incentives as part of a local food program that foster farm to table
relationships.

3. Support the ag community by creating partnerships and programs that further economic
development of an agricultural nature.

4. Per Horizon 2020 Chapter 7 — Industrial and Employment-Related Land Use, designate
and support the areas southwest of the Airport and north of I-70 as a future industrial
area. Soil conserving agri-industry businesses that will protect the quality of existing
high-quality agricultural land either through agricultural use or preservation for future
agricultural use should be encouraged to locate in these areas.

5. Designate and support industrial/employment uses north of Highway 24/40 and west of
the airport.

3.1.3.1.d KU
1. Create partnerships with KU that help build the agricultural, research, aviation, and

industrial businesses of the area.
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3.1.4 Infrastructure

Goal:

Improve existing services for the area and recognize the infrastructure
challenges posed by the unique characteristics of the area when considering
development applications. The unique characteristics include:

Relatively flat terrain
Floodplain/stormwater challenges
Township roads

3.1.4.1 Policies
3.1.4.1.a Existing Services

1.

Develop partnerships between Douglas County, Grant Township and the City of
Lawrence for appropriate road maintenance programs in the planning area as
development occurs.

When conditions warrant, the City should consider locating a fire station near the airport
to improve emergency service for the airport, the North Lawrence neighborhood, and
the remainder of Grant Township.

Heavy truck traffic from commercial and industrial development should use highways or
improved roads for travel through the area.

3.1.4.1.b Floodplain/Stormwater/Flat terrain

1.

2.

Consider implementing alternate sustainable development standards to help reduce the
cost of stormwater improvements needed for existing and future development.

The flat terrain in some parts of the planning area hinders storm drainage. Stormwater
improvements identified in the North Lawrence Drainage Study should be constructed as
development occurs in the area.

Implement appropriate stormwater management practices throughout the planning
area.

Flat terrain poses cost challenges to providing sanitary sewer to the area. Consider
alternative sewer solutions when prudent.

Northeast Sector Plan 3-7



3.1.5 Transportation
Goal: Continue developing a multi-modal transportation system that supports the
designated land uses of the area.

5.1 Policies

5.1.a Safety

1. Work with KDOT to improve the Midland Junction Highway 24/59 curves to make the
route safer for travelers.

2. Consider improvements to Highway 24/40 that facilitate easier turning movements onto
and off of the highway — in particular at E 1500 Rd./N 7% Street and at the airport
entrance.

3. Encourage on-going discussion with the railroad companies regarding rail crossing

safety.

3.1.
3.1.

3.1.5.1.b Trails/Pathways
1. Develop a trail/bikeway system for the planning area that considers connecting to open
space and recreation areas.
2. Include the planning area in the county-wide bikeway system map.
3. Identify and build pathways throughout the planning area.
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3.2 Land Use

This section outlines the recommended land uses for the planning area. The future land use
maps (Map 3-1) and land use descriptions are explained on the subsequent pages. The map is
an illustration to help visually identify the recommended land uses in the Northeast Sector Plan
planning area. The land use descriptions are more detailed information regarding the different
land use categories. The official definitions and the permitted uses within each zoning district
are outlined in the use tables that are located in the Zoning Regulations for the Unincorporated
Territory of Douglas County and the Land Development Code for the City of Lawrence. The
map and text descriptions must be used in conjunction with one another in order to obtain the
complete recommendation for each particular area. The map is not intended to provide a
scaleable map for determining specific land use/zoning boundaries within this area.

This plan encompasses a large area that for the most part is not intended to urbanize, and as
such, a large area is designated Agriculture on the future land use map. There are a number of
properties in the planning area that have existing county zoning designations other than
Agricultural zoning. Some of those properties are shown on the future land use map to have a
different future land use through possible future urbanization. There are also properties that
have county industrial and business zoning, and that are currently developed, that are shown
on the future land use map as industrial or commercial, reflecting their existing developed use.

There are other properties that have County industrial or business zoning, but that are not
presently developed and that are outside the anticipated urbanization area of this plan, that are
shown as Agriculture on the future land use map. It is important to note that this plan does not
take away those properties’ rights to develop under the current county zoning regulations.
Properties with zoning other than Agricultural that seek to develop for a permitted use may do
so without oversight of the future land use map of this plan as long as they receive the
appropriate approvals to do so.

3.2.1 Land Use Descriptions

3.2.1.1 Agriculture

The Agriculture classification is intended for those parts of the planning area not
anticipated to urbanize over the course of the planning horizon. The primary existing
use of this classification is agriculture uses such as row crops, livestock production,
and pastureland. Secondary uses include residential and other uses allowed in zoning
districts. The intent of the Agriculture classification is to allow for existing and future
agriculture activities along with rural residential uses and other uses permitted by the
Zoning Regulations of Douglas County. Existing uses that are not agriculture or
residential, and that have the appropriate existing zoning for the use, are not affected
because this policy classification is not changing the zoning on the property. The
Agriculture classification contains regulatory flood hazard areas. Development on
properties containing flood hazard area must comply with the flood plain regulations of
Douglas County.

Density: Per Douglas County Zoning Regulations

Intensity: Very low

Zoning Districts: Douglas County - A (Agriculture District), “A-1” (Suburban Homes
District)

Northeast Sector Plan 3-9



3.2.1.2

3.2.1.3

3.2.14

Primary Uses: Agriculture, commercial greenhouse, commercial riding stable, grain
storage structures, single-family dwellings, churches, schools, parks and open space
and utilities.

Very Low-Density Residential

The intent of the Very Low-Density Residential classification is to allow for large lot,
single-dwelling type uses. The very low-density classification is expected to urbanize
within the city of Lawrence.

Density: 1 or fewer dwelling units per acre

Intensity: Very low

Zoning Districts:  Lawrence — RS40 (Single-Dwelling Residential), PD (Planned
Development Overlay)

Primary Uses: Detached dwellings, cluster dwellings, manufactured home residential-
design, zero lot line dwellings, group home, public and civic uses

Neighborhood Commercial Center

A Neighborhood Commercial Center provides for the sale of goods and services at the
neighborhood level. This commercial center is intended to serve the surrounding
employment center area in addition to the commuters using Highway 24/40. Horizon
2020, Chapter 6 — Commercial Land Use offers more specific language regarding
Neighborhood Commercial Centers. The Neighborhood Commercial Center
classification is intended to urbanize around Highway 24/40 and E 1500 Rd. Other
areas designated are rural and are not anticipated to urbanize.

Intensity: Medium-High

Zoning Districts: Douglas County — B-1 (Neighborhood Business District) and B-2
(General Business District); Lawrence — MU (Mixed Use), CN1 (Inner
Neighborhood Commercial District), CN2 (Neighborhood Commercial Center
District), PD (Planned Development Overlay)

Primary Uses: non-ground floor dwellings, civic and public uses, eating and drinking
establishments, general office, retail sales and services, hotels, motels, gas
and fuel sales, car wash

Industrial

The intent of the Industrial category is to allow for moderate to high-impact uses
including large scale or specialized industrial uses that utilize Highway 24/40 and I-70
for materials transportation. This category includes existing industrial developments in
the area. This category also includes land at the airport dedicated to aviation related
development. Land west of the airport and north of Highway 24/40 and south of
Highway 24/40 is also classified as industrial. Soil conserving agri-industry businesses
that will protect the quality of existing high quality agricultural land either through
agricultural use or preservation for future agricultural use should be encouraged to
locate in areas with Class I and II soils. The industrial category is expected to
urbanize.

Intensity: Medium-High

Zoning Districts: Lawrence — IBP (Industrial and Business Park District) IL (Limited
Industrial District), IG (General Industrial District), PD (Planned Development
Overlay)
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3.2.1.5

3.2.1.6

3.2.1.7

3.2.1.8

3.2.1.9

Primary Uses: Aviation-related uses, utility facilities, building maintenance services,
fleet storage, business support services, construction sales and service,
industrial facilities, wholesale, distribution, and storage, research services,
manufacturing and production limited and technology, soil-conserving agri-
businesses

Airport
The intent of the Airport category is to designate the existing City-owned Lawrence
Municipal Airport land and allow for aviation-related development.

Intensity: Medium-High
Zoning District: Lawrence — IG (General Industrial District)
Primary Uses: Aviation-related uses

Public/Institutional
The intent of the Public/Institutional Use is to allow for public, civic, and utility uses.

Intensity: Variable

Zoning Districts: Douglas County — A (Agriculture District); Lawrence — GPI (General
Public and Institutional)

Primary Uses: Cultural center/library, school, utilities, recreational facilities, utility
services

Kansas University Field Station
The intent of the KU Field Station Use is to classify the existing Kansas University

property.

Intensity: Low

Zoning Districts: Douglas County — A (Agriculture District)

Primary Uses: crop agricultural, cultural center, teaching, active recreation, passive
recreation, nature preserve, research

Open Space

The intent of the Open Space classification is to provide future opportunities for public
and private recreational facilities and natural area preservation. This category
primarily includes regulatory floodway areas as well as regulatory floodplain areas that
are not in the Agriculture Land Use classification.

Intensity: Low

Zoning Districts: Douglas County — A (Agriculture District), V-C (Valley Channel
District); Lawrence — GPI (General Public and Institutional District), OS (Open
Space), UR (Urban Reserve),

Primary Uses: crop agricultural, cultural center, schools, active recreation, passive
recreation, nature preserve, entertainment and spectator sports, participant
sports and recreation outdoor, private recreation

Future Industrial/Employment

This classification recognizes the Midland Junction area as a future employment
center. Although the area may or may not urbanize and support a larger employment
base and possibly expanded commercial uses, this likely won't happen for at least 30
years (Per Horizon 2020 Chapter 7 Industrial and Employment Related Land Use).
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A Nodal Plan will be required prior to the area substantially developing. A Nodal Plan
will provide a detailed land use examination of the Midland Junction intersection. The
Nodal Plan should determine future land use, including a consideration for some
commercial land use. In addition to future land use, among the other issues the Nodal
Plan should examine are: traffic safety issues with Highway 24/59, stormwater, and
Class I and II soils.
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Map 3-1 — Future Land Use

Northeast Sector Plan
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3.3 Implementation
1. Amend Horizon 2020 Chapter 6 - Commercial Land Use designate the Neighborhood
Commercial Center at the intersection of E 1500 Road and US Highway 24/40 to the
southern portion of the intersection of E 1500 Road and US Highway 24/40.
2. Reevaluate and update the Lawrence Urban Growth Area (UGA) in Horizon 2020.
3. Include the planning area in the future wastewater and water master plan updates.

4. Include the planning area in future long-range transportation plan updates.

5. Reassess the planning area in a Bikeway Map update to include connecting the open
space areas to the greater trail network.

6. Consider implementing regulations that promote no adverse impact for floodplain
management.
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RESOLUTION NO. 11-21

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
DOUGLAS COUNTY, KANSAS PROVIDING DIRECTION TO THE LAWRENCE-
DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION FOR ADDITIONAL
CONSIDERATION OF THE NORTHEAST SECTOR PLAN (CPA-6-5-09)

WHEREAS, the Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Commission on September-20,
2010, by Resolution No. PCR-7-5-10, adopted and recommended the adoption of the “Northeast Sector
Plan” and an amendment to Chapter 14 to add the Northeast Sector Plan, to “Horizon 2020,” contained in
planning staff report CPA-6-5-09; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners and the Lawrence City Commission held a joint
study session on the Northeast Sector Plan on March 8, 2011; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners considered the Northeast Sector Plan at public
meetings held on May 11, 2011 and June 1, 2011, and by a vote of 2-1 on June 1, 2011, returned the
Northeast Sector Plan to the Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission for additional
consideration.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
DOUGLAS COUNTY, KANSAS:

Section 1. The above recitals are incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein and shall be
as effective as if repeated verbatim.

Section 2. The Board of County Commissioners provides the following direction to the Lawrence-
Douglas County Planning Commission for further consideration of the Northeast Sector Plan:

1. Consider the public/private infrastructure costs of development of the area southwest of the
airport currently designated Industrial when compared with the infrastructure costs of developing
other identified industrial sites around Lawrence, in particular the Farmland site and the sites in
the NW corridor along Farmer’s Turnpike, to determine if such costs are extraordinary for the
amount of industrial land developed.

2. Considering the presumed extraordinary costs to provide public infrastructure, such as storm
water, sewer and street improvements, presumed to be needed to support industrial or other
urbanized development in Grant Township, discuss whether urbanization should be reasonably
expected outside of the airport property.

3. Considering the unique challenges present in the area of the sector plan, including infrastructure
costs, identified storm water issues, the presence of class 1 and 2 soils, etc., and considering the
other areas in the county, especially those that surround Lawrence, designated or recently zoned
for industrial uses, discuss whether industrial development outside of the airport property is a
necessary designation in this plan area in order to meet the “Horizon 2020” goal of expanding the
industrial inventory.

4. Discuss whether or not the area southwest of the airport currently designated Industrial is a true
future multi-modal transportation area. Consider the growth and intensity of uses at the airport as
well as how realistic it is that rail can be extended to the industrially designated area southwest of
the airport. Discuss whether rail and airport transportation modes are valid reasons to support
industrial designations on the property southwest of the airport.

5. Discuss more thoroughly the impact of developing to the proposed land use designations in the
area and the recommendations of the North Lawrence Drainage Study. Consider how the




Federal Aviation Administration’s circular regarding waterfowl around the airport impacts the
recommendations of the drainage study that may result in retaining/detaining stormwater in the
area around the airport. Consider the potential future of regulations regarding development in
levee protected areas.

Section 3. This Resolution shall be in full force and effect upon its adoption by the Board of
County Commissioners and being published once in the official County newspaper.

Adopted by the Board of County Commissioners of Douglas County, Kansas, this _('Lﬂday of ] u,[v_.f
, 2011.

MISSIONERS OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, KANSAS

Jim|Flory
Chair

ke Gaughan

Commissioner
1/ g MJ/C/\

Nyncy'Thénmazj

Commissioner

ATTES Z h %Z/j

son D. ShgwsCounty Clerk




Affidavit in Proof of Publication

STATE OF KANSAS
Douglas County

Erika Gray of the Legal D
Journal-World being first

That this daily newspaper printed in the State of Kansas, and

ept. of the Lawrence Daily
duly sworn, deposes and says:

published in and of general circulation in Douglas County,
Kansas, with a general paid circulation on a daily basis in

Douglas County, Kansas

, and that said newspaper is not a

trade, religious or fraternal publication, and which

newspaper has been admitted to the mails as periodicals
class matter in said County, and that a notice of which is
hereto attached, was published in the regular and entire

issue of the Lawrence Daily Journal-World

Said newspaper is published daily 365 days a year; has been so
published continuously and uninterruptedly in said county and

state for a period of more

publication of said notice and been admitted at the post office

than five years prior to the first

of Lawrence in said County as second class matter.

That the attached notice is a true copy thereof and was
published in the regular and entire issue of said newspaper for
1 consecutive days/weeks the first publication thereof being

made as aforesaid on 07/11/2011 with publications being
made on the following dates:

07/11/2011

and swd:

Subscribeg]

Publication Charges
Notary And Affidavit
Additional Copies

to beforl me this 7/ / &/7

$196.50
$0.00
$0.00

$196.50
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Douglas County
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Journal-World being first duly sworn, deposes and says:
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/s/ Mike Gaughan
Mike Gaughan
Commissioner

/s/ Nancy Thellman
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Commissioner

ATTEST:
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Jameson D. Shew,
County Clerk




May 11, 2011

Flory called the regular session meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. on Wednesday, May
11, 2011 with all members present.

PLANNING/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 05-11-11

The Board considered approving Comprehensive Plan Amendment, CPA-6-5-09,
to Horizon 2020 — Chapter 14 to include the Northeast Sector Plan and adopt joint
Ordinance No. 8591/Resolution for Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA-6-5-
09) amending Horizon 2020 - Chapter 14 to include the Northeast Sector
Plan. Dan Warner, Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Staff,
presented the item. The Planning Commission approved the item with a 5-4 vote on
September 20, 2010.

Warner stated the role of the sector plan is to help guide future development and
anticipate development over a long period of time. He gave the history on the
meetings and the drafts leading up to tonight's meeting. Staff received a large
amount of public comment during the three drafts. The Planning Commission asked
staff to consider the language option for considering Class 1 and Class 2 soils.

Flory opened the item for public comment.

Jerry Jost, 2002 E 1600 Road, pointed out areas he has concerns with throughout
Northeastern Douglas County regarding storm water runoff and preserving Class
1 and 2 soils.

Charles Nova Gradac, 945 Ohio Street, stated he has concerns that development
will create drainage issues for his orchard and he also wants to preserve Class 1
and 2 solls.

Ron Schneider, 1979 E 1600 Road, stated he has two main concerns: 1) flooding and
2) use of high quality soils. He feels no development should be approved until
improvements to North Lawrence have been made to decrease flooding.

Barbara Clark, 2050 E 1500 Road, said we have already urbanized over 21,000
acres of class 1 and 2 soils with the largest section of Class 1 and 2 soils located
in the NE Sector area. She stated it would make sense to choose areas that are
not competing with the best soils for agriculture.

Hank Booth, Lawrence Chamber of Commerce, stated many more people were
involved in the Sector Plan process, providing input and compromise. He feels
there is no reason to restart the study process; the compromise is on the table.

Kim Sherman, Coordinator for the KU Student Farm, stated the Student Farm
program is located in this NE Sector area on Class 1 soil. To allow development on
this land sends a message to young farmers that we are willing to sacrifice the best
soil for industry.



Phil Toevs, 1961 N. 1200 Road, stated he is a chef and 90 percent of restaurant
revenue is lost out of town because they purchase shipped in produce. We need to
look at keeping our money here.

Ted Boyle, president of North Lawrence Improvement Association, stated the
increase in home development in North Lawrence created storm water runoff
flooding problems. He supports the original third draft.

Charles Marsh, 3309 Riverview, stated there needs to be a way to make it
advantageous for the people who own the Class 1 and 2 soils to keep it that way.
He has concerns over food shortages in the future.

Debbie Milks, 945 Ohio, showed photos of flooding in Sioux City, IA where the
dam failed and there was a rain storm. She is concerned that development in NE
Douglas County could create similar circumstances due to runoff.

Daniel Poull, 821 Ohio, commented that if only 20% of the money going out of the
area would stay. We have an incredible opportunity to preserve Class 1 and 2
soils that can’t be replaced.

Pat Ross, 1616 B, 1799 Road, Nunamaker Ross Farms, stated he owns land in
the in Grant Township and grows produce on this property. He doesn’t feel
Douglas County is at risk for running out of cultivated prime farm land to sustain
local food production.

Simran Sethi, 1333 New York, stated she is pro development, but the right kind of
development. She feels as a community we need to recognize the value of our
agricultural assets and natural resources.

RECESS
At 8:05 p.m. Flory recessed the Board for a 10 minute break until 8:15 p.m.

RECONVENED AT 8:15 P.M.

Frank Male, 861 E 2100 Road, Eudora, stated compromises have been reached
on this plan. He urged the Board to approve the NE Sector Plan as recommended
by the Planning Commission.

Natalya Lowther, 1480 N 1700 Road, stated when the pump station is unable to
clear water immediately, her land comes underwater. She doesn’t want to see
more industrial development in this area.

Lane Williams, 1735 E 1500 Road, stated we need to be aware that the current
levee system will be undependable at some point. We need to consider what the
best public policy is for land owners and people in general.

Flory closed the public hearing.

Flory made several observations. It is a sector plan, a general generic description
of a vision of potential use of land; just an option. The industrial use of land that at



one point was considered for soil conservative agri-business and then became
industrial is just an option. If categorized as industrial, it is just one option. It could
continue to be agricultural for years or forever. If this land is considered for
development and if it would take millions of dollars to correct the drainage issues,
that would have to be addressed. This is a category of land not a mandate that it
be developed. Flory stated that soil preservation is a concern to everyone, but
Douglas County doesn’t own that land. Neither do some of the people in this
room. As an elected official, he feels government doesn’t need to tell everyone
what is best for them. Only when there is clear necessity for government to act
should they act. Many of those with an interest in this land have agreed to the
option passed by the Planning Commission. They saw that as a compromise. The
food argument he doesn’t find compelling. Flory stated it's important to conserve
Class 1 and 2 soils, but we need to keep it in a real world perspective. He added
he will not resist efforts to study the plan if the other commissioners wish to.
However, he doesn'’t feel it needs to. Flory commented he would like to keep the
option of development of industrial available, just in case. It would be tough to
meet challenges to develop but it can be done.

Gaughan stated the thing he is most interested in is the North Lawrence Drainage
Study and how it intersects with the decision made and sequences of events if
this is passed. McCullough replied the North Lawrence Drainage Study has been
used to determine what specific improvements would be required of any
development proposal that comes in and what above and beyond that might be of
any value to the community that we think is required as well.

Gaughan stated the study showed a $41 million improvement projected six years
ago, which couldn’t be all done at once, but he asked if the costs are still relevant.
Matt Bond, City Storm water Engineer, said the $16 million was recommended for
improvements inside the City limits and $25 million in improvements was
recommended outside the city limits in Douglas County. He discussed in more
detail the suggested improvements. In today’s dollars the improvements will cost
more.

Flory stated the study wasn’'t prepared in response to the sector plan, but
prepared for drainage issues to decide if matters needed to be addressed then or
continuing no matter what happened. Bond stated that is correct.

Thellman stated it was her understanding the study was ordered by the City to
determine how development might progress after a previous commission
significantly expanded the Urban Growth Area, against staff advice. Bond
responded he does not know the specific history, this all came before him.
McCullough stated it is fair to say the study was ordered with development in mind
and it was a plan to look at current issues to address some of the flooding issues
today and a build out of a particular scenario.

Gaughan asked how different the development was at the time of the study than
what is proposed now. McCullough replied the study looked at much more intense
development than what is proposed in this sector plan.



Thellman stated that the discussion of food production on Class 1 and 2 soils is
an important issue, but not the key issue for this sector plan. She stated that while
we need to honor agriculture in that area in all its forms--big farms and small
farms, conventional and organic--the most critical issue for the Northeast Sector
Plan is the problem of flooding and storm water management. Thellman said she
heard Flory say that just because we identify some land as purple on the map
doesn T mean it will become industrial. He said any project will have a steep road
because of all the obstacles, primarily storm water management. Thellman said
that if the map shows green in the area that people want to industrialize, it doesnT
prevent them from proposing an industrial project--it just doesnT send a signal that
industrial development is encouraged when there are so many issues like the
extraordinary expense of developing around flooding and storm water obstacles.
She said this area is plagued with development problems, some of them fixable.
Thellman stated she heard it said there was a grand compromise with this sector
plan, but what she sees is language taken directly from Chapter 7 where the
assumption was for industrial development and no significant or enforceable
language regarding preservation of prime soils, not representing the year’s long
public discussion about trying to find a balance between the two. She stated she
wondered by the second option, where the 50/50 compromise of allowing intense
industrial development on some acres balanced with preservation of some acres
wasn T chosen since it seemed like a truer compromise.

There was discussion by staff of needing to clarify what Soil Conserving Agri
Industry was.

Flory moved to defer the item the June 1, 2011 meeting for further discussion.
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June 1, 2011

Flory called the regular session meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. on Wednesday,
June 1, 2011 with all members present.

MINUTES 06-01-11
Thellman moved to approve the minutes of March 30, April 6, April 20 and May
4, 2011(as amended). Motion was seconded by Gaughan and carried 3-0.

CONSENT AGENDA 06-01-11
Flory moved approval of the following Consent Agenda:

» Lease Agreement between Douglas County and United Way of
Douglas County for extension of lease for the Valleyview Building. The
term of the lease commences September 10, 2011 and expires at 11:59
p.m. on December 31, 2026;

» Resolution 11-14 granting a Cereal Malt Beverage License for Clinton
Marina Parking Lot Special Event on June 18, 2011 at 1329 E 800 Road;
» Midwest Mayhem Triathlon to bé held July 17, 2011 at Lone Star Lake
and marina; and

» Resolution 11-17 directing notice of a public hearing to be held on June
15, 2011 to discuss establishing an alternate methodology for disposal of
certain Douglas County Property at located south of Lone Star.

Motion was seconded by Gaughan and carried 3-0

PUBLIC WORKS 06-01-11

Thellman moved to approve Resolution 11-19 providing for the establishment
of the Douglas County Heritage Conservation Council; prescribing the
purpose, composition, powers, and duties of the Heritage Conservation
Council. Motion was seconded by Flory and carried 3-0.

PUBLIC HEARING/YANKEE TANK 06-01-11

Flory moved to open a public hearing to consider creating a community
improvement district in the vicinity of Yankee Tank Dam, to contribute to
financing the costs of rehabilitating Yankee Tank Dam to bring the structure
into compliance with state and federal safety regulations. Motion was
seconded by Thellman can carried 3-0.

No public comment was received. Flory closed public hearing.




Flory moved to approve Resolution 11-16 relating to and amending a
regulated Planning and Zoning Classification within the unincorporated
territory of Douglas County, Kansas; changing the zoning classification from
“A” (Agricultural District) to “B-2” (General Business District) for the property
described on a recorded subdivision plat as Lot 1 Rockwall Farms Addition.
Motion was seconded by Gaughan and carried 3-0.

ZONING & CODES 06-01-11

The Board considered the approval of a resolution amending a Planning and
Zoning Classification from “A-1" suburban Home District to “I-1” Limited
Industrial District for VINLAND AIRZONE 2" Plat, Lot 1, Block 1. Keith
Dabney, Director of Zoning & Codes, presented the item.

Flory opened the item for public comment. No comment was received

Gaughan moved to approve Resolution 11-15 relating to and amending a
regulated Planning and Zoning Classification within the unincorporated
territory of Douglas County, Kansas; changing the zoning classification from
“A” (Agricultural District) to “I-2” (Limited Industrial District) for the property
described on a recorded subdivision plat as VINLAND AIRZONE 2™ Plat Lot
1, Block 1. Motion was seconded by Thellman and carried 3-0.

PLANNING/NORTHEAST SECTOR PLAN 06-01-11

The Board continued discussion from the May 11, 2011 meeting, to consider
approving Comprehensive Plan Amendment, CPA-6-5-09, to Horizon 2020 —
Chapter 14 to include the Northeast Sector Plan and adopt joint Ordinance
No. 8591/Resolution for Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA-6-5-09)
amending Horizon 2020 - Chapter 14 to include the Northeast Sector Plan.
(PC Item 4; approved 5-4 on 9/20/10)

Flory reopened the item for continued public discussion.

Roger Pine, 20758 Golden Road, stated he is in support of Option 1 as is
70% of the landowners in the northeast area. Most of these landowners sent
in support letters showing support for Option 1.

Matt Eichman, 512 Ohio Street, said he feels the language in this plan puts
an undue focus on just the soils and there are other natural resources the
County should be considered. His right to open a sand plant can be effected
by only the preservation of class 1 and 2 soils.

Hank Booth, Lawrence Chamber, stated he feels what he watched transpire
from the many preceding NE Sector Plan meetings was a compromise. He
feels the area is a prime location for Class 1 and 2 soils, but it is also prime
location for business due to highway development, rail and air in one
particular location.




Jerry Jost, 2007 E 1600 Road, stated there’s a reason why Lawrence has not
grown north and it's because of storm water and flooding issues. He
questioned at what point in development will cause the need for Highway
24/40 to be raised and how it will be paid for.

Lori McMinn, 500 Mississippi Street, stated she feels we should prioritize
our resources. Just because you can grow in lower class soils doesn’t mean it
is ideal.

Pat Ross, 1616 N 1700 Road, stated he farms about 3400 acres in Grant
Township growing corn, soybeans and vegetables and a large portion of that
is owned by people that support the plan proposed by the Planning
Commission. He supports Option 1 and feels it represents the largest number
of landowners north of Lawrence.

Ted Boyle, North Lawrence Improvement Association, said there are 1500
homes and businesses in North Lawrence which are major stakeholders in
this event. Storm water coming from the north affects residents from the 100
or more homes built in last 15 years, which has taken up the natural storm
drainage system.

Frank Male, 861 N 2100 Rd, asked the Board to approve the plan supported
by the Planning Commission.

Dorothy Congrove, 1829 E 1700 Road, stated she feels the 120 acres of land,
as described in the proposed NE Sector Plan, should be set aside for future
industrial use. The County has potential loss if the industrial is not located on
the map.

Barbara Clark, 2050 E 1550 Road, stated a mark on the map is a siren call for
development. It will draw people in. The premise of development in that area,
industrial development in the Northeast Sector, is faulty.

Rich Bireta, 2010 E 1600 Road, said he thinks this is a really good Sector
Plan. He asked the County Commission, on behalf of the Grant Township
Board, to pass the NE Sector Plan regardless of whatever decision the Board
makes on the designation of the land south of the airport.

Lew Phillips, 2000 Crossgate Drive, stated he feels there is a problem of
drainage in North Lawrence whether we industrialize or not. He is concerned
that even a small amount of development would be impact runoff.

There was discussion with staff to clarify the location criteria for industrial
development, the amount of acres already zoned for development in
Douglas County, the life span of the sector plan, the costs associated with
correcting flooding issues and having the property owners take more
responsibility in improvements.



Gaughan stated he doesn’t feel the NE Sector Plan passes the common
sense test to move forward; at least he stated he can’t move forward in good
conscience. Arguments on both sides make a lot of sense but there is a
public investment that is required before we even get this point. Gaughan
feels the property should be kept in agriculture until some of questions are
addressed. He is sure our engineers can come up with solutions to some of
these problems but it will cost serious amounts of money. Gaughan stated he
can’t move forward with something that doesn’t make sense financially for this
community. The level of investment we are going to be asked to make is
undefined. Gaughan commented that the perpetuation of a snowflake should
really be an asterisk saying “don’t develop here, we can't afford it.”

Flory stated we’re putting the cart before the horse. This is a sector plan.
We've done two sector plans since we've been on the Commission. He said
never before have we tried to get into such minute detail on uses and water
flow. A sector plan is a statement saying that this land conceivably could be
used for this purpose. If we say that, then the option Commissioner Gaughan
is concerned about with financing all gets worked out in the process if and
when it ever gets developed. This is a signal that this is an area that based
upon the general locational criteria is appropriate for industrial. Flory stated
that we aren’t rezoning it, we aren’t approving a site plan, and we aren’t
approving a storm water management system for it. This is just a general
statement. He said he doesn’t see how the Board can ignore 70% of the
people that own the property. We passed an environmental chapter that
affected the whole County and every property owner in the County after two
hours of public comment and zero discussion by the Commission, and we're
going to send this back for more discussion, more meetings, more disputes.
He said he doesn’t understand what level of certainty the other Commissioners
want on how much something is going to cost at a sector plan level. We
haven’'t had any cost assessments on any sector plans. He stated he
assumes we are getting into this discussion now because of a group that is
very emphatically concerned about the preservation of Class 1 and 2 soils.
He stated he understands the concerns but will not apologize for keeping
government protectionism from telling landowners what they can or cannot do
with their property. Flory questioned how much government we need. People
should have the option of industrial available to them. Flory said the City of
Lawrence or the County doesn't have to spend one dime if we don’t want to.

Theliman stated with this plan we are encouraging and enticing an
industrial employment center in the very area that prompted previous
commissions to order the North Lawrence Drainage Study to be performed,
which found $16 million in flood infrastructure needs within the community
of North Lawrence and then $25 million in improvements for modest
development on the watershed. Thellman stated they were working from a
different land use map but it didn’t represent an industrial complex at
Midland Bend. She feels it would be irresponsible to ignore that this is a




historically, disastrously flooding area. One of the basic duties of
government is public safety and stewardship of public tax dollars. Thellman
said yes, you have dozens of landowners that represent thousands of
acres and you have one voice here representing 2500 people in North
Lawrence. Although we are only hearing one voice, it is incumbent on us,
this being her district, the community of North Lawrence is the most
vulnerable population in this whole conversation. She feels it is not out of
line to be concerned about the public safety issue of enticing development
that will make flooding even more likely, requiring at extraordinary public
cost to try to prevent it. It's a real risk and a real danger. Thellman stated
since she’s been on this commission she has seen the industrial zoning of
nearly 1000 new acres not in the flood plain.

Flory stated he doesn’t like the inference that since he is willing to approve
this plan, he doesn’t care about public safety. Flory stated, “Of course |
do.” This document doesn’t authorize anything. It doesn’t authorize
anyone to turnover a shovel of dirt. When it got to the point where
someone has a development request, he concurs, all of the challenges
would have to be overcome before moving forward. Flory added, “This
document does not endanger public safety. If it did, | wouldn’t vote for it. it
doesn’t put the 2500 residents in North Lawrence in danger of flooding, if
so, | wouldn't vote for it.”

Gaughan said this is a big unidentified expense to the local government, to
the City and the County. What is at stake is spending between zero and
$40 million on improving drainage among other things. Flory replied that is
true, zero to $40 million because we don’t know.

After further discussion, Gaughan moved to send the Northeast Sector
Plan back to the Planning Commission for further discussion and the Board
will give direction to staff at a later date. Motion was seconded by Thellman
and carried 2-1 with Flory in opposition.

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE 06-01-11

Flory moved approval of accounts payable in the amounts of $249,306.34
paid on 05/26/11 and $104,445.31 to be paid on 06/02/11; a manual check in
the amount of $10,000.00 paid on 05/27/11; and a wire transfer in the amount
of $400,000.00 paid on 05/27/11. Motion was seconded by Gaughan and
carried 3-0.

APPOINTMENT 06-01-11

Gaughan moved to appoint David Clay Britton, Lawrence, as a County
Representative to the Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning
Commission for a term of three years to expire in May 2014. Britton will
replace Stanley Rasmussen. Motion was seconded by Thellman and carried
2-1 with Flory in opposition.



APPOINTMENT 06-01-11

Thellman moved to appoint Pennie von Achen, Eudora, as a County
Representative to the Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning
Commission for a term of three years to expire in May 2014. Von Archen will
replace Charles Dominguez. Motion was seconded by Gaughan and carried
2-1 with Flory in opposition.

APPOINTMENT 06-01-11

Thellman moved to appoint the following people to the Heritage Conservation
Council: Larry McElwain and Paul Bahnmaier for one-year terms to expire
05/31/12; Shelley Hickman Clark and Julia Mangliz for two-year terms to
expire 05/31/13; and Ken Grotewiel, Dr. John Bradley and Gary Price to
three-year terms to expire 05/31/14. Motion was seconded by Flory and
carried 3-0.

APPOINTMENT 06-01-11

Thellman moved appoint Barbara Higgins Dover to the Grant Township
Treasurer position effective July 31, 2011, filling the remaining term of Jerry
Jost. Motion was seconded by Flory and carried 3-0.

APPOINTMENT 06-01-11

Flory moved reappoint Bob Newton to the Douglas County Emergency
Management Board for a one-year term. Motion was second by Thellman and
carried 3-0. ‘

Flory moved to adjourn the meeting; Thellman seconded and the motion
carried 3-0.

Mike Gaughan, Viee=Shair
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Scott McCullough, Director, presented the staff report.

Corliss said this was an exciting project to see redevelopment in the area. He said there
was money in the capital budget for the parking lot on Delaware Street. The development
agreement would be finalized and the land use approvals would be processed. This project
would get the building back in good shape.

Tony Krsnich said a nice article came out in the Journal World a couple weeks ago. He
thought the project was important and he wanted everyone to remember that nothing is perfect
and you can’t let the great get in the way of the good. The project would create 150 jobs. The
tax credits would go somewhere and they might as well come to us in the City of Lawrence.

Vice Mayor Schumm called for public comment. None was received.

Amyx said it was a great project and he appreciated the investment in Lawrence. He
was glad to see someone pick up this district and want to develop it.

Dever and Carter said they agreed.

Schumm said the project would strengthen the neighborhood and preserve a historical
building.

Moved by Amyx, seconded by Dever, to initiate text amendment. Motion carried 4-0
with Mayor Cromwell abstaining.

Mayor Cromwell returned to the room at 7:30 p.m.

4. Discuss Comprehensive Plan Amendment, CPA-6-5-09, to Horizon 2020 — Chapter

14 to include the Northeast Sector Plan.

Dan Warner, Planner, presented the staff report.

Mayor Cromwell called for public comment.

Ted Boyle, North Lawrence Improvement Association, said he wanted to consider the
reason for the lack of development in the area. He said it was stormwater. Water always runs
downtown and North Lawrence was downhill from any development that might occur. He said

that in the early 1990s North Lawrence had a housing boom. That sucked up the natural



stormwater drainage system. The water got deeper and deeper during rains because of the
addition of rooftops and impervious surface. He heard from each development that there would
be no negative development, but now we are working on a five million dollar pump station to
take water out of North Lawrence that was caused by development. They had been waiting 20
years for that pump. The city has purchased three properties for the project. That was money
spent as a direct result of stormwater runoff. That runoff in 1993 came from the airport and as
far north as the quarry. Unless the city or county goes out and spends 25-30 million dollars
before development is started there would be more flooding problems. A good thing that came
from this plan development was that there are Type 1 and 2 soils in North Lawrence that should
be protected and preserved. We thought that option 3 should be considered, but all the Planning
Commission wanted to talk about was defining ag-related business. We needed to go back to
the original option 3.

Hank Booth, Lawrence Chamber of Commerce, asked how the vote goes from here,
since the county sent it back to the Planning Commission, and whether it would go back to the
Planning Commission regardless of the city commission’s vote tonight.

Corliss said yes.

Booth said he did not agree that there was no compromise in this. One of the
participants that wanted to keep the land in the purview of the owners felt that they didn'’t like the
plan but they were okay with its passage because it was a compromise that had been reached
over time. He said that the flood issue must be addressed over a long term plan. We have more
work that needs to be done on flood control in North Lawrence. He said that keeping our eye on
the NE Sector as a limited development area was the way to get the money flowing into the
area for the development of a more complete and safe flood control program.

Pat Ross said he farmed several farms in Grant Township. This process of planning for

the NE sector had gone on a long time. His family and other property owners felt that the plan



originally passed by the Planning Commission but then voted down by the County was a good
plan. He hoped that plan could be passed.

Charles NovoGradac displayed a map of the area. He showed his property and said he
had developed it as a nut tree orchard. He was concerned that the incremental development
had created an increased risk of damage from storm water flooding. He said the new floodplain
map showed the floodplain expanding to the point where it now touches his property where it
had previously been hundreds of feet away. Development in the area was adverse to the
farmers in the area due to the demand on drainage. He said when you had floodplain, property
owners brought in truck loads of soil to raise their buildings, but farmers couldn’t do that. The
new dollar store raised the ground 10-12 feet. The rest of North Lawrence became a drainage
basin for that property. He said capability one soils were the soils found in the bottomland which
were significantly better than capability two soils. You must respect capability one soils for their
water holding capacity.

Roger Pine said he represented Pine Family Investments and Pine Family Farms. He
said before Charles put this orchard out there he had farmed it. Prior to that the only time it had
flooded was 1951. He was here to talk about the fact that the County Commissioners did not
approve the plan that had been made under considerable compromise. He said he was
disappointed that that plan wasn’t good enough for all of the county commissioners. He said the
Planning Commission’s responsibility was to look at land use and not cost. If you looked at the
resolution by the county costs were mentioned multiple times. That was not necessarily what
should be talked about. He pointed out that out of all the sector plans approved, this one went
into much more detail. In this particular case we were trying to make decisions on things that
wouldn’t take place for many years, and we were looking at all of the negatives and none of the
positives. Part of the infrastructure problems were resolved by the water and sewer line projects

of the city to the airport. Owners representing 70% of the area were in support of the

10



compromise and he hoped that would have some influence. If we do develop any of the land out
there not all of the water would go to North Lawrence, some of it diverts to the east.

Chuck Marsh said he asked that this be sent back to the Planning Commission and
challenging the rationale of the airport industrial district, because 100% of that land was Class |
soils. Proposing that as industrial conflicted with other city policies and plans. Protection of high
quality agricultural land was a key value in Chapter 16 of Horizon 2020 and other plans. The
forthcoming report of the Peak Oil Task Force had a recommendation to discourage urban and
suburban development on high quality soils.

Barbara Clark, Citizens for Responsible Planning, said it was important to take the plan
in the context of all of Douglas County. It is evident that the area in question was the largest
deposit of contiguous Class | and Il soils. Of the 11 indicated areas for proposed industrial
areas, there was only one area, the airport site, that was comprised entirely of Class | and Il
soils. Why would we opt to develop where the soils were entirely Class | and 11? There may also
be FAA restrictions on development. Another pitfall was that the proposed area for development
was in the FAA wildlife mitigation area.

Kirsten Bosnak said as part of her job she managed the KU medicinal garden near the
airport. She said she wanted to appeal to our sense of the education potential and imagination
of things that couldn’t be done elsewhere in the county. The garden was only in it's second year
but we have had many tours. At the latest tour there were 85 people. We should think about
what we might do that would limit educational opportunities in the future.

Debbie Milks said that we had been told that these plans were not zoning maps, but that
expectations were created and where would the lines be set in the future as development
occurs. At some point you would reach a tipping point and we didn’t know what that is yet. It
didn’t seem there had been any particular mitigation of the downhill flowing water in the last 15

years.
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Carter asked about the new flood plain map. He said a lot of people had been affected
by that map all over Lawrence. All through Lawrence that floodplain changed significantly.

McCullough said development might be one issue but there were different factors. We
could get information for the commission.

Carter said he wanted to confirm that the map also changed in areas not affected by
development.

Amyx said the County Commission asked for specific questions to be considered by the
Planning Commission. Regarding the infrastructure costs, is that something the planning
commission would generally look at?

McCullough said when accompanied by a specific request for public assistance, we
usually advise the planning commission to focus on the land use issues and separate that from
other requests.

Amyx said he wanted to make sure they had a responsibility to consider the costs to the
city. He asked if the county had voted anything down.

McCullough said they sent it back, but did not take a negative vote.

Amyx asked whether Marsh talked about the airport or land adjacent to the airport.

Marsh said the land adjacent to the airport.

Carter said he was on the planning commission through the consideration of this plan.
Looking at the notes from the county commission, a couple things jumped out. The topic of
Class | and Il soils has already been considered. He said that Marsh had said this conflicts with
Chapter 16, but he would point out that that is exactly what came out of this plan, that there was
a confluence of factors that all screamed industrial. Only 200 acres out of 10,000 was
designated industrial. The Planning Commission considered Class | and Il soils already. Related
to infrastructure costs, the city and county commissions wore different hats than the Planning
Commission. The Planning Commission was to look at land use. He said regarding flooding,

that it was a legitimate concern. The fear that the opposition to the plan had was that the
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commission would not consider the flooding issue at the time a development was proposed, and
he didn’t think that was true. Regarding costs it was impossible to say what should or shouldn’t
go forward because we didn’t know who would be involved years from now. He thought city staff
should look at infrastructure costs, not the Planning Commission.

Cromwell asked whether this had to go back to Planning Commission.

Corliss said yes, the city and county had to agree on substantially the same language.
The county had indicated they wanted the planning commission to look at the language.

Carter said he favored sending it forward and having a study session with the County
Commission.

Corliss said the purpose of receiving it today was to receive public comment, review the
county commission comments and the planning commission recommendation, and get city
commission comments as well since it is going back to the Planning Commission. It made
sense to get the views of both bodies before the Planning Commission considers it again. It was
appropriate for the Planning Commission to look at infrastructure costs. They had a role to
consider an improvement plan, but ultimately it was up the City Commission to decide how
much consideration the Planning Commission should give to infrastructure costs and land use
considerations. It wasn’t necessarily a very tidy division but it usually worked out. The drainage
study had been suggested by the Planning Commission.

Amyx said we were in an adoption phase of the plan. The plan adopted by the Planning
Commission was before us tonight. The plan would come back to the City and County
commissions after the Planning Commission. We were down to looking where the industrial
property would go and whether we would define agribusiness. We need a specific answer to
that question — what is agribusiness? He said he didn’t know of anything else he wanted
answered at this time. Could there possibly be a brand new plan that would come back to us?

McCullough said he didn’t think so. The PC has options which would be lined out to

them for acting on the item.
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Cromwell said we didn’t currently have a definition of agribusiness.

McCullough said they started down that path, but the Planning Commission chose not to
accept any of the proposed definitions and instead settled on the general statement from
Chapter 7.

Amyx asked if that was the compromise language from the 5-4 vote.

McCullough said that was what was sent to the City and County Commissions. Most
stakeholders said we need to define that so expectations could be clear. At the end of the day
that might be a criticism, that it still wasn’t entirely clear.

Carter said the reason the language came up as it did was because it could get a
positive vote. By the time development comes up we may not even know what kind of
agribusiness could exist at that time. This plan had extensive public comment and was as well
planned out as possible for a sector plan. He thought we should move forward. He didn’t have
any direction to give to the planning commission.

Schumm said the comments tonight helped round out the discussion. Not surprisingly,
he said, he had made strong statements against developing Class | and Il soils. He said he was
conflicted over this because this particular area around the airport had the most and highest
quality soils. The far west area around K10 on the turnpike and the farmland property would
appeal to the same type of industrial users. If we had requests for industrial development at
those locations where the soil was not as high quality he was concerned about industrial
development here. Flooding was a serious issue and the people of North Lawrence needed to
know how we were going to address it. He said we had been down the road of Class | and Il
soils before and we needed to honor our commitments on that.

Dever said this was a strange juxtaposition of procedures since it was going back to the
Planning Commission anyway. Development could mean something as reasonable as a higher

level of agribusiness. We needed to consider all areas of the community. Some of the industrial
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areas that we had tried to identify were still in flux due to lawsuits and other issues. It was
important to keep the ball rolling so we knew what this area of our community would look like.

Cromwell said he also had concerns about the loss of Class | and Il soils. He said he
was in favor of having the questions made by the County Commission answered. After the
Planning Commission has their say he thought the city and county should have a study session.

Amyx asked if under the county resolution, under item 4, he didn’t find any comments in
the minutes related to that. Did they have a question about future uses?

McCullough said the issue was to understand the ability of the airport to serve industrial
uses outside of the airport. If the airport were improved to accept larger aircraft it could support
additional uses near the airport.

Amyx said it didn’t have to do with the uses and intensities on the airport.

McCullough said no.

Cromwell said other than the items from the county and the definition of soil conserving
agribusiness, he didn’t have other items for the Planning Commission to consider. That was his
recommendation moving forward, as well as setting up a joint study session with the county.

Schumm said the amount of land zoned industrial should be looked at.

McCullough said there was a smaller amount of land for a specific rezoning request than
the land designated in the current plans. The rezoning was for less property than made it into
Chapter 7.

Corliss said he didn’t think there was a need for a resolution from the City Commission.

Moved by Schumm, seconded by Amyx, to refer the plan to the Planning Comission.
Motion carried unanimously.

The commission recessed for a ten minute break at 8:55 p.m.

The commission returned to regular session at 9:05 p.m.

15



PC Minutes 7/26/10
ITEM NO. 4 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT; H2020 CHP 14; NORTHEAST SECTOR PLAN
(DDW)

CPA-6-5-09: Consider Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Horizon 2020 — Chapter 14 to include the
Northeast Sector Plan.

STAFF PRESENTATION
Mr. Dan Warner presented the item.

PUBLIC HEARING

Mr. Hank Booth, Lawrence Chamber of Commerce, ask that this item be deferred. He said there are two
commissioners absent who have been in on these meetings from the beginning and their expertise should be
heard. He also stated there are two new commissioners who just joined the Planning Commission. He felt that
the Airport Master Plan should be completed first. He said people in the agri-industry have concerns about
future use. He said the Douglas County budget is still being worked on and land preservation is important. He
said even with 500 acres designated for something in the industrial or business component, set aside for some
sort of future compromise, would still leave approximately 95% of type 1 and 2 soils undisturbed.

Mr. Roger Pine, Pine Family Investment, owns 340 acres in Grant Township. About half of that land is being
designated as soil conserving agri-industry. He said the staff report states that the definition of soil conserving
agri-industry says all four words need to be used together when discussing this land use. He said staff gives
the example of a meat packing plant as not being acceptable and a crop research business as being
acceptable. He said Grant Township has a research facility, Pioneer International, that does not own the
building or property they are on. He said they do not do any research on adjoining land around the facility.
They lease research sites annually according to their needs. He felt this was not a good example of a soil
conserving agri-industry because it did not meet the criteria. He said he could not think of anything that would
work in this area related to agriculture other than traditional farming. He was concerned about having 170
acres designated to something that cannot be used in a way other than what is currently being done. He
discussed concerns about drainage issues. He felt that if 65 acres south of Hwy 40 were designated Industrial
drainage issues would be addressed. He said he expressed his opinions to Mr. Matt Bond, City Stormwater
Engineer. He said farmers eventually have to retire and selling land is their 401K. He said his property is most
ideal for development because of access to transportation. He felt this was an opportunity for economic
development for the community. He said in preparation for the Airport Master Plan the City is forming a
steering committee and a new consultant may mean more changes at the airport. He said there have been
talks about acquiring adjacent property.

Commissioner Carter asked Mr. Pine if he spoke with Mr. Bond about the drainage study and that if what Mr.
Pine found was not reflected in the study.

Mr. Pine said he discovered that the water would not go to North Lawrence, it would drain to the east.
Commissioner Singleton asked where Mr. Pine thought drainage should be if not to the east.

Mr. Pine felt there should be infrastructure in place to get the water to Mud Creek instead of meandering
through private property.

Mr. Lew Phillips said his family owns 250 acres of farmland in the Midland Junction area. He felt the proposed
limitations on development would add to the perception of Douglas County being business unfriendly. He felt
that Douglas County needs more Industrial tax base. Nowhere else in Douglas County is it possible to offer the
transportation advantages that could be developed in the northeast sector. He said he would support having
the item deferred for further review.




Mr. Ken Reiling said he owns 60 acres at the east end. He felt that the Airport Master Plan data should be
included. He said that soil conserving agri-industry is extremely narrow, vague, and confusing when used to
define a land use classification. He asked staff to draft a list of potential agri-industries which may be attracted
to the infrastructure of Grant Township. He asked if a tractor supply store or a seed processing plant would be
allowed in this designation. He would like to see more long range plans for police and fire protection. He also
felt there should be complete separation of bicycles and vehicles for the general public safety.

Ms. Dorothy Congrove said she owns 235 acres in Grant Township. She felt that very little of the property
owners opinions have been incorporated into Northeast Sector Plan. She felt the definition of soil conserving
agri-industry was too restrictive. She said she was not advocating development without standards. She said
the soil conserving agri-industry designated area is closest to the city. She asked that the plan be deferred.

Mr. Bart Hall said he farms Kansas River Bottom land and also a soil scientist by training. He said he does not
take any Federal farm program subsidy for which he is eligible. He said he rejects the premise that farming is
something that is done with land while waiting for a higher use to come along. He said that 1/10 - 2/10 of 1%
of all the soil in the world is the quality that is in the Kansas River Valley. Agriculture is the highest and best
use and when that land is removed from agriculture it is removed from agricultural forever, there is no
replacement.

Commissioner Dominguez asked what kind of scientist Mr. Hall was.

Mr. Hall said he was a soil chemist by training.

Commissioner Liese asked what kind of farming he did.

Mr. Hall said he has a mixture of wheat, beans, alfalfa, and assorted horticultural crops.

Commissioner Liese asked Mr. Hall to repeat his statistics and his source.

Mr. Hall said the Eudora type soils are probably about 1/10 - 2/10 of 1% of all the soils in the world that are of
that caliber and information regarding it can be found in numerous soil rating science text books.

Mr. Ron Schneider said he has lived in Grant Township for 23 years and owns about 40 acres. He said he was
speaking for himself, not speaking on behalf of any clients. He said the community has a responsibility to step
up to save the unique land for agriculture. He agreed with the previous speaker that the best and highest use
of this land that is so rare is agricultural purpose. He said it was similar to the National Park Service. He felt
that land owners should be compensated in some way. He questioned the definition of soil conserving agri-
industry and felt it needed to be broadened and made more general. He said the future designation of Midland
Junction Designation makes no sense. He said it is a dangerous intersection and would require massive
infrastructure changes.

Commissioner Singleton said she lives in a residential neighborhood in Old West Lawrence and is clearly
limited by what she can do with her land. She said she knows she cannot put a gas station there and it is not
her 401K. She inquired about agricultural zoning being different.

Mr. Schneider gave the analogy of someone who has a vacant lot and they are told they cannot build on it but
that a lot with a house on it has far more value than a vacant lot. He said he would like every farmer to keep
their land as farmland but he does not think that would be fair.

Commissioner Hird asked what changes he would recommend to the sector plan.

Mr. Schneider said Midland Junction is a dangerous intersection and massive infrastructure will need to be
addressed. He would like the definition of soil conserving agri-industry needs to be worked on further.



Mr. Ted Boyle, North Lawrence Improvement Association, was concerned about storm drainage. He said
everything that happens north of North Lawrence directly affects North Lawrence. He said the pumps are
overwhelmed and that it will take extensive infrastructure to make the water go east.

Ms. Barbara Clark, Citizens for Responsible Planning (CRP), said she sent a letter with attachments that had
good examples of Best Practices that other communities are using. The Comprehensive Plan, Airport Master
Plan, T2030, Wastewater Management, Flood Zoning Maping are not a static system. They are dynamic and
always moving. She said there is already an Airport Plan in existence but is being updated. She did not
necessarily think that was a legitimate stop-stick to the approval of the Northeast Sector Plan. She said CRP
has discussed the interconnectedness of the deep fertile soils in North Lawrence and floodwater mitigation.
Class 1 soils in that area, specifically Rossville silt loam, has 80" before it meets any restrictive layer, which
means it has the capacity to absorb water. She said Long Range Planning is comprehensive. Many areas of the
county are identified for industrial development. She said there are areas already where there is the need for
environmental mitigation and great opportunity for infill development. She felt there were transportation
limitations because Grant Township has railroads but not active rail spurs. She hoped they would not put the
brakes on this process and suggested an accelerated study session with groups such as American Farmland
Trust and other communities.

Commissioner Liese asked Ms. Clark to give a brief description of Citizens for Responsible Planning.

Ms. Clark said Citizens for Responsible Planning came about on June 23, 2007 when a group of residents in
the Grant Township area learned about an industrial development plan in the area that the Lawrence Journal
World reported was to be a 900 acre industrial park.

Commissioner Liese asked how many people Ms. Clark was representing.
Ms. Clark said the Citizens for Responsible Planning mailing list contains about 400 people.

Mr. Michael Almon, Sustainability Action Network, showed legal information on the overhead projector. He said
the landowners in the northeast area are concerned with regulations that this body and the governing body
might impose that limit their options on the use of their land. He wanted to point out that it was a red herring
because everyone who is a land owner within a zoning category has some limits on how they use their land.
He said there is an established Supreme Court precedent that regulatory takings are primarily for the public
health and safety and that's where the community needs come in. They determine and establish that
reasonable public policy is fully justified for the protection of the population in Lawrence from flooding through
floodplain preservation, for assuring the solvency of City and County infrastructure budgets, and justified for
securing the communities ability to feed themselves as peak oil increasingly drives up food prices and limits
food imports. He said the Commission is on firm legal footing when adopting plans with specific provisions for
regulatory takings that protect the common health and safety. He urged them to include these in the
Northeast Sector Plan. Land owners can still farm their property. They can use their property viably and
economically, it's just that they should not be given value added. He urged the Commission to incorporate the
following into the Northeast Sector Plan:

1. Promulgate public policies and codes that recognize numerous U.S. Supreme Court case decisions
which say reasonable, uniformly applied land use regulations do not constitute legal takings. Some
of the rulings include:

¢ No one may claim damages due to police regulation designed to secure the common welfare,
especially in the area of health and safety regulations. The distinguishing characteristic between
eminent domain and police regulation is that the former involves the taking of property because
of its need for the public use, while the latter involves the regulation of such property to prevent
the use thereof in a manner that is detrimental to the public interest. (Nichols’ The Law of
Eminent Domain Sec. 1.42; J. Sackman, 3d rev. ed 1973)

e Land use controls constitute takings, the Court stated, if they do not “substantially advance
legitimate governmental interests”, or if they deny a property owner “economically viable use of
his land”. (Agins v. City of Tiburon)




e When the owner of real property has been called upon to sacrifice all economically beneficial
uses in the name of the common good, that is, to leave his property economically idle, he has
suffered a taking. (Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council, 112 S. Ct 2886, 2895-1992)

e These and considerably more may be found at:
http://caselaw.Ip.findlaw.com/data/constitution/amendment05/16.html#f236

2. Adopt a zoning category of “exclusive agricultural use” for rural properties, with a gradient of
development limitations keyed to the USDA soil classification levels. This would not be a
requirement, merely a zoning category that a landowner may request for their land.
http://www?2.co.multnomah.or.us/Community Serivces/LUT-Planning/urban/zonordin/efu/efu.html

3. Adopt code provisions for the Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) or Capability | and Capability
Il prime soils specifically. Using such a program, lands containing these soils are so designated, and
owners of such farmland can sell the development rights to a publicly managed fund, thus
continuing to farm while realizing a financial gain. Land developers who plan to urbanize other
second tier farmland would pay to buy the development rights, the proceeds going into the publicly
managed fun. http://www.greenvalleyinstitute.org/landuse_innovativezoning.htm

Commissioner Liese asked Mr. Almon to give a brief background of the Sustainability Action Network.

Mr. Almon said the Sustainability Action Network is non-profit Kansas group locally based in Lawrence. They
have been in existence for approximately two years with a focus on any aspect of local or regional ecologically
sustainability. He said he is the Secretary of Board of Directors and that there are 25 active members and a
newsletter that goes out to approximately 425 people.

Mr. Matt Eichman, Midwest Concrete Materials, own 420 acres within the Northeast Sector Plan. He said soll
was not the only natural resource and that sand is also a natural resource. He felt the plan was narrow sided
and only addresses agriculture and does not allow for any other use of natural resources that could be used
for the benefit of the county. He said currently many aggregates are trucked in from Topeka. He requested the
item be tabled to allow for other sustainable resources can be researched.

Commissioner Carter asked if Midwest Concrete was based in Lawrence and if the recent sand plant they
proposed would have been taxed at an industrial rate.

Mr. Eichman said the office is based out of Manhattan and recently expanded in to Lawrence. Taxes would be
under the industrial classification.

Commissioner Dominguez inquired about his argument for resources.

Mr. Eichman said there needs to be a balance of resources. He said sand was just as limited as class 1 and 2
soils.

Commissioner Liese said Mr. Eichman mentioned a sand/gravel extraction project that was stopped. He said
sand occurs in river bottoms and asked if Mr. Eichman said where the soil is located.

Mr. Eichman said the 420 acres that Midwest Concrete owns is cornered by Midland Junction.
Commissioner Liese asked what soils it is located on.

Mr. Eichman said it has class 1 and 2 soils going through it but not its entirety.
Commissioner Liese asked what percentage of land that he owns is class 1 or class 2.

Mr. Eichman said his best guess would be about 25%.

Commissioner Liese asked Mr. Eichman to explain sand extraction from class 1 soils.



Mr. Eichman he said they are not together and that the soil is over the top. They remove the soil and sell it to
farmers and/or developers. He said the soil is not destroyed, it is relocated to other sites. He said the sand is
then extracted and a pond is left. It is common for a community to then turn the site into a public use area
such as a park or fishing lake.

Commissioner Liese asked if extracting the sand and gravel and selling the soil was in the best interest of the
community versus importing the sand from elsewhere.

Mr. Eichman said it is a good thing for a few reasons; he said there is a growing concern of carbon footprint.
Once resources are trucked in there is quite a bit of carbon footprint. A community needs materials to build
streets, foundations for houses, etc, and sand is as basic as it gets for a construction component. He said he
would argue that sand is every bit as needed as feeding people. He said there is an increased tax for industrial
over agriculture use.

Commissioner Liese said Mr. Hall claims that 1/10 - 2/10 of 1% of all the soil in the world is the quality that is
in the Kansas River Valley. He asked Mr. Eichman how much sand is available in the world.

Mr. Eichman said he had no way of answering that. He said Kansas has 13 distinct geographical areas. He said
for different types of soil there is also different types of sand.

Commissioner Harris asked if knew how much sand in the county is located under soils other than high quality
soils.

Mr. Eichman said sand generally is not outside of river valleys.

Commissioner Harris asked if there are other areas along the Kansas River that have sand not under top
quality soils.

Mr. Eichman said that there probably are but he didn't know how much. He said that the depth of the alluvium
is not uniform.

Commissioner Harris said that Planning Commission was told in a study session that when high class soils are
moved from their locations the quality of the soil is not the same.

Mr. Eichman said he did not know the answer to that and it was not his area of expertise.

Mr. Rich Bireta, Grant Township Trustee, said the board voted unanimously to approve the plan. He said all of
Grant Township is covered by the Northeast Sector Plan. He thanked staff for their work on a complex issue.

Mr. Pat Ross said the notice letter he received was postmarked July 22, 2010. He asked that the item be
deferred since he did not have enough time to review it. He wanted to comment on an earlier comment by
Barbara Clark who said there were no active rail spurs in North Lawrence. He said he knew of at least 5 active
rail spurs in the North Lawrence/Grant Township area. He felt the plan as presented was too restricted. He
said the transportation corridors can support development and jobs.

Commissioner Dominguez asked how many acres Mr. Ross owns.

Mr. Ross said he and different family members own 450 acres in Grant Township.

Commissioner Liese asked if a rail spur is a place where a train can stop and make deliveries.

Mr. Ross said yes.



Ms. Beth Johnson, Lawrence Chamber of Commerce, said Union Pacific is always looking for more spurs. Rail,
airway, and highway are important to industrial development. Nowhere else in Douglas County are there all
three. She asked for a better definition of soil conserving agri-industry.

Commissioner Carter asked if there have been any inquiries for industrial in that area.

Ms. Johnson said the airport has and the fact that the airport now has water/sewer makes it more marketable.
Commissioner Carter asked Ms. Johnson if she saw Commissioner Rasmussen’s comments regarding the plan.
Ms. Johnson said no.

Commissioner Liese said he was struck by staff's presentation where Mr. Warner showed the development of
Lawrence and North Lawrence in 10 year segments. He asked Ms. Johnson if she could explain why there
would be more development now suddenly if they did eliminate agri-industry.

Ms. Johnson said the City has extended sewer and water to the airport so that changes the perception of what
can be done in that area. She said the City has indicated by putting those services there that they want to see
growth in that area.

Commissioner Liese wondered how much effort has been put in to development along North 2™ Street.

Ms. Johnson said most of those are retail and she works with Industrial or Office. She said the City has a Retall
Task Force to work on those types of issues.

Commissioner Dominguez asked what kind of business could be at the airport.

Ms. Johnson said she sees it for testing/research or prototyping type businesses that can take advantage of
the small airport size.

Mr. Frank Male, Lawrence Landscape, supported deferring the item. He felt that not a lot of changes were
made to the plan. He did not feel like public comments were being heard. He said the term highest and best
use had to do with maximizing the existing transportation network and there are three state highways, an
interstate, a railway, and an airport in that area. It doesn’'t get anymore intense than that. Also when talking
about highest and best use Utilities comes into play; electricity, water, natural gas, and sewer, which are
available at the site. Another thing to consider is the population and how far the population center is from the
workforce and neighbors. He discussed the constraints of a site such as noise, the airport, 1-70, and the
railroad. Anything other then farming and industrial development would be severely limited. He said the world
would not come to an end if 10% of the area was allowed to be developed for business purposes. It is a prime
area for industrial development because there isn’'t anywhere else for it to go. He asked that this be tabled
until the Airport Master Plan was complete. He asked staff to come up with a better description of soil
conserving agri-industry.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION
Commissioner Harris asked staff to respond to the questions about drainage related to the soil conserving agri-
industry.

Mr. McCullough said the City Stormwater Engineer provided a graphic that was displayed on the overhead.
One of the issues is that it is relatively flat out there so it has created its own drainage network at this point. If
development is allowed in the area drainage patterns and impacts could be changed. He said the dots on the
map represent where all the water in each water shed comes down to. He said the proposed 2007
development plan took the water more directly to the east.

Commissioner Harris asked if that is planned in the North Lawrence Drainage Study.



Mr. McCullough said he would have to review the study more.

Commissioner Finkeldei asked if there have been any discussions with the County Commission about $5,000
being spent on Heritage.

Mr. McCullough said he has not been part of those conversations.

Commissioner Harris inquired about who was on the stakeholder list.

Mr. Warner said all the property owners in the area and others who have signed up on the list serve.
Commissioner Harris asked if those folks received notification via email.

Mr. Warner said he believed he mailed letters out on or about July 6™ and then a list serve message on or
about July 12™. He said notice has gone out several times.

Commissioner Hird said there are type 1 and 2 soils all through the area so he wondered why agri-industry
wasn't designated to other areas such as Midland Junction.

Mr. McCullough said in some regard staff is coming at it fresh in designating the area southwest of the airport
as industrial uses. This discussion has occurred with the Chapter 7 update several years ago. Staff begins
sector planning with adopted policies as assumptions. So staff assumed when working on the Northeast Sector
Plan that Midland Junction and this area (pointed to map) would align with Chapter 7. Those policies would be
brought forth and become the base maps for the policies of the Northeast Sector Plan. Toward the end of the
Chapter 7 update there was a term proposed and ultimately adopted, soil conserving agri-industry. That
concept was brought forward to the Northeast Sector Plan. He said from staffs perspective it is not simply the
soil classification being looked at. Staff is trying to be realistic in laying out the expectation for the public,
development community, Planning Commission, and governing bodies, about where and how staff sees
services being put forth in this area of the community, and it's a real challenge. Even if you strip out the soil
conserving agri-industry or class 1 or 2 soils it is still left with significant flooding issues and challenges. Even
without intervention it is not historically developed because of those reasons. He said in staffs opinion Chapter
7 policies and concepts is how they got to this location.

Commissioner Hird said if the goal is to preserve soils then the protected area could be wherever there is class
1 or 2 soils.

Mr. McCullough said its root is industry. In some ways the soil conserving agri-industry is still industrial
designated property. It has been a challenge to define it and ultimately up to the governing bodies to
determine what it means. He suggested possibly looking at percentages preserved and look at some more
conventional industry. He said for all the other class 1 and 2 soils that are shown as agriculture it is mainly
because it is not expected for services to be brought there and developed.

Commissioner Hird asked if staff has developed a list of businesses that would meet the definition.

Mr. McCullough said staff has not but the plan language talks about projects being creative in their seeking to
meet the soil conserving agri-industry classification.

Commissioner Harris asked if it was important for those industries to be ag-related regarding the production
on their soil or was it really most important for the open space around industries to be conserved for
agricultural use.



Mr. McCullough said it was difficult to answer that because it is difficult to say which one gets more weight.
Staff's answer is that the term includes four words that all need to work together. He said there was still
opportunity to do some conventional industry perhaps with a good ratio preserved.

Commissioner Liese asked if he was suggesting a compromise.

Mr. McCullough said staff started pretty general with Chapter 7 and it contains language that says certain sites
in the community contain high quality ag-land and those sites should be encouraged to develop as soil
conserving agri-industry businesses. In the Northeast Sector Plan it has been better developed to designating
it to a land use category. Staff has proposed one way to get at that value and there may be other ways such
as a more objective intent.

Commissioner Finkeldei suggested focusing on language that encourages businesses to locate, rather than
regulate. He said the current definition is too narrow and he suggested looking into a more general definition
of soil conserving agri-industry to encourage it in the entire area rather than designating a particular area. He
liked the idea of a creative approach. He said he liked the language in the plan that says ‘Protection of soils
through agricultural use or preservation can be implemented in different ways and the community should be
open to creative ways that develop profects that can utilize this classification. He suggested crossing the rest
of the paragraph out. He agreed with the earlier speaker, Ron Schneider, who said that there should be
compensation or assistance for land owners. He said there should be systems set up to do that.

Mr. McCullough said Chapter 7 does not have a category of soil conserving agri-industry but the Sector Plan
does.

Commissioner Carter expressed concern about unintended consequences. He said that it would be helpful at
the next meeting for the City Stormwater Engineer, Matt Bond, to be present. He agreed with keeping the
language general and incentives for land owners.

Commissioner Dominguez said he did not think it was a good idea to set a precedence of compensating land
owners.

Commissioner Finkeldei said his thoughts on incentives was for the entire area to permanently protect a
valuable resource. He felt their four possibilities for the area were agriculture (no industrial), which is
contradictory to Chapter 7; soil conserving agri-industry; industrial but encourages soil conserving; or flat
industrial with or without soil conserving. He did not feel the first and last option were appropriate. He was in
favor of industrial but encourages soil conserving.

Commissioner Harris asked Commissioner Finkeldei what if 80 acres were proposed for industrial development
and a developer could not think of a way to preserve that land.

Commissioner Finkeldei said the plan says to encourage soil conserving in the area. It would need to comply
with Horizon 2020. If soil conserving was in there and a project came in that was 80 acres the plan could be
changed. Trying to define what a soil conserving agri-business is will always come up with something creative.
He felt they should allow people to be creative unless they want to go all the way to a zoning category type
chart.

Commissioner Singleton thanked staff for their work. She said the class 1 and 2 soils map on page 2-24 shows
the airport having gotten the portion of class 1 and 2 soils that she would be willing to give up. She felt they
needed to protect the land that is left. She said the airport is not completely developed and there is more
space out there for more development to occur. She did not feel the item should be deferred because certain
Commissioners were absent or new Commissioners were present. She said fresh perspectives represent more
closely to the views of the public and are valuable. She said she understands farmers wanting to use their land
as their 401k.



Commissioner Harris thanked staff for their hard work and agreed with Commissioner Singleton. She said the
things she was thinking about in the plan were soil conservation as primary, stormwater storage, fiscal
responsibility for infrastructure development, opportunities for industrial development, and sand along the
river in Douglas County. She said the soil conserving agri-area was not come to lightly in developing the plan.
It was a compromise that attempts to preserve the existing soil but also allows some low impact/low footprint
industry near the airport. She said if she had to lean one way or the other she would lean toward agri use in
that area rather than industry. She said she does see some value in allowing some industry in that area if it
conserves soil as well. She agreed with providing incentives for preserving soil. She appreciated that the Grant
Township Trustees considered the plan and voted unanimously in favor of it.

Commissioner Hird thanked the members of the public who came out to speak this evening. He said he was
not sure he was willing to go backwards on Chapter 7 in Horizon 2020. He agreed with Commissioner
Finkeldei's earlier statements about providing incentives. He asked how much land at the airport was available
for industrial development.

Mr. McCullough said somewhere between 30-60, aviation based industry.

Commissioner Hird expressed concern about Commissioner Rasmussen not being present and felt they would
benefit from having his input. He said he would like to know more about whether the Airport Master Plan is
essential to considering this sector plan and what the implications are of the Airport Master Plan. He would
also like more thought put into incentives to have soil conserving industry in this area.

Mr. McCullough said there was a question at the last meeting about the Airport Master Plan and he said he
spoke with staff that support the advisory board and they do not believe there will be any boundary changes.
There may be some implications but shouldn’t impact the major concepts of the Northeast Sector Plan.

Commissioner Dominguez agreed with Commissioner Singleton’s comments about their responsibility to the
environment. He felt if they start compromising on that area then where does it stop. He did not feel they
should compensate owners. He felt they should move the plan forward.

Commissioner Burger thanked staff for a very detailed packet of information. She said the charts and maps
were very helpful. She thanked the community for sharing their viewpoints. She liked the idea of incentives
and keeping the door open to creativity. She was in favor of being more conservative in their approach
because once the land is gone that’s it.

Commissioner Liese said they would put the community at risk by compromising a precious resource that
won't come back if it goes away. He was not in favor of development on class 1 and 2 soils. He said he was
unsure of how he would vote. He thanked Commissioner Singleton for saying the new Commissioners don't
have a deficit and provide a fresh perspective. He said he read Commissioner Rasmussen’s letter and did not
feel as though his perspective was absent from the meeting tonight.

Commissioner Hird said they are unanimously concerned about the conservation of class 1 and 2 soils. He did
not think that tabling this would give that up. Nobody knows what a soil conserving agri-industry means and
he would like the ability to better define it.

Commissioner Harris said in the packet on page 69 there is a good definition of what soil conserving agri-
industry is.

Commissioner Hird said that is not in the plan, it is staffs interpretation of it. He would prefer there was
something in the plan that addressed what that definition was.

Commissioner Liese said he did not find the definition of soil conserving agri-industry to be that confusing.



Commissioner Hird said he did not want their enthusiasm for protecting class 1 and 2 soils to overshadow the
realities of it, because trucking in lots of sand from another county would be an environmental disaster. He did
not want to be too rigid on this that they lose sight of the fact that there will be circumstances where industrial
development, such as a sandpit, makes sense for the community.

Commissioner Liese said one of the greenest ways to move things is by train and there are a number of spurs
available in the area so sand could be moved via train. He said the image of digging up class 1 and 2 soils in
order to get sand did not excite him.

Commissioner Carter said they did not know how much of class 1 and 2 soils are represented in soil conserving
agri-industry. He felt they needed to drive the economy.

Commissioner Harris wanted to clarify why the area is being designated the way it is. She said one reason was
to try and preserve the soil. She asked if another reason was stormwater issues and that if they do not
develop it too intensely there will be fewer problems with stormwater in the area.

Mr. McCullough said the cumulative effect of development in Grant Township will exasperate already existing
stormwater issues.

ACTION TAKEN
Motioned by Commissioner Dominguez, seconded by Commissioner Harris, to approve the Northeast Sector
Plan (CPA-6-5-09).

Commissioner Finkeldei said he would vote against the motion for reasons he stated earlier. He said if the
motion fails he would like to make a motion to send it back to staff for a more general definition.

Commissioner Carter said he would vote against the motion and did not see a rush to send it through when it
could be improved.

Commissioner Harris said she would support the motion because the definition strikes the right balance
between being general and providing some specifics to help grasp what is meant by soil conserving agri-
industry.

Commissioner Liese said he would also support the motion.

Commissioner Hird said he would vote against the motion because of the same reasons Commissioner
Finkeldei stated earlier. He said he was not opposed to protecting class 1 and 2 soils but did not want to
create language that would eliminate the opportunity for industrial uses that might be beneficial to the
community. He said he would support a deferral to allow staff time to work on the definition and perhaps
broaden the language to protect more areas of class 1 and 2 soils.

Motion failed 4-4, with Commissioners Dominguez, Harris, Liese, and Singleton voting in favor.
Commissioners Burger, Carter, Finkeldei, and Hird voted in opposition.

Motioned by Commissioner Finkeldei, seconded by Commissioner Carter, to defer the Northeast Sector Plan
(CPA-6-5-09) and direct staff to generalize the definition of soil conserving agri-business, to be heard at a
future Planning Commission meeting.

Commissioner Harris said she would not support the motion because she felt they will see the same arguments
as tonight if the description is generalized more.

Motioned failed 4-4, with Commissioners Dominguez, Harris, Liese, and Singleton voting in opposition.
Commissioners Burger, Carter, Finkeldei, and Hird voted in favor.



Motioned by Commissioner Carter, seconded by Commissioner Finkeldei, to defer the Northeast Sector Plan
(CPA-6-5-09) to a future Planning Commission meeting.

Commissioner Singleton said she would change her vote and let it go back to staff.
Commissioner Harris said she would not vote in favor of the motion.
Commissioner Dominguez said he would vote in opposition of the motion.

Motion carried 4-3-1, with Commissioner Burger abstaining. Commissioners Dominguez, Harris, Liese,
voted in opposition. Commissioners Carter, Finkeldei, Hird, and Singleton voted in favor.



PC Minutes 9/20/10
ITEM NO. 4 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT; H2020 CHP 14; NORTHEAST SECTOR PLAN
(DDW)

CPA-6-5-09: Consider Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Horizon 2020 — Chapter 14 to include the
Northeast Sector Plan. Deferred by Planning Commission on 7/26/10.

STAFF PRESENTATION
Mr. Dan Warner presented the item.

Commissioner Harris asked if in Option 2 the name of the category would be Agri-Industry but would permit
other kinds of industrial uses.

Mr. Warner said that was correct, it clarified that industrial uses were appropriate but mandates setting aside
50% of the soil in perpetual protection.

Commissioner Harris asked Mr. Matt Bond what the area would look like if it was 50% farming and 50%
industrial. She asked if the industrial sites would have to be built up to meet other codes.

Mr. Matt Bond, City Stormwater Engineer, said it would be based on where it falls on the FEMA floodplain map.
He showed area floodplain maps on the overhead.

Commissioner Harris asked if more conventional industry, not agri-industry, are built in that area and the land
next to it is saved would it affect the quality of the land that is trying to be protected.

Mr. Bond said as far as additional runoff, yes. He said impervious surface creates more runoff downstream.

Commissioner Rasmussen inquired about the language in the definition of Industrial that says Land west of
the airport and north of Highway 24/40 and south of Highway 24/40 is also....” He wondered if the word ‘and’
should be ‘or’ instead.

Mr. Warner said the language describes two areas so he suggested adding a comma:
Land west of the airport and north of Highway 24/40, and south of Highway 24/40 is also....’

Commissioner Rasmussen asked if it would be possible to just reference the map instead of having a written
description.

Mr. Warner said that was possible.

Mr. McCullough said they have typically tried to include a narrative in the map. Option 1 is depicting a change
in land use classification for the area south of 24/40. The narrative talks about the existing industrial
developments and also the undeveloped land. He said it was a matter of wordsmithing or referencing a map.

Commissioner Blaser asked that public comments be kept to the options proposed tonight.

PUBLIC HEARING

Mr. Hank Booth, Lawrence Chamber of Commerce, said he was amazed at the patience and calm
determination of the people who have lived and farmed the area for generations. He said he has attended all
the meetings outside of Planning Commission and has left some of those meetings with the sense that farmers
can't be trusted or are somehow incompetent when it comes to making sure the land is well cared for. He
thanked staff for providing Option 1 and that a large number of people are in favor of proceeding with at this
level. He said after a decade of basic zero job growth in Douglas County that every opportunity to move
forward in job creation was needed. He did not believe that using Option 1 would jeopardize that opportunity.




He said Option 1 most closely represents what was originally passed in Horizon 2020. He asked that Planning
Commission support Option 1.

Mr. Roger Pine, Pine Family Investments, was pleased and felt encouraged after working on this for a year and
a half. He said he was in favor of Option 1 and felt it gave land owners options to have choices in how they
use the land. He showed a map of land owners who supported Option 1. He said the green areas on the map
were equal to 5,000 acres of the 7,000 acres that staff identified as agricultural land.

Commissioner Rasmussen asked Mr. Pine to clarify the green areas on his map.
Mr. Pine said the green areas of the map identify agricultural land that owners are in support of Option 1.

Mr. Matt Eichman, Midwest Concrete Materials, said he was one of the land owners on the map that Mr. Pine
showed in favor of Option 1. He said Option 1 still includes language specific to class 1 and 2 soils. He said at
the last meeting he went into detail about other resources being important. He requested an amendment to
take out specific language of class 1 and 2 soils and add language that protects all natural resources in the
area.

Mr. Charles Novogradac, Chestnut Charlie’s, owns land on other side of Maple Grove. He said he did not sign
the letter Mr. Pine mentioned in favor of Option 1. He was concerned about drainage. He said drainage follows
from capability of the soils. He said at an earlier meeting he tried to explain that the soaking up capability of
capability 1 lands is much greater than capability 2 lands. He said since 1995 when he started planting his tree
crop, all the absorbing capability of the soil in that drainage district was being sucked up by other
development. He said when he started his tree crop the FEMA floodplain did not touch his land but the most
recent map has the FEMA touching his land. He was concerned the incremental development of the area and
felt that industrial development may conflict with his ability to grow crops.

Ms. Barbara Clark, owns 47 acres in Grant Township, said the dynamics of the water issues in the area was
changing at a rapid clip. She said Citizens for Responsible Planning was still in favor of the original 3" draft
proposal as presented at the July meeting. She said she could not support Option 1 because flooding concerns
for the area were high. She said any impervious surface on those soils would exacerbate flooding issues
already affecting the North Lawrence community. She showed a map on the overhead of planned growth
areas. She said the total acres of capability class 1 and 2 soils in the planned growth area was 93.56%. She
said that was a staggering figure of contiguous class 1 and 2 soils. She was not in favor of dropping out
language regarding the preservation of class 1 and 2 soils.

Commissioner Singleton asked which language Ms. Clark preferred.
Ms. Clark said she preferred the language in the original 3" draft as presented.
Commissioner Singleton asked what her concerns were with the 2" draft.

Ms. Clark said her greatest concern was clarification of just what that might be. It would come down to this
body deciding whether they were compatible uses.

Commissioner Dominguez asked if there was a percentage she was willing to compromise with.

Ms. Clark said that was difficult without having an actual application to look at. She thought the soil conserving
agri-industry language was stronger and a much better language rather than trying to look at a percentage.

Commissioner Liese said it seemed that one of the biggest controversies was what an agri-industry was. He
asked what Ms. Clark would consider an agri-industry business.



Ms. Clark said it would have to be all four words, soil conserving agri-industry. She said the seed research
being done on a lease basis on that land is a soil conserving agri-industry. She said the Endowment has also
initiated a native medicinal plant area.

Commissioner Dominguez asked staff to confirm the numbers Ms. Clark came up with for class 1 and 2 soils.
Mr. McCullough said staff has not studied them in that way.

Mr. Ted Boyle, President of North Lawrence Improvement Association, said he was representing approximately
2,500 North Lawrence residents. He expressed concern about class 1 and 2 soils and storm drainage. He felt
they went hand in hand. He said as a result of the 1993 flood the City built a big pump on North 2™ Street in
1995. He said that pump today is small, overwhelmed, and over capacity. He said the residents of North
Lawrence were not worried about the river flooding, but rather a 1-2” rainstorm in a short time creating a lot
of storm water runoff. He said North Lawrence has endured stormwater flooding for 15 years and was
concerned about more runoff due to development.

Mr. Frank Male said he owns two businesses in North Lawrence as well as three industrial properties and three
single-family homes with basements in North Lawrence. He said he was deeply invested in North Lawrence. He
said drainage was a prime consideration. He said as part of the City’s drainage study in 2005 two pumps will
be installed at 5" & Maple Street and he felt that would be a tremendous help to North Lawrence. He liked
Option 1. He said the area was a good transportation hub.

Commissioner Liese asked Mr. Male if he had seen any basement flooding.

Mr. Male said no.

Commissioner Dominguez inquired about benefit of his property value.

Mr. Male felt Option 1 benefited the entire community. He said his true interest was economic development.

Mr. Bill Woods said he was a professor in the Geography Department and Courtesy Professor in the
Anthropology Department at KU. He said his research specialty was human influences on soils through time.
He said soils were really a nonrenewable and finite resource and they are the most important resource. He
said they were being called upon to produce ever more as populations rise and that they are increasingly
under pressures throughout the world and are degrading. He felt that every effort must be made to adversely
impact highly productive soils and put them into other uses. Almost always these alternate, less productive
sites exist for whatever alternate uses are proposed. He was highly dismayed by what he has seen during his
40 years of working with agricultural soils in this hemisphere and felt the US should lead in efforts to protect
productive soils. He said generally, an alternative use has a finite lifetime of a few years or at most decades
and then is done. Soils have been destroyed in the meantime and the site from an agricultural standpoint is
worthless. He said as stewards for future generations they need to think beyond this time scale and look to
the future. Productive soils, with proper treatment, have proved to be resilient for hundreds, if not thousands
of years. He urged the Commission to do everything in their power to aid in the effort to protect these fertile
soils.

Ms. Sue Pine said the hardest vote she ever made while serving on Planning Commission was to expand the
Urban Growth Area. She said Douglas County needed a tax base to support the community and to do that they
needed to expand the urban growth area to the Douglas county line. She said she was not sorry for her
decision. She said this area was important to the community. She felt they needed to allow the entire area to
develop. She said soils were great but that climate and irrigation were contributing factors to the quality of
those soils.

Mr. Jim Congrove said he signed the letter in support of Option 1. He provided data compiled by the
Sustainable Agriculture Specialist at K-State. The study focused on 51,518 acres of class 1 cropland between




Manhattan and Kansas City that could support local food production. He said climate was the limiting factor,
not soil, as far as local food production. He said class 1 was not necessarily the best for some crops like
melons.

Mr. Pat Ross said he owns 450 acres within the Northeast Sector Plan. He felt Option 1 gave direction to staff
and the Commission that was easy to understand and directly reflects the policies of Chapter 7 and Horizon
2020. He felt it eliminated the controversial grey area of what fits in the soil conserving agri-industry category.
He also felt it allowed staff and Commissioners to be proactive not reactive.

Commissioner Harris asked about his comment regarding eliminating confusion about soil conserving.

Mr. Ross felt the way it was presented in Option 1 was easier to understand that it would be encouraged but
not demanded.

Ms. Crystal Hammerschmidt said Lawrence has a wonderful community of young growers and she was in favor
of soil conservation for food production.

Mr. Ken Holladay said he grew up in North Lawrence. He owns farm land and wants to be able to do with it
what he wants and not be confined even though agricultural was the current use.

Mr. Jerry Jost, resident of Grant Township, wondered why the area wasn't already developed since it has all
the assets of transportation, airport, railroad, etc. He felt it hadn’t already been developed due to flooding. He
said there were better places to invest limited public resources for industrial development. He supported the
original 3" draft of the plan.

Ms. Debbie Milks, Chestnut Charlie’s, said their business was not a hobby, it was 15 years worth of investment.
She said if soil was covered by parking or development she would be drown out of business. She supports the
original 3" draft.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION
Commissioner Blaser said that Ms. Gwen Klingenberg requested item 6 be deferred.

Motioned by Commissioner Harris, seconded by Commissioner Finkeldei, to defer item 6 to the next Planning
Commission meeting.

Motion carried 9-0. Student Commissioner Davis voted in the affirmative.
Commissioner Finkeldei said he didn’t hear support for Option 2. He agreed that class 1 and 2 soils were
important and should be protected but there were competing concerns. He felt that Option 1 was consistent
with what was approved in Chapter 7. He said draft 3 expanded that language greatly and he does not
support draft 3. He said he supported Option 1.

Commissioner Liese asked for input on stormwater and flooding.

Mr. Bond said everything (water) off of E 1500 Road goes to the east. He said everything (water) on the west
side of E 1500 Road ends up in Maple Grove Drainage the way it is now.

Commissioner Finkeldei asked if a development plan could include improvements to mitigate.

Mr. Bond said some of it could be kicked east by putting in a culvert pipe under 7" Street based off of the
ridgeline and then upsize the pumps at the 2™ Street pump station.

Commissioner Burger asked staff to comment about Ms. Pine’s comments about water rights for irrigation.



Mr. McCullough said he did not have any information about water rights on irrigation and said that was the
first time they had heard that issue.

Commissioner Harris asked Mr. Bond about the improvements he just mentioned and how much they would
cost and if it could be funded by a developer.

Mr. Bond said the cost would be determined by the size of the pump. He said as far as a small drainage
culvert it would probably be $50,000-$100,000.

Commissioner Rasmussen asked how many acres in the entire Northeast Sector area were class 1 and 2 soils.
Mr. Warner said he did not have that information right at hand.

Commissioner Carter said it was easy to get emotional and think they are overdoing things as far as growth
goes but he didn't think it was a choice of drowning or not drowning Chestnut Charlie’s or other businesses
out there. He said the site planning process would address issues of flooding. He said even if they choose
Option 1 they are not committing to send the infrastructure out there to develop it they are just allowing it to
be an option for the future.

Commissioner Harris responded to Commissioner Liese’s question about stormwater. She said if the area that's
agri-business is developed more intensely than talked about before, not only would they be adding more
impervious surface but they would be taking away the soil that retains water so well. She said that Mr. Bond
mentioned earlier that there would be a problem if a stormwater detention area was built because it would
attract water fowl. She said the vision she has for the area would be very limited buildings and a lot of land
saved. She did not think Option 1 did that and had way too much leeway for development of the area and that
there would be a potential for problems with stormwater because of that. She said she could not support
Option 1. She said she would support the original language but did not think it was perfect.

Commissioner Singleton said she would not support Option 1 and preferred draft 3. She felt they needed to
look past traditional job growth and encourage preserving the soil to be used for innovative green types of
industry. She felt this would be a win-win for future generations as well as for the economy. She said they
needed to change the way they look at growth. She did not think the language in Option 1 was the best for
future generations.

Commissioner Liese inquired about language under Option 1: ‘Add language to the Industrial category
encouraging soil conserving agri-industry businesses to locate in areas with class 1 and 2 soils.” He wondered
what the ‘encouraging’ part meant.

Commissioner Finkeldei said the language in Option 1 was almost word for word from Chapter 7. He said they
don’'t know exactly what ‘soil conserving agri-industry’ meant except that they want to encourage it.

Commissioner Rasmussen said the Northeast Sector Plan encompasses a very large area of 10,640 acres and
considers a number of potential uses in that area. All of the discussions have focused on less than 200 acres
out of the 10,000 acres. He said the reality is that the 200 acres is best suited for industrial use. It's bounded
by highways, close to airport and railroad. He said Option 1 makes the most sense from a Planning perspective
and he would support it.

Commissioner Dominguez agreed with Commissioner Rasmussen’s comments. He said he is pro-business. He
said Sector Plans change lives. He said he would support the original language.

Commissioner Blaser said they are not asking anyone to change their lives if they don't want to. He said he
would support Option 1 because it gives options to the landowner.



Commissioner Finkeldei said just because he would vote against it doesn’t mean the land would go away and
doesn’'t mean he don'’t care about class 1 and 2 soils. He said 200 acres was the total area but once building
starts there would be setbacks, stormwater, etc so it would actually only be built on a small fraction of the 200
acres.

ACTION TAKEN
Motioned by Commissioner Finkeldei, seconded by Commissioner Carter, to approve the Northeast Sector Plan
(CPA-6-5-09) with the addition of Option 1 as set forth in the staff memo for item 4.

Motion carried 5-4, with Commissioners Burger, Dominguez, Harris, and Singleton voting in opposition.
Commissioners Blaser, Carter, Finkeldei, Liese, and Rasmussen voted in favor of the motion. Student
Commissioner Davis abstained.

Motioned by Commissioner Finkeldei, seconded by Commissioner Carter, to approve and authorize the
Planning Commission Chair to sign PC Resolution (PC-7-5-10).

Motion carried 5-4, with Commissioners Burger, Dominguez, Harris, and Singleton voting in opposition.
Commissioners Blaser, Carter, Finkeldei, Liese, and Rasmussen voted in favor of the motion. Student
Commissioner Davis abstained.



Citizens for Responsible Planning
December 10, 2010

Dear Lawrence City Commission,

Citizens for Responsible Planning has been actively engaged in the planning process for the
Northeast Sector Plan. We appreciate the intensive efforts to build community input into this
planning process. We believe there are some core strengths to this plan and wish to emphasize
these fundamental policy guidelines.

Historically the Northeast Sector has been shaped by the repeated flooding of this river valley.
This movement of water has deposited some of the finest soils and created some of the best
agricultural land in Kansas and concentrated this rich natural asset in the Northeast Sector.
Horizon 2020, Chapter 7 Industrial and Employment Related Land Use states “The preservation
of high-quality agricultural land, which has been recognized as a finite resource that is
important to the regional economy, is of important value to the community.” This unique
feature is illustrated in the following map.
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Situated close to Lawrence, this sector naturally faces development pressure. Surprisingly, and
for understandable good reasons, this area has experienced limited development. As the draft
Northeast Sector Plan states in Section 3 — Recommendations (page 3-1):

“Compared to other areas of the fringe area of Lawrence, this area is not anticipated to
be significantly urbanized.

Due to the unique challenges to development, including:

Costly stormwater infrastructure needs as urbanization occurs
Significant amounts of regulatory floodplain

Significant amounts of Class 1 and 2 soils

FAA Regulations and Lawrence Municipal Airport Protection Zones”

Critical to future land use planning is flooding and stormwater management in the Northeast
Sector. This is of paramount importance to the residents of North Lawrence and Grant
Township, area businesses, transportation, and the airport. Wisely, Lawrence commissioned
the North Lawrence Drainage Study in 2005. As stated in the draft Northeast Sector Plan (page
2-16):

“Tens of millions of dollars of cost were identified to accomplish the recommendations
of the study for dealing with the existing stormwater issues and future ones that will be
created with development.”

In response to these development limitations, Horizon 2020 states that development shall not
be permitted in “regulatory floodplains or other environmentally sensitive areas.”

These flooding and stormwater limitations are intertwined with the unique soils of the
Northeast Sector. As the draft Northeast Sector Plan (page 2-17) states “these soils are highly
permeable and assist in stormwater management.” These unpaved soils act as a sponge
absorbing water, mitigating stormwater damages, and recharging our valuable groundwater
aquifers. These soils in their undeveloped state form our community’s greatest and most cost
effective stormwater mitigation device.

Citizens for Responsible Planning wishes to emphasize the implementation of the long-view
recommendations in Section 3.3 (page 3-14):

e Reduce the Lawrence Urban Growth Area to the area identified in Map 3-1 (page 3-13)
to minimize stormwater mitigation costs, conserve prime farm land, preserve area
farms, and protect the rural heritage surrounding Lawrence for both local residents and
visitors.

e Implement regulations that promote no adverse impact for floodplain management.
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The early planning process for the Northeast Sector Plan involved broad and respectful
community participation contributing to early drafts of this Sector Plan. The Lawrence Planning
Commission approved a recently revised draft (the first of three options presented) Northeast
Sector Plan by a contested 5-4 vote. We believe this last draft option does not adequately
respond to the earlier community input and creates troubling contradictions between the
recommendations to protect Class 1 and 2 soils and the concluding Map 3-1 Future Land Use
(page 3-13). Please note the industrial section south and west of the airport and the following
USDA/NRCS map of the same area which identifies this area as the heaviest contiguous
concentration of Class 1 and 2 soils. The red shaded area is Class 1 soils and the yellow shaded
area is Class 2 soils.

1500 Rd

Sloms
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We recommend that Industrial Section 3.2.1.4 (pages 3-10, 11) conform to the third draft of
this plan and identify the above area as a “soil conserving agri-industry” category of land use.
We believe this land use would conform to the stated goals within the plan and best represent
the community planning process.
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In conclusion, Citizens for Responsible Planning has consistently recognized private property
rights as a critical factor in land use determinations. Weighting these rights must be
accomplished in an equitable manner. We believe the third draft of this Sector Plan best
balances the private property rights of the diverse interests of both farmland owners and
homeowners within our community.

Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations.

Sincerely,

Jerry Jost
Barbara Clark
Ted Boyle

Chet Fitch
Deborah A. Milks
Charles K. NovoGradac
Lane Williams
Scott Allegrucci
Michael Almon
Deborah Altus
David Baird
Bruce Barlow
Kris Barlow

Kelly Barth

Leo Beier

Sheryl Beier

Pat Benabe
Sandy Beverly
Marilyn Brune
Judy Burch

Jan Butin

Kathryn Compton
Cole Cottin

Linda Cottin
Courtney Crouch
Janet Dehnert
Joseph M. Douglas, MD
Victoria B. Douglas
Donna Eades

Jill C. Elmers

Hilda Enoch

Jim Fischer

Marcia Fisher
Madeline Finch

Deanna Fitch

Bob Gent

Margot Gray

Crystal Hammerschmidt
Susan Harper

Bob Harper

Kim Heck

Lauretta Hendricks-Backus
Doug Hitt

Shirley Hitt

Maryam Hjersted

Lisa Grossman

Hugh Janney

Pat Kehde

Joshua Kendall

Kevin Kennedy

David Lambertson
Sacie Lambertson
Eileen Larson

Cheryl B. Lester

Jim Lewis

Bob Lominska

Jake Lowen

Janet Majure

Carey Maynard-Moody
Sally McGee

Lori McMinn

Dan McMinn

Lowen Millspaugh

Rick Mitchell

Nancy O'Connor

Ellen Paulsen

Dan Phelps

Kevin Prather

Wayne Propst

Daniel Poull

Vanessa Sanburn

Carol Schmitt

Ronald Schneider

P. Simran Sethi
Margaret Shirk

Frank Shopen

Jim Smith

Jerry Sipe

Mary Ann Stewart

Dan Parker-Timms
Denise Parker-Timms
Pat Petrovits

Julie Trowbridge-Alford
Sarah Trowbridge-Alford
Jordan Wade

Maurice R. Woolsoncroft
Jim Yonally

Nancy Yonally

Rita York
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NORTH LAWRENCE IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION

RECEIVED
DEC 09 2010

City County Planning Office
Lawrence, Kansas

LAWRENCE, KANSAS

December 9, 2010

Dear City Commissioners:

The North Lawrence Improvement Association has been working with Citizens for Responsible
Planning and Grant Township residents on the drafting of the NE Sector Plan. NLIA appreciates the
work the Planning Department has devoted to this project in the last year. The NLIA, CRP and the
Planning Department were all in consensus until the next to last time the plan came before the
Planning Commission. At that meeting the Commission asked for a definition of agricultural related
industry as it was never defined in the document. At the end of that meeting Planning Director Scott
McCullough made his assessment of why slow development or no development has occurred in North
Lawrence and the Grant Township. A copy of his statement is attached. The NLIA agrees with this
statement.

When the NE Sector Plan was next on the agenda of the Planning Commission, there were two more
options that were not publicly discussed and the option (#3) that all of the stake holders worked on
for over a year and supported was not discussed.

The NE Sector Plan is a very important planning project, but the NLIA feels there are enough
choices for industrial development in and around Lawrence without allowing that type of
development to occur in the area covered by the NE Sector Plan. If industrial development is
allowed in this area the storm water flooding problems in North Lawrence and the Grant Township
will be exacerbated. I have attached a storm water survey that the City conducted in June 2004.
About 100 residents responded to the survey regarding the storm water flooding issues that occurred

on their property.

The NLIA also believes that Type 1 & II soils that make up a significant portion of the NE Sector
Plan area should be protected from development. These soils are not only an invaluable resource for
agriculture, but serve as a natural storm water resource. If this land is allowed to be covered with
asphalt, concrete and rooftops, the storm water from this land will be flowing into North Lawrence.
The pump on North 2* is at it’s maximum and the planned upgrade of the pump at 5" & Maple is
designed to only take care of the current existing storm water problem in North Lawrence. We
have been waiting fifteen plus years for the upgrade of this pump.

North Lawrence did not have storm water problems until residential housing development was
allowed and 100 plus new homes were built. Much of the vacant property that existed in North
Lawrence that served as a natural runoff turned into concrete and rooftops. These homes were built
in a flood plain or flood prone area. The City and the developers assured us that this development
would not adversely affect our neighborhood with flooding. The NLIA disagreed with that
assessment.

The Grant Township is also a flood plain/flood prone area. The NLIA is in full agreement with
Citizens for Responsible Planning and want to see Option 3 restored to the NE Sector Plan.

Sincerely, :

Ted Boyle, President
North Lawrence Improvement Association

CC: David Corliss, Lawrence City Manager
Scott McCullough, Planning Department
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07/10/2007 02:30 F

noted. Recurring concerns related specifically to development patterns, current stormwater
management practices and future construction impacts, as well as a desire to limit new development.
With those comments came concerns about enforcement of stormwater management controls with new
development and construction. The concerns were both in terms of fears of too great of restrictions and
desires for stringent development controls.

Survey questions and responses:

How often in the past 10 years have you had a problem with stormwater on your property?

[ 32] -0 times
Address
1567 Hwy 40
1728 E. 1500
Road
1804 E. 1600
Road
1480 N. 1700
Road
1662 N. 1700
Road

792 N. 2nd
645 N. 3™
1001 N. 3™
624 N. 5t
725 N. 5t
649 N. 61"
625 N. 7t
227 N. gth

625 N. 8th

769 Ash

600 Center

310 Elm

411 Elm

761 Grant

711 Maple

819 Maple

321 Maiden Lane
403 Lincoin

624 Lincoln

641 Lincoln

628 Locust

788 Locust

806 Locust

818 Locust

836 Locust

520 Lyon

835 Lyon

711 North Street
732 North Street

Erequency

Yes
Twice really bad, but every time with a heavy
rain

15
Too many to count

3or4
Several

Frequently

1993 & 1997

1

8

Every time it rains
Every time it rains
1

2-3 times over the last two years
5 -

When it rains

20

Every time it rains

When it rains more than 1 day

2

Every time it rains

2

4

During heavy rains

Continual erosion; habitual standing water
Ongoing

Every time it rains

Continuous

Yearly

10

2

20

Often

Everv time it rains
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501 Perry Every 1" or more

517 Perry 2

304 Pleasant Too many to count

786 Walnut Every time it rains
What types of problems have you had? Never Sometimes Often
Erosion [37] [20] [ 5]
Home or business flooded [45] [10] [ 4]
Over flowing ditches/culverts [22] [23] [26]
Standing water outside [22] [28] [30]
Street or driveway access flooded [32] [24] [21]
Other:

e 1480 N. 1700 Road — pasture flooded/electric fences out of service

e 1567 Hwy 40 — Farm fields due to inadequate landscaping and car accidents in Hwy 24/40 due to
flooding

1662 N. 1700 Road — Water runs across road into our field

1735 E. 1500 Road ~ Front ditch plugged

411 Elm Street — Alley always floods

625 Lake Street — Up the street the water stands

628 Locust — Curb water does not flow off, drainage easement not graded properly

800 Walnut — Water does not pass through culvert under drive

818 Locust — Storm runoff from several nearby properties, mainly from the east of our property
827 Maple - some ditches do not drain

Ditches and culvert need to be cleaned

Fields with standing water

| have noticed the (train) underpass flooded on 2™ Street

Mainly standing water in culverts

Mosquitoes

Mosquitoes due to standing water (health hazard)

Mosquitoes heavy/standing water

No curbs on streets

Problem corrected with cleaning ditches and culverts

Water backing up in basement

Water crosses road and erodes ditches that we mow; I've seen 6” — 8” of water pooled at

Roanoke and 7t Street.

What do you see as major storm water problems in your area? (Check all that apply)
[ 61] Poor drainage
[ 37 ] Excessive run-off from streets
[35] Loss of property values
[ 31] Flooding
[ 13] Trash removal/odors
[ 12] Loss of property through erosion
[ 8] Poor water quality
[ 7] Loss of natural habitat
[ 4] Unsafe stream/stream bank conditions
Other:
e 1662 N. 1700 Road — Road contour to keep water from running into our field
e 1804 E. 1600 Road ~ Runoff from airport
e 800 Walnut — Redo the ditch created in my yard, which was not done properly anyway; also do
something about the property across the street



———— —NORTH [ AWRENCE IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION

LAWRENCE, KANSAS

Commissioners, | guess there’s one thing I'd like to leave you with
while we go to work on these comments is -- we've put this in the
context of what are the planning efforts city/county wide. The reason
we start with our cartoon of annexation is that there’s a reason that
this area hasn't developed substantially over the decades and those
reasons have to do with the costs of development and public
infrastructure and the storm drainage and those sorts of things. |
think as planners we need to start thinking, or continue to think, about
where are we going to put our limited resources in relation to
development costs. We have / you all have planned a substantial
amount of industrial employment center activity along with other
areas of high density residential and commercial nodes and the like —
Farmland Industries is one area, Farmer’s Turnpike is another area,
6" Street and SLT is an area. There's room for all those things and
areas of low growth/low development and so as we talk more about
the utilities master plan and come back with this plan for your review
and consideration | think we need to think of it in terms of the county
as a region and not just -- it's easy to get into Grant Township and
say “why aren’t we pro-development here”? “Why are we restrictive™?

and those kind of things. We're trying to let the history and the land
talk to us on this one and say “there are reasons for this togay,; what

do we reasonably anticipate”? We talk about expectations for the
residents -- is it fair to put out a plan for pro-growth if we're not as a
city going to put any infrastructure in that area. We've got to talk
about those things and come to some reasonable conclusions | think.
We'll get to work on your comments and come back with those things
in mind as well. ' :

Transcript of Scott McCullough's closing statement from Planning
Commission Meeting of May 24, 2010, concerning Northeast Sector
Plan.



Dan Warner

From: Bobbie Walthall

Sent: Monday, December 13, 2010 5:06 PM
To: Jonathan Douglass

Subject: FW: Northeast Sector Plan

From: pssethi@gmail.com on behalf of P. Simran Sethi[SMTP:SIMRAN@KU.EDU]
Sent: Monday, December 13, 2010 5:05:28 PM

To: Aron Cromwell; Bobbie Walthall; Lance Johnson; Michael Dever;

Mike Amyx; Rob Chestnut

Cc: Lieberman, Alice; Matt Lehrman; Sarah Smarsh; Jordan Tucker;

Tom McDonald; Margit Hall; Rick Martin; Lillian Siebert

Subject: Northeast Sector Plan

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Mayor Amyx and esteemed Commissioners,

Last month's Kansas Drought Report (from the Kansas Water Office) indicates, "The range of precipitation
and warmer than normal temperatures has expanded the area of abnormally dry and moderate
drought conditions in the latest Drought Monitor. The western third of the state is mostly in moderate
drought conditions and an area of abnormally dry conditions has developed in the Southeastern
division. The percentage of the state in abnormally dry to moderate drought conditions has increased
from 31.6 % at the beginning of November to the current 47.3 % on November 30."

We believe that this data further emphasizes the need to protect the Capability Class I and II soils in our
region. Cycles of drought and flooding are intensifying. Our fertile, deep alluvial soils have a greater capacity to
absorb water and present a unique opportunity to develop a strong agricultural base in Douglas County.
Although industrial development offers viable short-term opportunities, impervious surfaces placed over our
Class I and II soils intensifies flooding to adjacent properties and will adversely impact both residential and
agricultural neighbors.

Development in the area should reflect the most efficient use of resources and reap the greatest benefit to our
community. Agriculture can better sustain periods of flooding that heavy industry devastated by floods cannot.
We urge you to consider this capacity as you review the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, CPA-6-5-09, to
Horizon 2020 (Chapter 14) and seek to adopt an option that supports soil preservation and protection on
contiguous tracts of land.

Thank you for your attention,

Simran Sethi

Matt Lehrman, SmartStar Lawrence Program Analyst, Westar Energy

Alice Lieberman, Distinguished Professor of Social Welfare, KU

Tom McDonald, Associate Dean & Professor, School of Social Welfare, KU
Sarah Smarsh, Assistant Professor of English, Washburn University

Jordan Tucker, Graduate Student, KU

Rick Martin, Executive Chef, Free State Brewing Company

Richard Heckler

Lily Siebert, Education Outreach Assistant, The Community Mercantile

1



Courtney Crouch, Produce Buyer, The Community Mercantile
Margit Hall, Owner and Farmer, Prairie Star Farms

Simran Sethi

Associate Professor, Journalism
University of Kansas

E-mail: simran @ku.edu

Twitter: @simransethi

Web: www.simransethi.com

FB: www.facebook.com/laprofaKU




Memorandum

City of Lawrence

Douglas County

Planning & Development Services

TO: David L. Corliss, City Manager

FROM: Planning Staff

CC: Scott McCullough, Director of Planning and Development Services
Date: For August 9, 2011 City Commission Meeting
RE: Northeast Sector Plan

The Northeast Sector Plan is a long-range development plan for the Grant Township
area north of North Lawrence and the Kansas River to the Douglas County line. If
adopted, the plan will act as the official land use policy guide for Lawrence and Douglas
County. In short, the County Commission has returned the plan to the Planning
Commission to discuss specific concerns/questions. To ensure an efficient process, the
plan is being submitted to the City Commission for review and comment prior to being
resubmitted to the Planning Commission in case there are City Commission comments in
addition to those of the County Commission.

Timeline

Three public meetings were held to gather input on the plan in the fall and winter of
2009. The first draft of the plan was released on March 12, 2010. The first draft was
presented in a public meeting on April 7, 2010. The second draft of the plan was
released on May 5, 2010.

The Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission reviewed the 2™ draft at their mid-
month meeting on May 12, 2010. The second draft was also presented to the Planning
Commission for review and comment during their regular meeting on May 24, 2010.
Staff produced a third draft based on Planning Commission comments and direction.

The Planning Commission considered the third draft of the plan at public meetings held
on July 12, 2011 and September 20, 2011 when, by a vote of 5-4, they adopted the 3™
draft of the Northeast Sector Plan with changes to the future land use plan.

The Douglas County Board of County Commissioners considered the Planning
Commission approved Northeast Sector Plan and took public comments at their
meetings on May 11, 2011 and June 1, 2011. The Commission, by a vote of 2-1, voted
to return the Northeast Sector Plan to the Planning Commission for further
consideration. Subsequently, on July 6, 2011, the County Commission adopted, by a 2-1



vote, Resolution 11-21 which provides direction for the Planning Commission to consider
as they reconsider the Northeast Sector Plan.

The plan and the County’s resolution are being provided to the City Commission in order
to determine if additional direction should be given to the Planning Commission. If
additional comments are made, all comments will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission for additional processing of this sector plan.

Action Requested

Review the Northeast Sector Plan and receive public comment. Consider the direction
provided by the County Commission to the Planning Commission and provide additional
direction if deemed appropriate.




Memorandum
City of Lawrence — Douglas County
Planning & Development Services

To: Douglas County Board of County Commissioners
From: Dan Warner, AICP, Long Range Planner
Date: For May 11, 2011 County Commission Meeting

RE: CPA-6-5-09: Consider Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Horizon 2020
Chapter 14 to include the Northeast Sector Plan.

The Douglas County Board of County Commissioners and the Lawrence City Commission
held a joint study session on the Northeast Sector Plan on March 8, 2011. In the discussion
of the plan a few issues were raised. This memo addresses those issues, as well as
discusses the key issue for the Northeast Sector Plan.

Joint Study Session Issues
1. Is the Plan Growth Area being used for the City’s wastewater master plan update?
Yes, the Plan Growth Area from Map 3-1 Future Land Use is the boundary
being used for the study area in the wastewater master plan update.

2. Why not classify the existing Douglas County industrial zoned property south of I-70
as a future employment area instead of the Plan’s Very Low Density Residential
classification?

Horizon 2020 Chapter 7 designates a future employment center for the area
at land south of the airport and north of I-70. This plan used that
assumption when classifying the area north of I-70 as a future employment
center.

The area south of I-70 has not developed in an industrial manner despite the
existing county industrial zoning. The development of the area is
predominately agriculture, very low density residential and rural residential.
City services are expected to be delivered to the area south of I-70 in the
future. The Very Low Density Residential classification will direct
development in @ manner more in character with the existing development of
the area (larger lot residential).

Main Issue of the Plan

The most discussed element of the plan is how to classify the future land use of the property
south of the airport and north of I-70. The Planning Commission considered this question
during their deliberations and discussed three options during their meeting on September
20, 2010. The Commission chose Option 1 which deleted the proposed Soil Conserving Agri-
Industry future land use category from the plan and designated the property south of the
airport as Industrial, with language added to this category that encourages soil conserving
agri-industry businesses to locate in areas with Class I and II soils. The Planning
Commission desired the flexibility provided by the language, which also aligns with the
language contained in Chapter 7.

Page 1 of 1



Memorandum
City of Lawrence — Douglas County
Planning & Development Services

TO: Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission

FROM: Dan Warner, AICP, Long Range Planner

Date: For September 20, 2010 Regular PC Meeting
RE: Northeast Sector Plan — Options for the Soil Conserving Agri-
Industry Category

The Planning Commission took public comment and discussed the Northeast Sector Plan
at their regular meeting on July 26, 2010. The Commission directed Planning Staff to
develop options for the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry future land use category.

The following two options are presented for consideration by the Planning Commission:

Option #1
Delete the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry category and change the area south of Highway

24/40 designated as such to the Industrial category. Add language to the Industrial
category encouraging soil conserving agri-industry businesses to locate in areas with
Class I and II soils. This reflects more directly the policies of Chapter 7 in Horizon 2020.

Page 1 of 3



3.2.1.84 Industrial

The intent of the Industrial Yse category is to allow for moderate to high-
impact uses including large scale or specialized industrial uses that utilize
Highway 24/40 and I-70 for materials transportation. This category includes
existing industrial developments in the area. This category also includes land
at the airport dedicated to aviation related development. Land west of the
airport and north of Highway 24/40 and south of Highway 24/40 is also
designated classified as industrial. Soil conserving agri-industry businesses that
will protect the quality of existing high quality agricultural land either through
agricultural use or preservation for future agricultural use should be
encouraged to locate in areas with Class I and II soils. The industrial ase
elassifieation cateqory is expected to urbanize.

Intensity: Medium-High

Zoning Districts: Lawrence — IBP (Industrial and Business Park District) IL
(Limited Industrial District), IG (General Industrial District), PD
(Planned Development Overlay)

Primary Uses: Aviation-related uses, utility facilities, building maintenance

services, fleet storage, business support services, construction sales and

service, industrial facilities, wholesale, distribution, and storage, research

services, manufacturing and production limited and technology, soil-conserving

agri-businesses

Option #2
Retain the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry category. Add language to the description that

creates a specific ratio to protect Class 1 and 2 soils when developing in that category.

3.2.1.4 Soil Conserving Agri-Industry
The intent of the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry Use category is to allow for soil
conserving agriculture-related industrial uses but permit other, more
conventional industrial uses, as long as a high percentaqe of a developments
Class I and 1II soils Iand area is protected , ==

Soil conserving agri-industry business is a term with its basis found in Horizon

2020 Chapter 7 — Industrial and Employment-Related Land Use. This Plan
seeks to better describe the intent of this classification. The distinction

Page 2 of 3



between the  Soail Conserving Agri-Industry  classification and
Industrial/Employment classifications is the component of protecting and/or
using existing high-quality agricultural land either through agricultural use or
preservation for future agricultural use.

Protection of the soils through agriculture use or preservation can be
implemented in different ways and the community should be open to creative

ways that development Dro1ects could ut|I|ze this classification. Prejeets=that

aeﬁeet-t#ﬁ@ Projects must set aS|de protect or use a minimum of 50% of the
Class I and II soils on the property being developed for agriculture use. This
protection must take the form of a conservation easement or some other legal
instrument mandating perpetual protection. The Soil Conserving Agri-Industry
Use may or may not urbanize. This use is identified south of Highway 24/40
and also should be included at Midland Junction when a nodal plan is
developed for that area.

Intensity: Medium-High

Zoning Districts: Douglas County — I-1 (Limited Industrial District) and I-2
Light Industrial District; Lawrence — IBP (Industrial and Business Park
District) IL (Limited Industrial District), IG (General Industrial District),
PD (Planned Development Overlay)

Primary Uses: Soil-conserving agri-businesses, aviation-related uses, utility

facilities, building maintenance services, fleet storage, business support

services, construction sales and service, industrial facilities, wholesale,

distribution, and storage, research services, manufacturing and production

limited and technology

Page 3 of 3



Bobbie Walthall

From: Jerry Jost [jerrytjost@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2011 8:18 AM

To: Bobbie Walthall

Cc: Barbara and David Clark

Subject: City Commission Hearing on the Northeast Sector Plan
Attachments: DouglascountylndustrialDevelopmentAreasClasslAndlISoils.pdf
Hi, Bobbie.

I am on the steering committee of the Citizens' for Responsible Planning. We noticed that the
attachment which we presented to the County Commissioners on the Northeast Sector Plan was
apparently not forwarded to the City Commissioners. We request that this attachment be
available to the City Commissioners for their review. This document compares the soil classes
within the potential locations for future industrial and employment related land uses. This
comparison dramatically identifies the proposed industrial sites in the Northeast Sector
having dramatically more class I and II soils than any of the other proposed sites. This is
understandable since this area has historically been an area of repeated flooding depositing
high quality soils.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Jerry Jost

2002 East 1600 Road
Lawrence, KS 66044
jerrytjost@gmail.com
(785) 766-0428




Approximate Acreages Containing Class | and Il Soils in the Potential Industrial Development Sites According to Horizon 2020

Potential Industrial Development

Acres (Approximate)

Class | Soils

Class Il Soils

Total Class | and Il

% Soils that are

Sites According to Horizon 2020 (Approximate (Approximate Soils Class land Il
(Pages 7-4 through 7-8) Acres) Acres) (Approximate
Acres)

Farmland Industries 509 12 7 19 3.7%
Southeast Area 173 0 21 21 12.1%
Airport 374 217 157 374 100.0%
[-70 and K-10 607 0 42 42 6.9%
K-10 and Highway 40 386 0 28 28 7.3%
Eudora North and Eudora South 845 8 4 12 1.4%
Baldwin City 648 0 0 0 0.0%
Highway 56 and Highway 59 656 0 36 36 5.5%
Midland Junction 652 69 214 283 43.4%
Highway 56 and K-33 719 0 0 0 0.0%
Total Acres (Approximate) 5569




Map 7 - 2, Potential Locations for
Future Industrial and Employment
Related Land Use

March 2008
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Farmland Industries 275+ Acres)
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Farmland Industries 275+ Acres)

MAP LEGEND

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Units

Soil Ratings
Capability Class - |

Capability Class - Il
Capability Class - 111
Capability Class - IV
Capability Class - V
Capability Class - VI
Capability Class - VII

Capability Class - VIII

gO00ooon

Not rated or not available

Political Features

o Cities
] PLSS Township and
Range

] PLSS Section

Water Features
Oceans

Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

++
gt Interstate Highways
US Routes

Major Roads

Far

Local Roads

MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:13,400 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/15/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

1/23/2011
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas Farmland Industries 275+ Acres

Nonirrigated Capability Class

Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
7051 Kennebec silt loam, frequently flooded 5 214 4.2%
7090 Wabash silty clay loam, occasionally flooded |3 33.3 6.5%
7155 Kimo silty clay loam, rarely flooded 2 7.1 1.4%
7176 Rossville silt loam, very rarely flooded 1 12.3 2.4%
7280 Wabash silty clay, very rarely flooded 3 13.1 2.6%
7302 Martin silty clay loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes |3 0.5 0.1%
7502 Pawnee clay loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes 3 177.9 35.0%
7503 Pawnee clay loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes, 3 8.4 1.6%
eroded
7602 Sibleyville complex, 7 to 12 percent slopes |6 111.4 21.9%
7603 Sibleyville loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes 3 8.3 1.6%
7651 Vinland complex, 3 to 7 percent slopes 6 58.7 11.5%
8962 Woodson silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes 3 18.8 3.7%
9986 Miscellaneous water 37.8 7.4%
Totals for Area of Interest 509.0 100.0%
Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 1/23/2011

Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 3 of 4



Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas Farmland Industries 275+ Acres

Description

Land capability classification shows, in a general way, the suitability of soils for most
kinds of field crops. Crops that require special management are excluded. The soils
are grouped according to their limitations for field crops, the risk of damage if they
are used for crops, and the way they respond to management. The criteria used in
grouping the soils do not include major and generally expensive landforming that
would change slope, depth, or other characteristics of the soils, nor do they include
possible but unlikely major reclamation projects. Capability classification is not a
substitute for interpretations that show suitability and limitations of groups of soils
for rangeland, for woodland, or for engineering purposes.

In the capability system, soils are generally grouped at three levels-capability class,
subclass, and unit. Only class and subclass are included in this data set.

Capability classes, the broadest groups, are designated by the numbers 1 through
8. The numbers indicate progressively greater limitations and narrower choices for
practical use. The classes are defined as follows:

Class 1 soils have few limitations that restrict their use.

Class 2 soils have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that
require moderate conservation practices.

Class 3 soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that require
special conservation practices, or both.

Class 4 soils have very severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that
require very careful management, or both.

Class 5 soils are subject to little or no erosion but have other limitations, impractical
to remove, that restrict their use mainly to pasture, rangeland, forestland, or wildlife
habitat.

Class 6 soils have severe limitations that make them generally unsuitable for
cultivation and that restrict their use mainly to pasture, rangeland, forestland, or
wildlife habitat.

Class 7 soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuitable for cultivation
and that restrict their use mainly to grazing, forestland, or wildlife habitat.

Class 8 soils and miscellaneous areas have limitations that preclude commercial
plant production and that restrict their use to recreational purposes, wildlife habitat,
watershed, or esthetic purposes.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 1/23/2011
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 4 of 4



Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Southeast Industrial Area 200+ Acres)
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Southeast Industrial Area 200+ Acres)

MAP LEGEND

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Units

Soil Ratings
Capability Class - |

Capability Class - Il
Capability Class - 111
Capability Class - IV
Capability Class - V
Capability Class - VI
Capability Class - VII

Capability Class - VIII

gO00ooon

Not rated or not available

Political Features

o Cities
] PLSS Township and
Range

] PLSS Section

Water Features
Oceans

Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

++
gt Interstate Highways
US Routes

Major Roads

Far

Local Roads

MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:6,610 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/15/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

1/23/2011
Page 2 of 4




Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas

Southeast Industrial Area 200+ Acres

Nonirrigated Capability Class

Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
7500 Pawnee clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes |2 213 12.3%
7502 Pawnee clay loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes | 3 100.9 58.4%
7503 Pawnee clay loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes, | 3 20.5 11.9%
eroded
7602 Sibleyville complex, 7 to 12 percent 6 2.0 1.1%
slopes
8962 Woodson silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes | 3 28.1 16.3%
Totals for Area of Interest 172.8 100.0%

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Web Soil Survey

1/23/2011
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Airport)
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Airport)
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MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:10,000 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/15/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas Airport

Nonirrigated Capability Class

Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
7106 Eudora-Bismarckgrove silt loams, rarely 1 53.3 14.3%
flooded
7119 Eudora-Urban land complex, rarely flooded |2 8.0 2.1%
7127 Eudora-Kimo complex, overwash, rarely 2 18.5 5.0%
flooded
7155 Kimo silty clay loam, rarely flooded 2 47.7 12.7%
7176 Rossville silt loam, very rarely flooded 1 164.0 43.8%
7213 Reading silt loam, moderately wet, very rarely | 2 82.7 22.1%
flooded
9983 Gravel pits and quarries 0.0 0.0%
Totals for Area of Interest 374.2 100.0%
Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 1/29/2011
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(I-70AndK-10)
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(I-70AndK-10)
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MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:17,800 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/26/2006; 6/15/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas I-70AndK-10
Nonirrigated Capability Class
Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

4752 Sogn-Vinland complex, 3 to 25 53.2 8.8%
percent slopes

7051 Kennebec silt loam, frequently 7.2 1.2%
flooded

7301 Martin silty clay loam, 1 to 3 percent 11.2 1.9%
slopes

7302 Martin silty clay loam, 3 to 7 percent 156.8 25.8%
slopes

7307 Martin soils, 3 to 7 percent slopes, 10.0 1.7%
eroded

7325 Martin-Oska silty clay loams, 3 to 6 160.2 26.4%
percent slopes

7460 Oska silty clay loam, 3 to 6 percent 34.9 5.8%
slopes

7530 Sharpsburg silt loam, 1 to 4 percent 311 5.1%
slopes

7535 Sharpsburg silt loam, 4 to 8 percent 0.2 0.0%
slopes

7657 Vinland-Martin complex, 7 to 15 77.2 12.7%
percent slopes

7658 Vinland-Rock outcrop complex, 15 to 12.7 2.1%
45 percent slopes

8962 Woodson silt loam, 1 to 3 percent 52.1 8.6%
slopes

Totals for Area of Interest 606.8 100.0%
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(K-10 and Highway 40)
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(K-10 and Highway 40)
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MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:9,160 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/26/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas K-10 and Highway 40

Nonirrigated Capability Class

Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

4752 Sogn-Vinland complex, 3 to 25 7 17.9 4.6%
percent slopes

7051 Kennebec silt loam, frequently 5 16.2 4.2%
flooded

7301 Martin silty clay loam, 1 to 3 percent |2 28.0 7.3%
slopes

7302 Martin silty clay loam, 3 to 7 percent |3 163.3 42.3%
slopes

7307 Martin soils, 3 to 7 percent slopes, 4 9.3 2.4%
eroded

7325 Martin-Oska silty clay loams, 3to 6 |3 37.9 9.8%
percent slopes

7460 Oska silty clay loam, 3 to 6 percent |3 7.8 2.0%
slopes

7651 Vinland complex, 3 to 7 percent 6 245 6.3%
slopes

7657 Vinland-Martin complex, 7 to 15 6 81.1 21.0%
percent slopes

Totals for Area of Interest 386.0 100.0%
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Eudora North and Eudora South)
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Eudora North and Eudora South)
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MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:13,100 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/15/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas Eudora North and Eudora South

Nonirrigated Capability Class

Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
7050 Kennebec silt loam, occasionally flooded |2 1.6 0.2%
7051 Kennebec silt loam, frequently flooded 5 54.6 6.5%
7170 Reading silt loam, rarely flooded 1 7.5 0.9%
7301 Martin silty clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes | 2 2.6 0.3%
7302 Martin silty clay loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes | 3 5.3 0.6%
7423 Morrill clay loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes 3 247.3 29.3%
7502 Pawnee clay loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes |3 295.7 35.0%
7503 Pawnee clay loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes, |3 30.2 3.6%
eroded
7535 Sharpsburg silt loam, 4 to 8 percent slopes | 3 35.2 4.2%
7600 Sibleyville complex, 3 to 7 percent slopes |4 13.5 1.6%
7658 Vinland-Rock outcrop complex, 15t0 45 |6 32.8 3.9%
percent slopes
8962 Woodson silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes |3 118.5 14.0%
Totals for Area of Interest 844.8 100.0%
Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 1/29/2011
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Baldwin City)
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Baldwin City)
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MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:13,800 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/15/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas Baldwin City
Nonirrigated Capability Class
Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
4752 Sogn-Vinland complex, 3 to 25 percent |7 35.8 5.5%
slopes
7051 Kennebec silt loam, frequently flooded |5 66.2 10.2%
7302 Martin silty clay loam, 3 to 7 percent 3 311.8 48.1%
slopes
7307 Martin soils, 3 to 7 percent slopes, 4 64.0 9.9%
eroded
7460 Oska silty clay loam, 3 to 6 percent 3 0.2 0.0%
slopes
7600 Sibleyville complex, 3 to 7 percent slopes |4 225 3.5%
7603 Sibleyville loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes |3 92.1 14.2%
7651 Vinland complex, 3 to 7 percent slopes |6 231 3.6%
7652 Vinland complex, 3 to 7 percent slopes, |6 4.0 0.6%
eroded
7657 Vinland-Martin complex, 7 to 15 percent |6 27.8 4.3%
slopes
Totals for Area of Interest 647.6 100.0%
Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 1/29/2011
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Highway 56 and Highway 59)

38° 47" 26"

38° 47 29"

o 300t R

38° 46' 23"

38°46' 25"
301800 302100 302400
Map Scale: 1:14,000 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
T ) Meters
0 150 300 600 900
T ) [eet

0 500 1,000 2,000 3,000

Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 1/29/2011
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 1 of 4




Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Highway 56 and Highway 59)
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MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:14,000 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/15/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas Highway 56 and Highway 59

Nonirrigated Capability Class

Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

4752 Sogn-Vinland complex, 3 to 25 percent 7 3.8 0.6%
slopes

7050 Kennebec silt loam, occasionally flooded |2 21 0.3%

7051 Kennebec silt loam, frequently flooded 5 57.6 8.8%

7301 Martin silty clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes | 2 33.5 5.1%

7302 Martin silty clay loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes | 3 142.2 21.7%

7307 Martin soils, 3 to 7 percent slopes, eroded |4 53.6 8.2%

7325 Martin-Oska silty clay loams, 3 to 6 percent | 3 1.0 0.1%
slopes

7600 Sibleyville complex, 3 to 7 percent slopes |4 74.0 11.3%

7603 Sibleyville loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes 3 120.8 18.4%

7604 Sibleyville loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes, 4 0.9 0.1%
eroded

7651 Vinland complex, 3 to 7 percent slopes 6 19.6 3.0%

7652 Vinland complex, 3 to 7 percent slopes, 6 12.6 1.9%
eroded

7657 Vinland-Martin complex, 7 to 15 percent |6 6.0 0.9%
slopes

8962 Woodson silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes |3 116.2 17.7%

8964 Woodson silty clay loam, 1 to 3 percent 4 1.7 1.8%
slopes, eroded

Totals for Area of Interest 655.5 100.0%
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Midland Junction)
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Midland Junction)
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MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:12,800 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/15/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas Midland Junction

Nonirrigated Capability Class

Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
7050 Kennebec silt loam, occasionally flooded |2 159.6 24.5%
7090 Wabash silty clay loam, occasionally 3 21.4 3.3%
flooded

7127 Eudora-Kimo complex, overwash, rarely |2 9.7 1.5%
flooded

7155 Kimo silty clay loam, rarely flooded 2 7.6 1.2%

7170 Reading silt loam, rarely flooded 1 59.2 9.1%

7176 Rossville silt loam, very rarely flooded 1 9.4 1.4%

7213 Reading silt loam, moderately wet, very 2 37.0 5.7%
rarely flooded

7271 Falleaf-Grinter soils, 8 to 20 percent slopes | 6 17.3 2.7%

7280 Wabash silty clay, very rarely flooded 3 277.3 42.6%

7302 Martin silty clay loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes | 3 5.0 0.8%

7502 Pawnee clay loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes |3 2.4 0.4%

7550 Rosendale-Bendena silty clay loams, 3to |7 8.7 1.3%
40 percent slopes

7657 Vinland-Martin complex, 7 to 15 percent |6 29.9 4.6%
slopes

7658 Vinland-Rock outcrop complex, 15t0 45 |6 0.7 0.1%
percent slopes

9983 Gravel pits and quarries 0.3 0.0%

9999 Water 6.1 0.9%

Totals for Area of Interest 651.6 100.0%
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Highway 56 and K-33)
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(Highway 56 and K-33)
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MAP INFORMATION

Map Scale: 1:13,200 if printed on A size (8.5" x 11") sheet.
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 15N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Douglas County, Kansas
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Nov 30, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  6/15/2006

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas

Highway 56 and K-33

Nonirrigated Capability Class

Nonirrigated Capability Class— Summary by Map Unit — Douglas County, Kansas
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
7302 Martin silty clay loam, 3 to 7 percent 3 8.0 1.1%
slopes
7600 Sibleyville complex, 3 to 7 percent slopes |4 9.5 1.3%
7603 Sibleyville loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes |3 2154 29.9%
7604 Sibleyville loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes, |4 15.8 2.2%
eroded
8301 Verdigris silt loam, frequently flooded 5 67.6 9.4%
8912 Summit silty clay loam, 3 to 7 percent 3 8.6 1.2%
slopes
8962 Woodson silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes | 3 389.8 54.2%
9999 Water 4.8 0.7%
Totals for Area of Interest 719.4 100.0%

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

1/29/2011
Page 3 of 4



Bobbie Walthall

To: David L. Corliss
Subject: RE: Northeast Sector Plan

----- Forwarded message -----

From: "Ellen Paulsen” <elnpaulsen@sbcglobal.net>

To: "Aron Cromwell" <aroncromwell@gmail.com>, "schummfoods@gmail.com™
<schummfoods@gmail.com>, "mikeamyx515@hotmail.com” <mikeamyx515@hotmail.com>, "Scott
McCullough” <smccullough@lawrenceks.org>, "David L. Corliss" <DCorliss@lawrenceks.org>,
"mdever@sunflower.com™ <mdever@sunflower.com>, "hughcarter@sunflower.com"
<hughcarter@sunflower.com>

Subject: Northeast Sector Plan

Date: Sun, Aug 7, 2011 12:17 pm

| will not be able to attend the meeting Tuesday evening when comments will be received concerning the Northeast
Sector Plan but as a North Lawrence property owner and resident, | wanted to express my continued concern. | do
believe that the problems with drainage and flooding have been well out lined during previous meetings. Solutions, within
a reasonable budget, not so much. As a tax paying property owner, | look to my commissioners to make certain that
these issues are addressed before any decisions are made. Thank you for your time. Ellen Paulsen 785-312-0801



RECEIVED

City County Planning Office
September 10, 2010 Lawrence, Kansas .

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agriculture acreage represented in the
Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Warner AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

« This language reflects almost directly the previously approved policies in Chapter 7 of
Horizon 2020. All of our long-range plans for our farms and family homes were based on
those policies.

e We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
production capabilities, vulnerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and production
limitations has allowed us to maximize yields of tillable acreage for generations. It is
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

e With proximity to major highways, rail and air transportation, this area serves the needs
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise access to
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
on potential development nearby.

e The relatively undefined concept of soil conserving agri-industry opens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

e The proposed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with our ability to grow crops
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the Lawrence/Douglas
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be present for the September 20 meeting and look forward to answering any questions
you may have concerning our position on this issue.
3 4 Qs

Sincerely, —j% Pl X apme Gre.

Grant Township Property Owners




September 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agriculture acreage represented in the
Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Warner AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

e This language reflects almost directly the previously approved policies in Chapter 7 of
Horizon 2020. All of our long-range plans for our farms and family homes were based on
those policies.

e We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
production capabilities, vulnerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and production
limitations has allowed us to maximize yields of tillable acreage for generations. It is
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

* With proximity to major highways, rail and air transportation, this area serves the needs
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise access to
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
on potential development nearby.

» The relatively undefined concept of soil conserving agri-industry opens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

* The proposed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with our ability to grow crops
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the Lawrence/Douglas
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be present for the September 20 meeting and look forward to answering any questions
you may have concerning our position on this issue.

Sincerely,

Grant Township Property Owners
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September 15, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

We are Grant Township property owners, and we are in favor of the letter dated
September 10, 2010, in support of option #1 of the NE Sector plan.

5@7. LAk

Gary L. Black

A5 e
Larry D. Black

17 acres owned in Grant Township
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Grant township letter

RECEIVED

SEP 20 2010

City County Planning Office
Lawrence, Kansas

I am a Grant Township property owner, and I am in favor of the letter dated
September 10, 2010, ?ﬁ support of option #1 of the NE Sector plan.

Jane mccab C
Acres owned in Grant Township_4gorex 35

Page 1
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RECEIVED

SEP 20 2010

City County Planning Office
W Lﬂ\‘"g'lcei Kansa&

September 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agriculture acreage represented in the
Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Ootion #1 as prasented in the msmorandum from
Dan Wamer AICP, Long Range Flanner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

e This language reflects almost directly the previcusly approved policies in Chapter 7 of
Herizon 2020. All of our long-range pians far our farms and family homes were based on
those policies.

« We have worked the iand and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
production capabilities, vulnerablliities, climate, erosion, water retantion and production
limitations has aliowed us fo maximize yields of tillable acreage for generations. It is
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

= With proximity to major highways, rail and air transpertation, this area serves the needs
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compramise access to
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
on potential development nearby.

» The relatively undefined concept of scil conserving agri-industry apens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, tuf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

s The propesed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with cur ability to grow crops
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the _awrence/Douglas
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be present for the September 2C meeting and look forward to answering any questicns
you may have conceming our position on this issue.

Sincerely,

Grant Township Property Owners
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RECEIVED

SEP 20 2010

City County Pianning o
Lawrence, Kansgas i

September 10, 2010

To:. Mambers of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

Mmdammdmmmmmhm
Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Warner AICP, mw.m.mmmmmmmn 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

B WWMWMMMWMhMTG

&« We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
mmmmbMMMMmhm itis
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

v mmmmwmﬂma&mmmmmm
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise access to -
Mwmmwmhmmmmwmmm
on potential development nearby.
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and
production, agricutural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

» mmwmmdwmmmmm-wahﬁybwm
hrwwmﬁyummmmwm

County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be Mhh-wmmmMMbm-mm
you may have concerming our position on this issue.

- Sincerely,
Grant Township Property Owners

Cotford Yonchory 51 4
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September 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

Asumemofahrgepercerﬁagadﬁmcmmrﬁd@ﬂﬂlﬁ:mammemedinme
Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Warner AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

® Thislaumgemﬁadsakmstdimdiymmmbbapmowdpoﬁdeshcmp&er?of
Horimnm.kuofwrlawngepiamfuourmatﬂfamiymmbasadon
those pailicies. 3

= We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
production capabilities, vuinerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and production
limitations has allowed us to maximize yields of tillable acreage for generations. It is
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

* With proximity to major highways, rail and air transportation, this area serves the needs
dmeaMﬂMMKamWsﬂmhwmwmmh
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
on potential development nearby.

= The relatively undefined concept of soil conserving agri-industry opens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jecpardized in the future.

. Thewmmmmmhm.mymm‘wéﬁmecm
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning stafi.

WeMI!bepreaerorﬂneSeptembermmeeﬁgaMbokfowdm answering any questions
you may have concerming our position on this issue. :

Sincerely,

Grant Townghip Property Owners
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RECEIVED

SEP 20 2019

City County
Planning o
Lawrence, Kgﬁfag-’fﬂca

September 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agriculture acreage represented in the
Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Wamer AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

e This language reflects almost directly the previously approved policies in Chapter 7 of
Horizon 2020. All of our long-range plans for our farms and family homes were based on

those policies.

e We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
production capabilities, vulnerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and production
limitations has allowed us to maximize yields of tillable acreage for generations. Itis
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

e With proximity to major highways, rail and air transportation, this area serves the needs
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise access to
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
on potential development nearby.

e The relatively undefined concept of soil conserving agri-industry opens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

e The proposed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with our ability to grow crops
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the Lawrence/Douglas
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be present for the September 20 meeting and look forward to answering any questions
you may have concerning our position on this issue.

Sincerely,

Grant Township Property Owners
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Saptember 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agriculture acreage represented in the

Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Optlon #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Warner AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010

Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support,

 This language reflects almost directly the previously approved policies in Chapter 7 of
Horizon 2020. All of our long-range plans for our farms and family homes were based on

those policies.

e We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades, Understanding the
production capabilities, vulnerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and production
limitations has allowed us to maximize ylelds of tillable acreage for generations. Itie
how we make our llving and is part of our lives.

e With proximify to major highways, rail and alr (ransportation, this area serves the needs
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise acc¢ess to
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
an potential developmant nearby,

¢ The relatively undefined concept of scil conserving agri-industry opens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

e The proposed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with our ability to grow crops
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As [andowners and citizens directly affected by thie decision, we ask that the Lawrence/Douglas
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be present for tha September 20 meeting and look forward to answering any questions
you may have concerning our position on this issue.

Sincerely,
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September 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agriculture acreage represented in the
Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Warner AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

e This language reflects aimost directly the previously approved policies in Chapter 7 of
Horizon 2020. All of our long-range plans for our farms and family homes were based on
those policies.

o We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
production capabilities, vulnerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and production
limitations has allowed us to maximize yields of tillable acreage for generations. Itis
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

o With proximity to major highways, rail and air transportation, this area serves the needs
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise access to
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
on potential development nearby.

e The relatively undefined concept of soil conserving agri-industry opens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

e The proposed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with our ability to grow crops
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the Lawrence/Douglas
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be present for the September 20 meeting and look forward to answering any questions

you may have concerning our position on this issue.

Sincerely,

Grant Township Property Owners 5/ O g 7[ /L)Ow@_/
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League of Women Voters of Lawrence-Douglas County
P.O. Box 1072, Lawrence, Kansas 66044

September 19, 2010

Mr. Charles Blaser, Chairman

Members

Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission
City Hall

Lawrence, Kansas 66044

RE: ITEM NO. 4: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT FOR NORTHEAST SECTOR
PLAN.

Dear Chairman Blaser and Planning Commissioners:

We would like to present some comments on the new recommendations for inclusion in the
Northeast Sector Plan: a choice between the Options #1 and #2.

The important question addressed here is how to preserve the Class I and II Soils as a goal, but at
the same time accommodate some industrial development. After reviewing these options we
believe that the consequences of adopting either of these options at this stage would not achieve
the desired outcome.

We have attached our analysis of some of the problems involved in attempting to accommodate
both the preservation of these irreplaceable soils and at the same time accommodate industrial
development.

We suggest that before you incorporate either of these options into the Northeast Sector Plan that
you review our discussion and consider this particular issue further.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,
Brooke Goc Alan Black, Chairman R ECE I VE D
President Land Use Committee
SEP 20 2010
City County Planning Office
Lawrence, Kansas
ATTACHMENT
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Attachment

PROBLEMS WITH SUGGESTED OPTIONS FOR PRESERVING CLASS I & II SOILS IN
INDUSTRIAL AREAS

Option #1: The recommendation to incorporate into the Northeast Sector Plan suggested by staff for
preserving Class I and II Soils in industrially designated areas is to “encourage” Agri-Industrial use in
these areas.

Problem: With only “encouragement” there is no way to guarantee that Agri-Industrial uses will go
into such areas. It seems to us that this would not be an effective method for saving these valuable
soils. This is not recommended as a requirement nor is there recommended any incentive to do it.
To be effective, there should be both a requirement and an incentive incorporated into the Land
Development Code.

Option #2: The recommended suggestion here is to require a portion of an industrial development on
Class I and/or II Soil to be set aside and permanently preserved for agricultural use. The suggested
amount is half of the original tract. If this recommendation of Option #2 is incorporated into the Land
Development Code and the Douglas County Zoning Regulations, the Agri-Industrial use would be a
permitted use within the Industrial category.

Problems:

permitted uses from the benign ones. Although there is one permitted use added—Agri-
Industrial—there is no distinction in terms of the many choices for permitted uses available under
the “Industrial” category in Option #2. Not all of these other industrial uses included here are
equal in intensity and in possible negative effects on the set-aside farmland. There is a need to be
able to select or condition uses, or to be able to do both.

(a) One method used recently has been to allow conditioning of conventional zoning to
eliminate all permitted uses other than agricultural-business uses. It could be
applied to Agri-Industrial permitted uses in the Industrial category.

(b) Another method would be to require a Planned Development.

(c) A third method would be to establish all industrial uses in Class I and II soils as
Special Uses with the ability to establish strict environmental controls through the
Conditional or Special Use Permits.

(d) A fourth method could be to create a new zoning district for Class I and II soils and
then control uses individually under the Section 20-501 Use Regulations.

2. The size and configuration of the original tracts and their set-aside parcels is critical in
preserving the set-aside land for its agricultural usefulness.

(a) If half of the land of a single tract is set-aside for preserving Class I and II soils each
parcel from the tract should be contiguous so that it is not preserved in separate
small pieces. Set-backs and required open spaces between buildings or other
normal “open space” requirements would not preserve sufficiently large tracts for
usable agricultural land.

(b) The original acreage of the industrial tract would determine how useful a set-aside
parcel would be. For example, the parcels set-aside from small industrial
tracts—under one acre—would generally be less agriculturally useful. You need to
know what is considered economically and practically feasible to preserve.

LWV9-19-10pc-ltem4 NEareaPlan LTR edFINAL wpd Page 2 of 3



3. Protecting the set-aside farmland area from pollution and runoff from the developed industrial

parcel would have to be a condition placed on any industrial development adjacent to preserved
farmland—an additional development expense and difficult to enforce.

4. An additional problem is that the entire Class I and II Soils are
Added problems and hazards of developing in the floodplain:

(a) The cost/benefit to the city and county of industrial development in the floodplain is

apt to be negative. Why?

(1) Both the flat North Lawrence area and the floodplain have a very high water
table and minimal slope. This causes major engineering problems with
sewering and added costs of providing and maintaining it. Sewering would
likely need lift stations and because of the high water table, sump pumps
would likely be necessary. A major public cost.

(2) Floodplain development requires high capital investment. Needed flood
protection or raising building levels, generally with added soil, makes
development cost higher than average.

(3) Raising soil levels adjacent to farmland can change the drainage patterns to
the disadvantage of the farmland, marginalizing it and reducing its
productivity.

(b) Hazards are created with floodplain development because of the proximity of the
airport. Raising soil levels may create ponds that attract waterfowl and other
wildlife if fill dirt comes from the same floodplain area. This effect is due in part to
the high water table.

5. Problems of jurisdiction.

(a) If a development is not annexed and provided public utilities, it will likely be
substandard; public benefit will likely be negative.

(b) If a development is provided utilities and public services but not annexed, costs to the
city will not be publicly compensated through taxes, resulting in lack of public
benefit to city.

(c) If development is annexed and provided public services, costs may still exceed public
benefits in taxes because of above listed problems.

6. Cost implications: Farming is one of the land uses in the county that costs the county much
less than the county regains from it in taxes. When the League made its study on county
development, one of our sources was the Farmland Trust. The Trust found that for every dollar
returned in taxes from open space and farmland, expenditures to counties averaged about $0.50.
On the other hand, for every dollar returned to the county in taxes from rural residential use, the
county expenditures for this use were higher, up to $1.50 per household. That was in 1999. The
disparity now is likely more.
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CITIZENS FOR RESPONSIBLE PLANNING

September 18, 2010

Dear Commissioners Blaser, Harris, Finkeldei, Carter, Burger, Hird, Dominguez,
Rasmussen, Singleton, and Liese,

Citizens for Responsible Planning (CRP) remains in support of the 3rd Draft of the
Northeast Sector Plan as presented at the Planning Commission meeting on July
21, 2010. This draft document skillfully and fairly represents public input from
the beginning of the public document planning sessions that began in the Fall of
20009.

One of our primary concerns remains flooding and stormwater run-off associated
with development and urbanization in the Northeast Sector. The "Option #1"
alternative being presented clearly states, "The industrial category is expected to
urbanize. " This statement is in direct conflict with the desires expressed through
the public process. It will also increase the probability of catastrophic flooding
within the area and the North Lawrence residential community. Urbanization
within the Northeast Sector will force implementation of the costly North
Lawrence Drainage Study recommendations. CRP would request that should any
development proposal come forward it be reviewed through a cost-benefit
analysis whenever public dollars are being used for infrastructure extension.

It is impossible to segregate the area's unique challenges to development. As
stated on Pg. 3-1 under Recommendations these unique challenges include:

o Costly stormwater infrastructure needs as urbanization occurs
o Significant amounts of regulatory floodplain
o Significant amounts of Class | and Il soils

o FAA Regulations and Lawrence Municipal Airport Protection Zones



The current draft states on: Page 3-13 3.3 Implementation, Item 6. "Consider
implementing regulations that promote no adverse impact for floodplain
management."” CRP supports this statement of an Implementation
recommendation. It is recognized that flooding is the number one natural
disaster in the United States (FEMA). To identify flood hazards, the risks they
pose to people and property, and the regulatory boundaries of floodplains, the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) develops flood hazard maps,
officially known as Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). The Flood Hazard Area
map shown on page 2-18 should be updated to reflect the new LiDAR - DFIRM
County map dated August 5, 2010.

http://www.douglas-county.com/depts/zc/docs/pdf/floodplainmap 080510.pdf

The map seen in the above link replaces the flood hazard map that dates back to
November 7, 2001. Drainage patterns have changed dramatically due to land use,
surface erosion, and other natural forces. As a result, the likelihood of riverine
flooding in some areas has increased significantly. Moreover, the technology
used to estimate risk has been much improved. Up-to-date maps will much more
accurately represent the risk of flooding; they are an important tool in the effort
to protect lives and properties in Douglas County. This statement is taken from
the National Initiative for Flood Map Modernization.

This August 5, 2010 DFIRM Map indicates areas to be in the 1% chance floodplain
or 100 year floodplain that are indicated on the Future Land Use Map Draft Pg. 3-
12 for both Industrial and Soil-Conserving Agri-Industry. The new 100 year
floodplain designations for these areas should require further detailed study prior
to determining future land use possibilities within the Northeast Sector Plan.

Thank you for considering CRP's comments and requests.
As always, with great respect.

Citizens for Responsible Planning Steering Committee



September 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agriculture acreage represented in the
Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Warner AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

This language reflects almost directly the previously approved policies in Chapter 7 of
Horizon 2020. All of our long-range plans for our farms and family homes were based on
those policies.

We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
production capabilities, vulnerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and production
limitations has allowed us to maximize yields of tillable acreage for generations. It is
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

With proximity to major highways, rail and air transportation, this area serves the needs
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise access to
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
on potential development nearby.

The relatively undefined concept of soil conserving agri-industry opens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

The proposed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with our ability to grow crops
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the Lawrence/Douglas
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be present for the September 20 meeting and look forward to answering any questions
you may have concerning our position on this issue.

Sincerely,

Grant Township Property Owners
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September 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agriculture acreage represented in the
Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Warner AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

s This language reflects almost directly the previously approved policies in Chapter 7 of
Horizon 2020. All of our long-range plans for our farms and family homes were based on
those policies.

¢ We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
production capabilities, vulnerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and production
limitations has allowed us to maximize yields of tillable acreage for generations. Itis
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

e With proximity to major highways, rail and air transportation, this area serves the needs
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise access to
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
on potential development nearby.

» The relatively undefined concept of soil conserving agri-industry opens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

* The proposed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with our ability to grow crops
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the Lawrence/Douglas
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be present for the September 20 meeting and look forward to answering any questions
you may have concerning our position on this issue.

Sincerely,

Grant Township Property Owners
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10520 Inverness Ct
Fishers, IN 46037
September 13, 2010

Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Commission
6 East 6" Street
Lawrence, KS 66044

Dear Planning Commission:

As the owner of 54 acres on the NW corner of the Midland Junction in Grant Township, I
support Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from Dan Warner AICP, Long Range
Planner, which will be considered at the upcoming September 20, 2010 Planning Commission
Meeting.

I appreciate the opportunity to express my opinion. If you have any questions or would like to
discuss this issue further, please contact me at 317-450-6242. Additionally, you may speak with
my father, Earl Van Meter, who manages my property. He can be reached at 785-749-5956.

Sincerely,

KLUt

Karen Van Meter

Ce: Ear] Van Meter
621 Country Club Terrace
Lawrence, KS 66049



SEP-13-2010 81:46P FROM: REMAXPROFESSINAL T7ES B43 TOTT TC:B424398

September 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agricuiture acreage represented in the
Northeast Sector Flan we strongly suppert Option #1 as presented in the memorandum from
Dan Warner AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at the September 20, 2010
Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for our support.

This language reflects aimost directly the previously approved policies in Chapter 7 of
Horizon 2020. All of our iong-range plans for our farms and family homeas were based on
those policies.

We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Undarstanding the
production capabilities, vulnerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and production
limitations has allowed us to maximize yields of tillable acreage for generations. It is
how we make our living and is part of our lives.

With proximity to major highways, rail and air transportation, this area serves the needs
of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise access to
industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by placing severe limits
on potentia! development nearby.

The relatively undefined coricept of soil conserving agri-industry opens the possibility
that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations, turf and sod
production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be jeopardized in the future.

The proposed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with our ability to grow crops
for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the Lawrence/Douglas
County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended by its Planning staff.

We will be present for the September 20 mesting and look forward to answering any questions
you may have concerning our position on this issue.

Sincerely,

Grant Township Property Owners

:
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A8/12/2811 17:42 6287 5 WILLIAM T KING MD FAGE

BILL & MARY KING

2231 GARFIELD
GREAT BEND, KS 67530

Tel, #620 793 6168

Fax # 620 793 8475

Cell # 620 791 7150
E-mail bkingé(@cox.net

September 12, 2010

Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission:
 am a CGirant Township property owner, and I am in favor of the letter dated September

10, 2010, in support of option #1 of the NE Sector plan. I own 170 acres in Grant
Township.

Mary F King

al



September 10, 2010

To: Members of the Lawrence Douglas County Planning Commission

As owners of a large percentage of the commercial agriculture acreage represented in
the Northeast Sector Plan we strongly support Option #1 as presented in the
memorandum from Dan Warner AICP, Long Range Planner, which will be considered at
the September 20, 2010 Planning Commission meeting. These are the key reasons for
our support.

1 This language reflects aimost directly the previously approved policies in Chapter
7 of Horizon 2020. All of our long-range plans for our farms and family homes
were based on those policies.

2 We have worked the land and soils in this area for decades. Understanding the
production capabilities, vulnerabilities, climate, erosion, water retention and
production limitations has allowed us to maximize yields of tillable acreage for
generations. It is how we make our living and is part of our lives.

3 With proximity to major highways, rail and air transportation, this area serves the
needs of Lawrence and all of northeast Kansas. We should not compromise
access to industrial and commercial use in this critical transportation hub by
placing severe limits on potential development nearby.

4 The relatively undefined concept of soil conserving agri-industry opens the
possibility that current agri-industry uses such as livestock feeding operations,
turf and sod production, agricultural field stations and test plots could be
jeopardized in the future.

5 The proposed commercial use of land in no way conflicts with our ability to grow
crops for our community or increase production to support local demands.

As landowners and citizens directly affected by this decision, we ask that the
Lawrence/Douglas County Planning Commission approve option #1 as recommended
by its Planning staff.

We will be present for the September 20 meeting and look forward to answering any
questions you may have concerning our position on this issue.

Sincerely,

Grant Township Property Owners

D & W
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From: Barbara Clark, Maggie's Farm [mailto:maggiesfarm@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 3:11 PM

To: Chuck Blaser; Lisa Harris; Brad Finkeldei; Hugh Carter; Lara Adams Burger; Richard Hird; Charlie Dominguez; Stan
Rasmussen; Kenzie Singleton; Bruce Liese

Cc: Dan Warner; Scott McCullough; Sheila Stogsdill

Subject: Fw: Possible "Best Practices" Examples

Dear Commissioners,

I am forwarding three very recent documents to you that may act as "best practices"” guides. | believe at the last
meeting on May 24th when the Northeast Sector Plan was discussed there was a statement that there should be

communities that are engaged in the same issues we are here in Douglas County. | hope these will assist as we

move forward.

Two are from Pennsylvania and one from Washington State.

The first link: http://www.tpl.org/content documents/OkanoganValley WhitePaper LowRez.pdf

Agricultural Land Preservation and Land Conservation in Okanogan County: Challenges, Opportunities, and
Recommendations for Moving Forward, January 2010.

This document addresses the need for "common ground" between divergent interests. From my perspective the
process the planning staff undertook and skillfully facilitated for the Northeast Sector Plan fits within the
recommendations of this white paper. While there are variances in the players involved in this county in
Washington State, the critical natural resource at risk is high quality agricultural land. This document, if for no
other value, clearly shows that the discussions and difficulties Douglas County is facing are common to many
other communities in our nation.

The second link: http://www.shrewsburytownship.org/Codorus%20Comprehensive%20Plan%20DRAFT .pdf

Codorus Township Comprehensive Plan Update Draft, March 2010

This very recent Comprehensive Plan Draft has a strong focus on agricultural soils preservation, tools to
achieve agricultural preservation, and valuation systems for implementation. On page 11, a lengthy discussion
of soils begins and the various land use capabilities appropriate to various soil types. Page 38 begins a
discussion of this county's preservation work.

The third link: http://www.ycpc.org/County Long Range Pages/comp plan.html

After opening this link, scroll down the page to the list of documents. Click on the first document: York County
Agricultural Land Protection Plan

This planning document looks at agricultural land protection tools. One of the most important being good long-
range comprehensive planning. There are other zoning and incentive tools referenced in this planning
document. Soils play a very significant role in land use planning in this document and other township plans I've
looked at from the York County Planning Department.

Thank you all for taking the time to review these documents. | know you are called upon by many groups to
read volumes of text. Your time and dedication to our community is greatly appreciated.

Best,

Barbara Clark

Maggie's Farm
www.maggiesfarm-ks.com




CITIZENS FOR RESPONSIBLE PLANNING

July 21, 2010

Dear Commissioners Blaser, Harris, Finkeldei, Carter, Burger, Hird, Dominguez,
Rasmussen, Singleton, and Liese,

Citizens for Responsible Planning (CRP) would like to express their gratitude for
the diligence shown by the Planning Department Staff in their skillful and inclusive
facilitation of the Northeast Sector Plan Draft development. From the initial "kick-
off" meeting in the Fall of 2009 public attendance and public input has been
carefully recorded and used to direct language currently represented in the 3rd
draft of this document.

It is also our expressed opinion that the Q and A paper has been invaluable in
clarifying and giving further elaboration on questions and concerns that were
voiced at the May 24th Planning Commission meeting.

CRP recommends the following new language additions (identified in black bold
type) to the 3rd draft.

Pg. 3-1 - Due to the area's unique challenges to development, including:

CRP's two overarching concerns for the Northeast Sector Plan have
consistently been stormwater mitigation and the preservation of the
largest contiguous tract of Capability Class 1 and 2 soils in Douglas County.



Pg. 3-1 - The plan recognizes the interconnectedness of these unique
elements and proposes only limited development in the planning area.

The addition of “the interconnectedness of” gives recognition of how these
deep, fertile soils are the best mitigation source for recurring stormwater
issues facing this area. These soil's natural absorptive sponge capabilities
offer both from a cost basis and highest and best land use perspective the
greatest mitigation option available. These two concerns are best
addressed in tandem.

Pg.3-2-3.1.1.1.g Lawrence Urban Growth Area (UGA)

1. Consider adjusting Lawrence's Urban Growth Area boundary by limiting
it to those areas of Grant Township feasible for the urban-type
development through the analysis of the Sector Plan and the analysis of
future water and wastewater master plans.

CRP supports the Plan Growth Area as defined by the Future Land Use map
presented on pg. 3-14 of this draft.

In addition, we would like to use a transcribed reference from the May 24th
Planning Commission meeting to further support CRP's thoughts on the limiting of
the UGA.

"Commissioners, | guess there's one thing I'd like to leave you with while
we go to work on these comments is --we've put this in the context of what are
the planning efforts city/county wide. The reason we start with our cartoon of
annexation is that there's a reason that this area hasn't developed substantially
over the decades and those reasons have to do with the costs of development
and public infrastructure and the storm drainage and those sorts of things. | think
as planners we need to start thinking, or continue to think, about where are we
going to put our limited resources in relation to development costs. We have /
you all have planned a substantial amount of industrial employment center
activity along with other areas of high density residential and commercial nodes
and the like - Farmland Industries is one area, Farmers' Turnpike is another area,
6th Street and SLT is an area. There's room for all those things and areas of low



growth / low development and so as we talk more about the utilities master plan
and come back with this plan for your review and consideration | think we need to
think of it in terms of the county as a region and not just - It's easy to get into
Grant Township and say, 'why aren't we pro-development here?' Why are we
restrictive?' ...and those kind of things. We're trying to let the history and the
land talk to us on this one and say, "there are reasons for this today; what do we
reasonably anticipate?' We talk about expectations for the residents...is it fair to
put out a plan for pro-growth if we're not as a city going to put any infrastructure
in that area. We've got to talk about those things and come to some reasonable
conclusions | think. We'll get to work on your comments and come back with
those things in mind as well."

Scott McCullough, Lawrence/Metropolitan Planning Director - May 24, 2010

CRP agrees with Scott McCullough that good long-range, comprehensive land-use
planning should consider the most effective allocation of limited public resources
for the costly infrastructure necessary for industrial employment centers and high
density residential areas. Our community already has identified these public
investments for other areas. There are historically validated reasons why Grant
Township has experienced limited development in significant part due to flooding
and storm water drainage. Sustaining agricultural land uses within Grant
Township complements best economic land use with storm water mitigation. We
hope that you concur in your thoughts and actions.

CRP has consistently pressed for incentive mechanisms to aid in farmland
preservation. Some "Best Practices" documents have been sent to you under
separate cover. At this time we would like to suggest some other references that
may aid in finding appropriate tools for Douglas County to incorporate into their
practices. The first would be a link to the American Farmland Trust toolbox. This
link is: http://www.farmlandinfo.org/documents/27761/fp toolbox 02-2008.pdf

This fact sheet will give you a brief description of many of the planning and
incentive tools available for farmland protection.



A second link is to the American Planning Association's Policy Guide on
Agricultural Land Preservation. This link is:
http://www.planning.org/policy/guides/adopted/agricultural.htm

This is a frequently cited reference and in CRP's opinion reflects many of the
planning guides set forth in the Northeast Sector Plan Draft.

As always, CRP is aware of the many factors that come to bear on your decisions.
Our continued efforts have been to present reasonable, authoritative data to
assist in your deliberations.

With great respect and appreciation for your tireless efforts on behalf of our
community,

Citizens for Responsible Planning Steering Committee
Barbara Clark

Jerry Jost

Lane Williams

Ellen Paulsen

Lori McMinn

Chet and Deanna Fitch

cc: Dan Warner, Scott McCullough, Sheila Stogsdill



From: Nuts2sell@aol.com [mailto:Nuts2sell@aol.com]

Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 12:01 AM

To: Dan Warner

Subject: Comment to Planning Commission, Northeast Sector Plan

July 22, 2010
Re: Draft Northeast Sector Plan
Dear Planning Commissioners:

Although we will be out-of-town for the next meeting on the Northeast Sector Plan, my wife and | wish to
encourage your continued work on this and, in particular, your attention to storm drainage challenges and
soils. As most of you know, we have a tree farm in the area and have made comments in the past.

In the past few days we have driven North 3rd street and watched as at least 6 feet of clay fill has been
trucked in and compacted for the pad and parking lot of the new Dollar Store. It is a impressive, but
typical, fill for North Lawrence. We have remarked how each development in the flood plain incrementally
degrades the drainage for their neighbors who had previously built at the natural grade.

In the ten years since the last FEMA floodplain map was adopted, degradation of the Maple Grove
drainage has now resulted in a new FEMA map with a greatly increased 100-year floodplain area. The
new regulatory floodplain covers much more of our neighbors' lands and, for the first time, includes part of
our orchard. The map reflects the cumulative effect of development over the past decade. Ironically,
floodplain regulations encourage or require building on fill, which is invariably less permeable than the
natural soil. New development is built on ever higher fill. Whoever is lower, whoever built before, is
burdened with the runoff.

In North Lawrence the better agricultural soils are sponges of storm water. The higher Capability 1 soils
are better sponges than the lower Capability 2 soils; loss of Capability 1 soils to development will impact
area drainage more severely, although it is the lower soils that will flood more quickly.

We are encouraged by the fact that the Northeast Sector Plan articulates that drainage and agricultural
soils are important planning considerations for the City of Lawrence. For us, as interested

farmer landowners, drainage and prime soil preservation are paramount considerations for this particular
area. We encourage your continued efforts to incorporate a reasonable reference respecting the best
agricultural soils into the Northeast Sector Plan.

We appreciate your thoughtful efforts throughout this process.

Charles NovoGradac
Deborah Milks

Chestruut Chawlie's

Organic Tree Crops
P.O. Box 1166

Lawrence, KS 66044
www.chestnutcharlie.com
nuts2sell@aol.com




Dan Warner

From: Scott McCullough

Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:17 PM
To: 'Rasmussen, Stanley L NWK'

Cc: Dan Warner; Denny Ewert
Subject: RE: Northeast Sector Plan

Dan — for PC packet and file.

Scott McCullough, Director - smccullough @ci.lawrence.ks.us
Planning and Development Services | www.lawrenceks.org
City Hall, 6 E. 6" Street

P.O. Box 708, Lawrence, KS 66044-0708

office (785) 832-3154 | fax (785) 832-3160

From: Rasmussen, Stanley L NWK [mailto:Stanley.L.Rasmussen@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:12 PM

To: Scott McCullough

Subject: Northeast Sector Plan

Scott,

After reviewing the 12 July 2010 draft of the Northeast Sector Plan, | am particularly concerned with the Soil Conserving
Agri-Industry boundary designated on the Future Land Use Map 3-1 (see page 3-14). Specifically, the proposed
boundary appears to be better suited for industrial development than to soil-preservation activities.

This area is bounded on the north and the east by the airport (as well as on the north by U.S. Highway 24/40), to the
south by Interstate-70, and is essentially bounded on the west by US Highway 40/59.

In my opinion, an area such as this, with immediate access to multiple highways, the interstate, the airport, as well as
close proximity to rail access, and an area which is essentially devoid of residential property, is naturally suited to
industrial development as opposed to soil preservation. By looking at the soil classification map 2-13 (on page 2-24),
better areas for soil conserving agri-industry can be readily identified. For example, while the draft designated area
contains a mix of soil types, there are areas south of I-70 and north of the Kansas River that contain large swaths of Class
| soil types, that are adjacent to existing industrial land, and that appear to be much better suited to soil conserving agri-
industry activities.

| suggest that the Soil Conserving Agri-Industry classification be eliminated from the Future Land Use Map 3-1 (on page
3-14) and that this area be designated as Industrial. Second, | suggest that the last sentence in Section 3.2.1.4 be
deleted (this is the sentence which reads: This use is identified south of highway 24/40...when a nodal plan is developed
for that area). Alternatively, it may be appropriate to discuss the merits of designating the general area in the southeast
portion of this Sector Plan as an area where soil-conserving agri-industry may be encouraged.

Please share my comments with my fellow Planning Commissioners, Planning Department staff, and other interested
parties.

Stanley L. Rasmussen, Planning Commissioner



Dan Warner

From: Kelly Barth [ludditekel@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 3:47 PM
To: Dan Warner

Subiject: Northeast Sector Plan

Dear Dan,

I wanted to take a moment to thank you for your lucid and strong articulation of the
reasoning behind the Northeast Sector Plan at Monday's meeting.

Though I certainly realize the county can't please everyone with its documents, I want to
express my concerns about the following:

* Potential flooding of the area and the expense and logistical nightmare created by
implementation of the North Lawrence Drainage study recommendations that would be needed to
accommodate large-scale develop in the area.

* Potential damage to irreplaceable Class 1 and 2 soils that have developed over millennia
and represent one of Douglas County's most valuable cultural, environmental, and commercial
assets.

I also appreciate the document's recognition that the development of aviation-related
industry sited at the airport itself is an entirely appropriate development use for the area
given the above two concerns.

Thanks for all your good work!

Best,

Kelly Barth



Dan Warner

From: Barbara Clark, Maggie's Farm [maggiesfarm@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 8:59 PM

To: Stan Rasmussen; Lisa Harris; Chuck Blaser; Brad Finkeldei; Richard Hird; Jeff Chaney;
Kenzie Singleton; Greg Moore; Charlie Dominguez; Hugh Carter

Cc: Scott McCullough; Dan Warner; Sheila Stogsdill

Subiject: Fw: Land Capability Classes

Attachments: class 2.pdf; class 1 and 2.jpg; class 1 and 2.pdf; class 1.jpg; class 1.pdf; class 2.jpg

Dear Commissioners Moore, Finkeldei, Harris, Blaser, Rasmussen, Hird, Chaney, Singleton, Carter, and
Dominguez,

I'm forwarding information you requested at the Planning Commission meeting on Monday evening.

My intention has always been to submit objective, current data from authoritative sources concerning the soils
in Douglas County. The majority of what I am forwarding to you in this document came from Cleveland Watts,
State Agronomist with the USDA/NRCS out of the Salina offices. Mr. Watts has always been extremely
helpful and generous with his time in assisting me with the generation of maps designating location and acreage
of Capability Class 1 and 2 Soils in Douglas County. I am forwarding the actual communication received from
Mr. Watts for your review.

On Tuesday of this week I called Mr. Watts to once again ask for his assistance in generating a map that will
show Capability Class 1 and 2 Soils within the State of Kansas. I believe this was a question Commissioner
Rasmussen posed. Mr. Watts told me he would have this data for me within 30 days. They are currently short
staffed because of vacation schedules. So, my hope is that this time frame will be agreeable. I will forward this
new information at the earliest possible date.

Under separate email I will forward the maps that show Capability Class 1 and 2 Soils within the county that are
urbanized. This map and the corresponding acreage updates were created for me by DeAnn Presley,

Associate Professor Environmental Soil Science/Soil and Water Management at Kansas State University -
Agronomy Department. Professor Presley utilized a combination of GIS layers with Web Soil Survey data to
create these maps and data tables.

Thank you for reviewing these documents. I would be glad to answer any questions, or secure answers from
Mr. Watts or Professor Presley for any clarification you may want.

Respectfully,
Barbara Clark
Citizens for Responsible Planning

Maggie's Farm
www.maggiesfarm-ks.com

----- Forwarded Message ----

From: "Watts, Cleveland - Salina, KS" <cleveland.watts@ks.usda.gov>
To: maggiesfarm@sbcglobal.net

Cc: "Sabata, Larry - Topeka, KS" <Larry.Sabata@ks.usda.gov>

Sent: Thu, June 5, 2008 1:26:11 PM

Subject: Land Capability Classes



Mrs Clark

Larry Sabata submitted to me the request that you had made to him in
regards to developing land capability interpretation map for Douglas
county for class 1 and 2 land.

Attached is 6 maps related to this request. | developed maps for
capablity class 1 and 2 and also, with capability classes 1 and 2
combined. Each classis in a .jpeg and .pdf format.

If this information is not what you need, please feel free to give me a
call at 785-823-4558.



Land Capability Class 1 and 2 in Douglas County, Kansas
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Land Capability Class 1 and 2 in Douglas County, Kansas
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Land Capability Class 1 in Douglas County, Kansas
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Land Capability Class 1 in Douglas County, Kansas
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Land Capability Class 2 in Douglas County, Kansas
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Land Capability Class 2 in Douglas County, Kansas
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Dan Warner

From: Barbara Clark, Maggie's Farm [maggiesfarm@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 9:47 PM

To: Stan Rasmussen; Lisa Harris; Chuck Blaser; Hugh Carter; Greg Moore; Charlie Dominguez;
Brad Finkeldei; Jeff Chaney; Kenzie Singleton; Richard Hird

Cc: Scott McCullough; Dan Warner; Sheila Stogsdill

Subiject: Fw: Urbanized Capability Class 1 and 2 Soils Douglas County

Attachments: class_1_and_2_acres.xls; class_1_2_urban.jpg

Dear Commissioners,

Attached are the documents created by DeAnn Presley, KSU Agronomy Department. These files show the
urbanized percentages and acres of Capability Class 1 and 2 Soils in Douglas County. I also believe these
documents are included in early public comments associated with the Northeast Sector Plan. 1 might add this
data is based on a 2005 dataset. So, any urbanization of Capability Class 1 and 2 Soils after that date would not
be reflected in these percentages or acres calculations.

As always, I will be happy to answer any questions you may have or obtain further information for you.

With many thanks.
Barbara Clark

I have included contact information for DeAnn Presley

DeAnn Presley

Extension Specialist/Assistant Professor

Environmental Soil Science/Soil and Water Management
Kansas State University

Agronomy Department

2014 Throckmorton Hall

Manhattan , KS 66506

785-532-1218 (office)

785-313-4193 (cell)

deann@ksu.edu




Class 1 and 2 Soils, plus all Urban land types
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Class 1, Total
Class 1, Urban
Class 2, Total
Class 2, Urban
Urban, Total
Total Area

Acres
8,366
2,009
33,0583
12,761
21,298
303,808



county
Wyandotte
Wabaunsee
Shawnee
Riley

Pott
Johnson
Jefferson
Leavenworth
Douglas
Geary
Jackson

99700
511827
355488
398400
551366
307066
356429
300300
303808
258611
420953

21298

total county size in acres total urban acres in county acres of class 1

1437
842
29518
15878
18305
3148
2806
3460
8370
13187
2779

1.4
0.2
8.3
4.0
3.3
1.0
0.8
1.2
2.8
5.1
0.7

2009

24.0

% class 1 acres of developed class 1 % of class 1 that is developed acres of class 2

19972
48457
57063
66084
119415
41199
49349
60112
33053
39329
89739

20.0

9.5
16.1
16.6
21.7
13.4
13.8
20.0
10.9
15.2
21.3

acres of developed class 2

12761

% of class 2 that is developed

38.6



Dan and Scott,

I'm forwarding two links to planning documents from communities that are currently addressing some
of the same issues we are with the Northeast Sector Plan.

The first link: http://www.tpl.org/content documents/OkanoganValley WhitePaper LowRez.pdf

Agricultural Land Reservation and Land Conservation in Okanogan County: Challenges, Opportunities,
and Recommendations for Moving Forward, January 2010.

This document addresses the need for "common ground" between divergent interests. | think much of
what you did through the use of inclusive, public process to begin the formation of concepts and
language in the draft of the Northeast Sector Plan fits within the recommendations of this white paper.
While there are variances in the players involved in this county in Washington State, the critical natural
resource at risk is high quality agricultural land. This document, if for no other value, clearly shows that
the discussions and difficulties Douglas County is facing are common to many other communities in our
nation.

The second link: http://www.ycpc.org/County Long Range Pages/comp plan.html

After opening this link, scroll down the page to the list of documents. Click on the first document: York
County Agricultural Land Protection Plan

This planning document looks at agricultural land protection tools. One of the most important being
good long-range comprehensive planning. This is exactly what | heard you speak to at the last meeting
of the Planning Commission. There are other zoning and incentive tools referenced in this planning
document. Soils play a very significant role in land use planning in this document and other township
plans I've looked at from the York County Planning Department.

Thank you both for reviewing these two documents. | know you are constantly called upon to read
volumes of data. | would appreciate hearing your thoughts on what might be applicable for Douglas
County from these two texts.

Best,
Barbara Clark



-Hello, I am Jim Congrove. Thank you for giving me some time to explain our position on proposed
restrictions on use of Class | and Il soils in the Northeast Sector plan. My wife and | own three tracts of
land within the boundaries of the plan. One tract is located just Southeast of Midland within the plan
growth area and is predominately Class Il soils, another tract is located southwest of Midland, and is
predominately Class | soils and then a tract where we live is just off Highway 24 on the Leavenworth-
Douglas County on the hills overlooking the river valley.

In reviewing the draft Northeast Sector plan, a great deal of emphasis is placed on prohibiting or
discouraging any industrial development on Class | and Il soils. Please refer to map 3-13. The purple
shaded area is designated as Soil conserving — Agri-Industry. Based on the definition of this designation
on pages 3-10 and 3-11 | believe the result will be no business or industry. Much of this discussion is
based on a concern that the potential for local food production could be greatly impaired if any Class | or
Il soils were allowed to be developed. While we strongly support the efforts to promote more local food
that can be marketed at Farmer’s Markets , grocery stores, restaurants or any other outlet, | am going to
argue that there is sufficient land for local food production and also allow landowner’s freedom to
exercise their property rights if opportunities arise. If this plan is approved as drafted, we believe that
our property rights and land values could be impaired.

Class I and Il soils have similar physical properties. They both have potential for high productivity of
crops and have less than 1% slope. The main difference in these two soil classes is that Class | has better
permeability. Reference is made to map 2-22. The class 1 & 2 soils are cross-hatched. Please note there
are some areas not cross-hatched. One area just north of the Kansas River along the eastern side of the
plan and another area northwest of teepee junction along the river levee are class 3 because they are
too sandy to be considered Class 1 or 2.

While studying at K-State | took several soils courses while obtaining my Bachelor’s and Master’s
degrees in Agronomy. However, most of my remarks will be based on my experience growing various
crops on these soils.

| believe too much emphasis has been placed on the Class | and Il soils in the sector plan as being the
only major soil resource for the production of local foods. First of all, we should be thinking more about
regional food policies. For example there are more than 50,000 acres of Class | soils in the Kansas River
valley between Manhattan and Kansas City. Back in the 30’s and 40’s about 6,000 acres of potatoes
were grown in the Kansas River Valley and were marketed under a regional brand of Kaw Valley
potatoes. Because of weather, storage and marketing problems, acreage gradually decreased and
potatoes ceased to be a commercial enterprise in the valley after the 51 flood. We moved to this area in
1973 and had an opportunity to farm in partnership with the Pine family for 18 years. In 1974 we
ventured into the potato business by growing about 40 acres. Over the 18 years the acreage had
increased to around 300 acres which were marketed to chip companies in Topeka and Kansas City. Our
market window was only about 3 weeks in July. As | recall we didn’t look at soils maps to see what class
of soils we would plant potatoes on. Today as | look at the map to see where the class | and Il soils are
located, | realize we planted at least half of the acreage on class Ill sandy soils located in Grant Township
and Kansas River Valley land near Linwood in Leavenworth County. During wet years these class llI



sandy fields could be harvested when fields of Class | were too wet. Being able to harvest during wet
periods was essential to keep the factories supplied. | hope this points out there are other acres in the
area that need to be included for potential to produce locally grown food. In fact many of the fruit and
vegetable crops that can be grown for a local food program are better adapted to the sandier soils that
are not included in Class I and Il

As mentioned earlier our home is located on the hills overlooking the river valley. The hillsides are
designated class IV based on a majority of the soils having a slope of more than 4-6%. In addition the
soil is sandy. Even on these soils we have areas that are excellent for growing any of the vegetable and
fruit crops adapted to this climate. We are growing over 30 fruit and vegetable crops this year. When
we purchased this farm in 1984, we learned from some oldtimers in the area that previous owners of
the land had produced cantalope and watermelons commercially on this Class IV land. This is another
example of land that should be included as potential for local food production. In fact | believe most of
the current producers who participate in the local Farmers Market grow their crops on land outside the
Kansas River Valley.

Another example of productive soils are the Class Ill and IV soils in Doniphan County, Kansas which is
about 60 miles north. Here again, | believe that should be considered regional. These are soils that have
that classification because of slopes greater than 2%. Other than the slope they have similar
characteristics as Class | soils. According to information published by Kansas Agricultural Statistics the
average corn yield in Doniphan County for the last five years on 82,000 acres was 164 bushels per acre
while soybeans averaged 51 bushels per acre on 66,000 acres. The yield information from Kansas Ag
Statistics is published on a county basis and therefore | was not able to obtain yields specifically for Class
I and Il soils in the Kansas River valley. Based on my work in the area as a crop insurance adjuster and
from knowledge as a landowner , the yields from 148,000 acres*- of these Class Ill and IV soils in
Doniphan County compare very favorably with the Class | and Il soils in the Kansas River Valley. | just
want to emphasize there is much potential for all types of food production from soils in the region in
addition to Class | and II.

| contend the limiting factor for vegetable and fruit production is climatic conditions not soil resources.
Some climatic conditions which are limiting factors when compared to other areas include late spring
freezes, early fall frosts, hot dry winds in summer and the possibility of excessive precipitation. Using
my garden as an example, we have only harvested a few crops such as lettuce, spinach, asparagus and
radishes so far this year.

Another example of potential food production is from areas not suitable for cultivation such as the area
on our property where | have a forest improvement project on land classified as Class V. It is Class V as
it subject to periodic flooding along a stream. Over the past seven years | have removed undesirable
trees and planted over 800 walnut trees. This is an example of potential local food production on soils
that cannot be cultivated or developed. There are many acres along streams in Douglas County that
could be utilized in this manner.



Dan Warner

From: Davis, Cynthia [tripoddog@ku.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2010 11:29 AM
To: Dan Warner

Subject: Good morning, RE: 936 N. 3rd Street
Hello,

| am an owner of 936 N. 3" Street. | am deeply concerned with regard to the suggested plan

to convert this property into “open space.” | strongly fear if such a plan is adopted,
this would likely decrease the value of the land, because any buyer would know that to obtain
a building permit on the land, they would have to get approval for something contrary to the plan.

Thank you,
Cynthia Puckett-Davis



Dan Warner

From: Lisa Grossman [Igrossman@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 10:06 AM

To: Dan Warner

Subject: Northeast Sector plan comments

Dear Mr. Warner,

I'm deeply concerned about the future of Douglas County's Northeast Sector.

I know you're already well aware of the rich soils present there, so vital for current and
future agricultural economy. I know you're aware of the flooding issues, and associated
difficulties installing sewer and water infrastructure, as well as the importance of the
Lawrence Municipal Airport and the need for open spaces surrounding it.

Please set your sights on long-term planning that values the future of sustainable food
production for this county and region. Every day you see agriculture moving toward smaller,
healthier, and more profitable production and I believe this land in Douglas County could be
the center of such industry. This town is ripe for green industry job development, and we
truly don't need more of the same kinds of big box business parks that render the priceless
soils useless and benefit a very small segment of society.

Thanks so much for your consideration.

Lisa Grossman,
Lawrence, KS



Dan Warner

From: Samantha Snyder [snyder.samantha@rocketmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 28, 2010 10:28 AM

To: Dan Warner

Subiject: Northeast Sector Plan

Dear Mr. Warner,
I am writing today as a member of Citizens for Responsible Planning regarding the Northeast sector plan. I am
highly concerned about the preservation of this space for agricultural needs. It is clearly highly valuable

agricultural land, and should be put to it's best use for our local food economy.

Please support development of the aviation related industry at the Lawrence Municipal Airport PROPER and
not over the incredibly valuable resource of Class 1 and 2 soils.

Thank you,

Samantha Snyder,
Lawrence



Dan Warner

From: Steven Stemmerman [sstemmer@usd497.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 12:19 PM

To: Dan Warner

Subject: The Northeast Sector Plan Draft

The Northeast Sector Plan Draft

I feel the concerns put forth by the Citizens for Responsible Planning are quite valid and deserving of much
consideration. It's becoming ever more apparent the the loss of prime farm land near a municipality is a loss
to that municipality. The owners of such land shouldn't be faced with the paving over of the land in which
they've worked in order to provide for their retirement. Personally, I would support tax wise the city buying
the land and leasing it out for food production, or other means that would preserve this resource.

Steve Stemmerman
315 Maiden Lane
Lawrence, Kansas
66044



Dan Warner

From: Steven Stemmerman [sstemmer@usd497.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 12:19 PM

To: Dan Warner

Subject: The Northeast Sector Plan Draft

The Northeast Sector Plan Draft

I feel the concerns put forth by the Citizens for Responsible Planning are quite valid and deserving of much
consideration. It's becoming ever more apparent the the loss of prime farm land near a municipality is a loss
to that municipality. The owners of such land shouldn't be faced with the paving over of the land in which
they've worked in order to provide for their retirement. Personally, I would support tax wise the city buying
the land and leasing it out for food production, or other means that would preserve this resource.

Steve Stemmerman
315 Maiden Lane
Lawrence, Kansas
66044

The primary concerns put forward by CRP for the past three years since our initial opposition to the Airport
Industrial Park are:

* Concerns associated with flooding if development takes place without costly
implementation of the North Lawrence Drainage Study recommendations.
* Preservation of Capability Class 1 and 2 Soils for current and future agricultural needs of

our community.

* Recognition that development of aviation related industry should be focused at the
Lawrence Municipal Airport proper. This should be the primary industry/economic development
focus for the Northeast Sector.



Dan Warner

From: Laurie Ward [ltward@sunflower.com]
Sent: Monday, May 24, 2010 5:33 PM

To: Dan Warner

Subiject: NE Sector Plan

Dear Mr. Warner,
I appreciate the process of involving the Grant Township neighborhood and am supportive of
the Northeast Sector Plan currently under consideration by the Planning Commission.

In 2009, I wrote two successful grants to establish the Okanis Garden at the Prairie Moon
Waldorf School. Located squarely in Capability Class I soils, this market garden--a part of
the local food system for Lawrence and the surrounding areas--selling produce to area grocery
stores, restaurants, and through an Okanis Garden Community Supported Agriculture (CSA). The
garden's productivity, due to the high quality soils, is tremendous. The grant created an
agriculture job in the form of a garden manager. Future plans call for more gardening and
gardening/education jobs.

Thank you for your part in helping Lawrence and Douglas County plan for best and land-use,
taking into consideration the excellent Class 1 and 2 soils, and guiding towards preserving
and expanding agricultural use in this part of the Kansas River Valley.

Prairie Moon enthusiastically welcomes its new neighbor to the north on 1600 Road: the
University of Kansas Native Medicinal Plant Research Program--a perfect example of
appropriate activity in the area.

Laurie Ward

38 Winona Ave.

Lawrence, KS 66046



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Introduction

The City of Lawrence has embarked on a program to develop a stormwater
management plan for the North Lawrence watershed. This program is based on a
recognized need to upgrade existing facilities to modern design standards and to provide
coordinated facilities in developing areas. The economic well being of the City depends
on its ability to attract and retain business and industry, as well as residents to live in the
City. Part of the City’s ability to attract businesses and residents depends on its ability to
provide adequate services such as drinking water, sewers, transportation and stormwater
management. With the ever expanding urban area and associated increases in impervious
surfaces such as parking lots, the frequency with which drainage issues occur appears to
be increasing. This has caused the City to focus its attention on the need to provide
adequate stormwater management policies and infrastructure in all areas within the
watershed. The North Lawrence Drainage Study is one important step in this process.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study was divided into two main focus areas. The
Internal System consists of the City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps within the
existing City boundaries. The overall watershed analysis modeled the less developed
drainage aspects of the North Lawrence Drainage Area. More detailed descriptions of the
two focus areas can be found later in the report.

II. Recommendations

A. Overall Watershed

Several alternatives were investigated in the overall North Lawrence Drainage Study
watershed to reduce flood elevations, lessen impacts on the “Internal Drainage System”
facilities, provide drainage in the event of high flows on the Kansas River, and assess the
effects of development in the floodplain. The investigations led to the four major
recommendations below. The first bullet item is the key to reducing the burden on the
Internal System from areas beyond the existing city limits.

¢ Drainage from north of 24/40 Highway should be cutoff by the highway
embankment and the water should be pumped over the levee at a point just east of
the 24/40 intersection to reduce the burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station

¢ Future development in the watershed should maintain the current conveyance
levels in the 100-year floodplain — development should not reduce the capacity for
floodplain storage

e The City should purchase parcels of land as necessary for use as dedicated
ponding areas

e Major roads and hydraulic structures should be improved to meet the current
APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year event, in order to
provide adequate emergency services to the area

A cost summary with regard to these Watershed Analysis recommendations is shown in
the table on the next page.

il



Watershed Recommendations Cost Summary

Description Quantity Unit Cost | Project Costs
Raise road west of 24/40 intersection 370 ft $290/1t $110,000
Remove 2 existing 24/40 culverts Lump Sum $75,000
Channel Excavation, MGOEast to 24/40 3500 cu-yd $4.31/cu-yd $15,000
KDOT Entrance Culvert 30 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $27.000
New 24/40 Culvert 475 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $228,000
Remove Maple Grove East culvert Lump Sum $22,000
Property containing ponding easement Full Parcels Total Value $942,000
Pump Station; west of airport, north of 24/40 |361,000 gpm * |$30/gpm $11,000,000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., 155' Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.364.000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., Roadway 2700 ft $290/ft U
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., 160" Bridge 8000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.108.000
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 1750 ft $290/1t o
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., 155" Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $929 000
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 1200 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $786.000
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.221.000
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway 2400 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 100’ Bridge |5000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.419.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 3600 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.581.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway  |3900 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $711.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., 2-11'x7' RCB 60 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $326.000
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., Roadway 870 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., 60' Bridge 3000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $477.000
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 870 ft $290/ft ’
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., 140' Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.758.000
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., Roadway 4250 ft $290/1t T
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., 100' Bridge 5000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $703.000
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., Roadway 1130 ft $290/ft ’
Total $24,802,000

Note: All costs are concept level estimates only. Actual costs may vary significantly.

* Required capacity at ultimate build-out
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B. Internal System

Analyses for the Internal Drainage System provided areas of concern throughout the
City operated drainage network. The excess peak flow was used to represent the degree
to which a conduit is undersized for the ultimate build-out condition. Each investigated
lateral flowing into the main stem of a system and each main stem conduit were ranked
by excess peak flow. This led to the following priority listing of recommended
improvements.

Prioritization of Internal Systems

Excess Peak Total Estimated Cost
Link Name Flow of Improvements
(cfs) (dollars)
S1-1 315 $9,163,000
S6-1 168 $3,994,000
S9-1 133 $1,132,000
S1L1-1 96 $333,000
S1L5-1 85 $235,000
S1L7-1 85 $59,000
S1L3-1 56 $187,000
S6L.3-1 56 $195,000
S6L.3-7D New pipes $181,000
S4-1 43 $60,000
S6L.2-1 37 $5,000
S41L.4-1 35 $53,000
S41.2-1 27 $36,000
S9L.1-1 21 $7,000
S1L2-1 20 $240,000
S8-1 17 $115,000
S10L.2-1 13 $4,000
S7-1 13 $38,000
S5-1 10 $56,000
S10-1 6 $106,000
S1L4-1 1 $7,000
S1L6-1 0 $0
S11-1 0 $0
S3-1 0 $0
S2-1 0 $0
S12-1 0 $0
Total $16,206,000




The flows calculated in the analysis of the internal system assume that the cutoff
north of 24/40 Highway, as recommended by the Watershed Analysis, is in place.
However, the costs in the table for the Internal System Analysis are independent of the
costs for the Watershed Analysis improvement recommendations. By adding the total
costs from each of the two summary tables, the estimated cost of all recommendations is
approximately $41 million.

As with the overall watershed, a viable option within the internal system is land
purchase. In areas that naturally drain to a low point, it is often advantageous to preserve
the ponding area by purchasing the parcel of land. Those costs are included in several of
the system costs in the table.

II1. Background

A. Watershed Description

The North Lawrence watershed is estimated to be 9,100 acres generally
bordered by the Kansas River levee on the south and the Mud Creek levee on the east.
Most of the drainage contributes to the Maple Grove system, which either conveys water
south to the City or east eventually to Mud Creek. A few areas near the levee, to the
northwest and southeast, drain directly to the Kansas River, while a thin strip of land
along part of the northeastern portion of the watershed flows directly to Mud Creek.
Refer to the North Lawrence Drainage Study map in Section I of the main report for an
overview of the project area.

The Kansas River floodplain completely encompasses North Lawrence. The
natural silt loam soils are highly permeable. However, increased development is
replacing those soils with nearly impermeable clay material in certain areas. In addition,
extremely mild slopes across the landform cause frequent ponding and roadway
overtopping. Historically, North Lawrence has been an agricultural community with low
density residential development. Pockets of commercial and industrial development now
appear in areas of the watershed. While parts of North Lawrence will likely remain
agricultural, the projected future land use in other areas will add more and more
impervious surfaces.

B. Purpose
The Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission proposed this study to

address repeated flooding concerns from residents of the North Lawrence area. Flooding
problems occur in a number of areas within the North Lawrence watershed. The major
causes are as follows:

¢ Development that has significantly increased runoff from design storm events

e Undersized drainage system components such as culverts, drainage channels,

underground pipe systems and inlets

e Siltation within the storm drainage system

® Past development of flood-prone areas

® A shallow, flat and interrupted watershed drainage network

Public comments relating to current drainage issues, proposed developments, long-range
plans, and floodplain regulations are at the root of this study. The purpose of this study is
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to identify areas with flooding problems, analyze the major elements of the storm
drainage system with respect to long-term land use, and recommend needed
improvements to correct or prevent systems from flooding. By doing this, proposed
developments and long-range plans will be influenced. At the same time, regulations can
be conceptualized to avoid potential pitfalls.

C. Scope of Project
The North Lawrence Drainage Study has several major components which work
toward the generation of system requirements for stormwater conveyance and
infrastructure in the ultimate buildout scenario. The following major tasks were included
in the study:

¢ Integration of the public involvement program that gathered and used information
from residents, business owners and property owners when considering
alternatives or upgrades within the watershed

e Estimation of the ultimate land use for the watershed

e Survey and general inspection of the drainage system

® Development of a digital database that shows the existing components of the
City’s drainage system

e Evaluation of the internal drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario and
recommendation of improvements

e Evaluation of the watershed drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario
and recommendation of improvements

e Completion of an analysis of Kansas River flooding resulting from levee
overtopping

Along with the recommended improvements, the magnitude of the costs required to
implement them were assessed. It should be noted though, that detailed design of the
projects recommended in this report is required to produce proper construction
documents and accurate cost estimates for system components.

The main body of the project report is divided up into seven sections.
Summaries of the various sections are detailed below. For a detailed description of the
methods or results of each section, refer to the main report.

IV. Public Involvement

The North Lawrence Drainage Study public involvement program was designed to
establish meaningful and useful dialogue between stakeholders, businesses, residents in
the area and the study team. A series of outreach efforts were conducted to catalogue and
assess the public’s concerns. Members of the project team provided an overview of study
activities and public input to the Lawrence Planning Commission.

V. Ultimate Land Use for Watershed

To accomplish the goals of the North Lawrence Drainage Study, the ultimate land
use condition had to be determined for the study area. The future land uses within the
watershed will help determine where to focus the stormwater system improvements and
provide better insight into heading off potential development problems. The project team
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conferred with the Public Works Department, the Planning Office, and the Utilities
Department of Lawrence. Information was gathered with regard to current zoning,
potential developments and long-range plans and was used to produce an ultimate
watershed land use guide.

While the information gathered was used to create the Ultimate Build-Out map, it
was not intended to dictate specific policies with regard to land use in the North
Lawrence Drainage Area. However, certain policies could be inferred from the findings
of this study. For instance, lot splits currently require a hydraulic study to determine
impacts. Due to the extensive hydraulic studies detailed in this report, it would not be
necessary for developers to conduct individual studies, as long as the general
recommendations of this study are followed (i.e. conveyance needs to be maintained
within the floodplain).

VI. Data Collection

Several field visits were made to the study area to observe drainage patterns, take
photographs and verify structure sizes and orientations. A significant portion of the
North Lawrence watershed was surveyed for this project. This information was used in
the development of computer models of the watershed. Information from the field survey
forms was entered into GIS. The basis for the evaluation of the North Lawrence
watershed is the digital base maps developed by the City. These maps also show land
features with a 2-foot contour interval. The base maps include topographical drainage
information such as open channels, bridges, culverts, manholes, inlets, and enclosed
drainage systems. They also include houses, transportation and above ground utility
locations. Field surveys were completed as part of this study to update and verify any
existing information on size, location, and slope of the conveyance structures. Survey
data on the conveyance system and watershed characteristics were combined with the
City database to create a comprehensive database of the most up-to-date information.

VIl Internal Drainage System Analysis

The system of City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps throughout North Lawrence
are collectively referred to as the “internal drainage system” in this report. This system
collects the drainage from about 1.8 square miles and largely conveys it through gravity
and pressure pipe to the Kansas River. The intent of the internal drainage system analysis
portion of the North Lawrence Drainage Study was to investigate necessary
improvements to the existing infrastructure system for a 10-year frequency event,
assuming the land uses specified by the Buildout Scenario Map. The performance of the
Maple Street Pump Station (529 Maple Street) and the 2" Street Pump Station (732 N.
2" Street) were closely considered in the overall evaluation.

Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the set of 12 systems
representing the existing stormwater infrastructure within North Lawrence identified
many surcharge locations for the ultimate buildout condition.

Recommendations were determined for each conduit or channel in a system based on
the analysis of the entire system. It should be noted that improvements are to generally
be made in a downstream to upstream manner within the system, as there is no advantage
trying to deliver more flow to a downstream component that cannot convey the existing
flow. Overall costs for each system upgrade were estimated; however, for the purposes
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of prioritizing public improvements on a smaller scale, excess peak flow was determined
for each main stem and each lateral draining to the main stem of the system.
VIII. Watershed Analysis

There were three main goals for this portion of the study: to reduce the demand on
the 2" Street Pump Station, to expel floodwater from the basin during times of high
water on the Kansas River, and to investigate the effects of development in the
floodplain. It is recommended that the drainage from the area north of 24/40 Highway be
cut off and the water pumped over the levee. The recommendation for reducing the
burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station appraises the 10-year event in conjunction with the
design criteria of the internal drainage system, however the 100-year event is investigated
as well.

The recommendation for future development in the watershed is to maintain the
current conveyance levels in the 100-year floodplain. This will mean allowing no
development in these areas that would reduce the capacity for floodplain storage, and
may require the purchase of small parcels of land to set aside exclusively for ponding.

As the area develops, it will become necessary to provide emergency services to the
homes and businesses that populate the area. This will require the improvement of the
major roads in the area and significant improvement of the hydraulic structures which
carry flow under the roads. With a more dense urban population, the roads should be
raised to meet the current APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year
event. This will result in some significant increases in required flow capacity over the
existing hydraulic structures.

IX. Kansas River Floodplain Analysis

The existing conditions FEMA hydraulic model was revised to assess the amount of
flooding that would occur in the North Lawrence area in the event of a breach of the
Kansas River levee system. A “most likely” breach location was determined for the
purpose of this analysis. For the levee breech condition, a 100-year Kansas River event
would result in flood levels 0 to 7 feet deep in the North Lawrence Watershed (refer to
the exhibit titled Watershed Analysis — Kansas River Inundation in Section VII).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Introduction

The City of Lawrence has embarked on a program to develop a stormwater
management plan for the North Lawrence watershed. This program is based on a
recognized need to upgrade existing facilities to modern design standards and to provide
coordinated facilities in developing areas. The economic well being of the City depends
on its ability to attract and retain business and industry, as well as residents to live in the
City. Part of the City’s ability to attract businesses and residents depends on its ability to
provide adequate services such as drinking water, sewers, transportation and stormwater
management. With the ever expanding urban area and associated increases in impervious
surfaces such as parking lots, the frequency with which drainage issues occur appears to
be increasing. This has caused the City to focus its attention on the need to provide
adequate stormwater management policies and infrastructure in all areas within the
watershed. The North Lawrence Drainage Study is one important step in this process.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study was divided into two main focus areas. The
Internal System consists of the City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps within the
existing City boundaries. The overall watershed analysis modeled the less developed
drainage aspects of the North Lawrence Drainage Area. More detailed descriptions of the
two focus areas can be found later in the report.

II. Recommendations

A. Overall Watershed

Several alternatives were investigated in the overall North Lawrence Drainage Study
watershed to reduce flood elevations, lessen impacts on the “Internal Drainage System”
facilities, provide drainage in the event of high flows on the Kansas River, and assess the
effects of development in the floodplain. The investigations led to the four major
recommendations below. The first bullet item is the key to reducing the burden on the
Internal System from areas beyond the existing city limits.

¢ Drainage from north of 24/40 Highway should be cutoff by the highway
embankment and the water should be pumped over the levee at a point just east of
the 24/40 intersection to reduce the burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station

¢ Future development in the watershed should maintain the current conveyance
levels in the 100-year floodplain — development should not reduce the capacity for
floodplain storage

e The City should purchase parcels of land as necessary for use as dedicated
ponding areas

e Major roads and hydraulic structures should be improved to meet the current
APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year event, in order to
provide adequate emergency services to the area

A cost summary with regard to these Watershed Analysis recommendations is shown in
the table on the next page.
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Watershed Recommendations Cost Summary

Description Quantity Unit Cost | Project Costs
Raise road west of 24/40 intersection 370 ft $290/1t $110,000
Remove 2 existing 24/40 culverts Lump Sum $75,000
Channel Excavation, MGOEast to 24/40 3500 cu-yd $4.31/cu-yd $15,000
KDOT Entrance Culvert 30 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $27.000
New 24/40 Culvert 475 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $228,000
Remove Maple Grove East culvert Lump Sum $22,000
Property containing ponding easement Full Parcels Total Value $942,000
Pump Station; west of airport, north of 24/40 |361,000 gpm * |$30/gpm $11,000,000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., 155' Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.364.000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., Roadway 2700 ft $290/ft U
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., 160" Bridge 8000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.108.000
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 1750 ft $290/1t o
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., 155" Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $929 000
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 1200 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $786.000
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.221.000
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway 2400 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 100’ Bridge |5000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.419.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 3600 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.581.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway  |3900 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $711.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., 2-11'x7' RCB 60 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $326.000
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., Roadway 870 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., 60' Bridge 3000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $477.000
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 870 ft $290/ft ’
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., 140' Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.758.000
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., Roadway 4250 ft $290/1t T
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., 100' Bridge 5000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $703.000
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., Roadway 1130 ft $290/ft ’
Total $24,802,000

Note: All costs are concept level estimates only. Actual costs may vary significantly.

* Required capacity at ultimate build-out
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B. Internal System

Analyses for the Internal Drainage System provided areas of concern throughout the
City operated drainage network. The excess peak flow was used to represent the degree
to which a conduit is undersized for the ultimate build-out condition. Each investigated
lateral flowing into the main stem of a system and each main stem conduit were ranked
by excess peak flow. This led to the following priority listing of recommended
improvements.

Prioritization of Internal Systems

Excess Peak Total Estimated Cost
Link Name Flow of Improvements
(cfs) (dollars)
S1-1 315 $9,163,000
S6-1 168 $3,994,000
S9-1 133 $1,132,000
S1L1-1 96 $333,000
S1L5-1 85 $235,000
S1L7-1 85 $59,000
S1L3-1 56 $187,000
S6L.3-1 56 $195,000
S6L.3-7D New pipes $181,000
S4-1 43 $60,000
S6L.2-1 37 $5,000
S41L.4-1 35 $53,000
S41.2-1 27 $36,000
S9L.1-1 21 $7,000
S1L2-1 20 $240,000
S8-1 17 $115,000
S10L.2-1 13 $4,000
S7-1 13 $38,000
S5-1 10 $56,000
S10-1 6 $106,000
S1L4-1 1 $7,000
S1L6-1 0 $0
S11-1 0 $0
S3-1 0 $0
S2-1 0 $0
S12-1 0 $0
Total $16,206,000




The flows calculated in the analysis of the internal system assume that the cutoff
north of 24/40 Highway, as recommended by the Watershed Analysis, is in place.
However, the costs in the table for the Internal System Analysis are independent of the
costs for the Watershed Analysis improvement recommendations. By adding the total
costs from each of the two summary tables, the estimated cost of all recommendations is
approximately $41 million.

As with the overall watershed, a viable option within the internal system is land
purchase. In areas that naturally drain to a low point, it is often advantageous to preserve
the ponding area by purchasing the parcel of land. Those costs are included in several of
the system costs in the table.

II1. Background

A. Watershed Description

The North Lawrence watershed is estimated to be 9,100 acres generally
bordered by the Kansas River levee on the south and the Mud Creek levee on the east.
Most of the drainage contributes to the Maple Grove system, which either conveys water
south to the City or east eventually to Mud Creek. A few areas near the levee, to the
northwest and southeast, drain directly to the Kansas River, while a thin strip of land
along part of the northeastern portion of the watershed flows directly to Mud Creek.
Refer to the North Lawrence Drainage Study map in Section I of the main report for an
overview of the project area.

The Kansas River floodplain completely encompasses North Lawrence. The
natural silt loam soils are highly permeable. However, increased development is
replacing those soils with nearly impermeable clay material in certain areas. In addition,
extremely mild slopes across the landform cause frequent ponding and roadway
overtopping. Historically, North Lawrence has been an agricultural community with low
density residential development. Pockets of commercial and industrial development now
appear in areas of the watershed. While parts of North Lawrence will likely remain
agricultural, the projected future land use in other areas will add more and more
impervious surfaces.

B. Purpose
The Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission proposed this study to

address repeated flooding concerns from residents of the North Lawrence area. Flooding
problems occur in a number of areas within the North Lawrence watershed. The major
causes are as follows:

¢ Development that has significantly increased runoff from design storm events

e Undersized drainage system components such as culverts, drainage channels,

underground pipe systems and inlets

e Siltation within the storm drainage system

® Past development of flood-prone areas

® A shallow, flat and interrupted watershed drainage network

Public comments relating to current drainage issues, proposed developments, long-range
plans, and floodplain regulations are at the root of this study. The purpose of this study is

vi



to identify areas with flooding problems, analyze the major elements of the storm
drainage system with respect to long-term land use, and recommend needed
improvements to correct or prevent systems from flooding. By doing this, proposed
developments and long-range plans will be influenced. At the same time, regulations can
be conceptualized to avoid potential pitfalls.

C. Scope of Project
The North Lawrence Drainage Study has several major components which work
toward the generation of system requirements for stormwater conveyance and
infrastructure in the ultimate buildout scenario. The following major tasks were included
in the study:

¢ Integration of the public involvement program that gathered and used information
from residents, business owners and property owners when considering
alternatives or upgrades within the watershed

e Estimation of the ultimate land use for the watershed

e Survey and general inspection of the drainage system

® Development of a digital database that shows the existing components of the
City’s drainage system

e Evaluation of the internal drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario and
recommendation of improvements

e Evaluation of the watershed drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario
and recommendation of improvements

e Completion of an analysis of Kansas River flooding resulting from levee
overtopping

Along with the recommended improvements, the magnitude of the costs required to
implement them were assessed. It should be noted though, that detailed design of the
projects recommended in this report is required to produce proper construction
documents and accurate cost estimates for system components.

The main body of the project report is divided up into seven sections.
Summaries of the various sections are detailed below. For a detailed description of the
methods or results of each section, refer to the main report.

IV. Public Involvement

The North Lawrence Drainage Study public involvement program was designed to
establish meaningful and useful dialogue between stakeholders, businesses, residents in
the area and the study team. A series of outreach efforts were conducted to catalogue and
assess the public’s concerns. Members of the project team provided an overview of study
activities and public input to the Lawrence Planning Commission.

V. Ultimate Land Use for Watershed

To accomplish the goals of the North Lawrence Drainage Study, the ultimate land
use condition had to be determined for the study area. The future land uses within the
watershed will help determine where to focus the stormwater system improvements and
provide better insight into heading off potential development problems. The project team
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conferred with the Public Works Department, the Planning Office, and the Utilities
Department of Lawrence. Information was gathered with regard to current zoning,
potential developments and long-range plans and was used to produce an ultimate
watershed land use guide.

While the information gathered was used to create the Ultimate Build-Out map, it
was not intended to dictate specific policies with regard to land use in the North
Lawrence Drainage Area. However, certain policies could be inferred from the findings
of this study. For instance, lot splits currently require a hydraulic study to determine
impacts. Due to the extensive hydraulic studies detailed in this report, it would not be
necessary for developers to conduct individual studies, as long as the general
recommendations of this study are followed (i.e. conveyance needs to be maintained
within the floodplain).

VI. Data Collection

Several field visits were made to the study area to observe drainage patterns, take
photographs and verify structure sizes and orientations. A significant portion of the
North Lawrence watershed was surveyed for this project. This information was used in
the development of computer models of the watershed. Information from the field survey
forms was entered into GIS. The basis for the evaluation of the North Lawrence
watershed is the digital base maps developed by the City. These maps also show land
features with a 2-foot contour interval. The base maps include topographical drainage
information such as open channels, bridges, culverts, manholes, inlets, and enclosed
drainage systems. They also include houses, transportation and above ground utility
locations. Field surveys were completed as part of this study to update and verify any
existing information on size, location, and slope of the conveyance structures. Survey
data on the conveyance system and watershed characteristics were combined with the
City database to create a comprehensive database of the most up-to-date information.

VIl Internal Drainage System Analysis

The system of City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps throughout North Lawrence
are collectively referred to as the “internal drainage system” in this report. This system
collects the drainage from about 1.8 square miles and largely conveys it through gravity
and pressure pipe to the Kansas River. The intent of the internal drainage system analysis
portion of the North Lawrence Drainage Study was to investigate necessary
improvements to the existing infrastructure system for a 10-year frequency event,
assuming the land uses specified by the Buildout Scenario Map. The performance of the
Maple Street Pump Station (529 Maple Street) and the 2" Street Pump Station (732 N.
2" Street) were closely considered in the overall evaluation.

Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the set of 12 systems
representing the existing stormwater infrastructure within North Lawrence identified
many surcharge locations for the ultimate buildout condition.

Recommendations were determined for each conduit or channel in a system based on
the analysis of the entire system. It should be noted that improvements are to generally
be made in a downstream to upstream manner within the system, as there is no advantage
trying to deliver more flow to a downstream component that cannot convey the existing
flow. Overall costs for each system upgrade were estimated; however, for the purposes
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of prioritizing public improvements on a smaller scale, excess peak flow was determined
for each main stem and each lateral draining to the main stem of the system.
VIII. Watershed Analysis

There were three main goals for this portion of the study: to reduce the demand on
the 2" Street Pump Station, to expel floodwater from the basin during times of high
water on the Kansas River, and to investigate the effects of development in the
floodplain. It is recommended that the drainage from the area north of 24/40 Highway be
cut off and the water pumped over the levee. The recommendation for reducing the
burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station appraises the 10-year event in conjunction with the
design criteria of the internal drainage system, however the 100-year event is investigated
as well.

The recommendation for future development in the watershed is to maintain the
current conveyance levels in the 100-year floodplain. This will mean allowing no
development in these areas that would reduce the capacity for floodplain storage, and
may require the purchase of small parcels of land to set aside exclusively for ponding.

As the area develops, it will become necessary to provide emergency services to the
homes and businesses that populate the area. This will require the improvement of the
major roads in the area and significant improvement of the hydraulic structures which
carry flow under the roads. With a more dense urban population, the roads should be
raised to meet the current APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year
event. This will result in some significant increases in required flow capacity over the
existing hydraulic structures.

IX. Kansas River Floodplain Analysis

The existing conditions FEMA hydraulic model was revised to assess the amount of
flooding that would occur in the North Lawrence area in the event of a breach of the
Kansas River levee system. A “most likely” breach location was determined for the
purpose of this analysis. For the levee breech condition, a 100-year Kansas River event
would result in flood levels 0 to 7 feet deep in the North Lawrence Watershed (refer to
the exhibit titled Watershed Analysis — Kansas River Inundation in Section VII).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Introduction

The City of Lawrence has embarked on a program to develop a stormwater
management plan for the North Lawrence watershed. This program is based on a
recognized need to upgrade existing facilities to modern design standards and to provide
coordinated facilities in developing areas. The economic well being of the City depends
on its ability to attract and retain business and industry, as well as residents to live in the
City. Part of the City’s ability to attract businesses and residents depends on its ability to
provide adequate services such as drinking water, sewers, transportation and stormwater
management. With the ever expanding urban area and associated increases in impervious
surfaces such as parking lots, the frequency with which drainage issues occur appears to
be increasing. This has caused the City to focus its attention on the need to provide
adequate stormwater management policies and infrastructure in all areas within the
watershed. The North Lawrence Drainage Study is one important step in this process.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study was divided into two main focus areas. The
Internal System consists of the City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps within the
existing City boundaries. The overall watershed analysis modeled the less developed
drainage aspects of the North Lawrence Drainage Area. More detailed descriptions of the
two focus areas can be found later in the report.

II. Recommendations

A. Overall Watershed

Several alternatives were investigated in the overall North Lawrence Drainage Study
watershed to reduce flood elevations, lessen impacts on the “Internal Drainage System”
facilities, provide drainage in the event of high flows on the Kansas River, and assess the
effects of development in the floodplain. The investigations led to the four major
recommendations below. The first bullet item is the key to reducing the burden on the
Internal System from areas beyond the existing city limits.

¢ Drainage from north of 24/40 Highway should be cutoff by the highway
embankment and the water should be pumped over the levee at a point just east of
the 24/40 intersection to reduce the burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station

¢ Future development in the watershed should maintain the current conveyance
levels in the 100-year floodplain — development should not reduce the capacity for
floodplain storage

e The City should purchase parcels of land as necessary for use as dedicated
ponding areas

e Major roads and hydraulic structures should be improved to meet the current
APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year event, in order to
provide adequate emergency services to the area

A cost summary with regard to these Watershed Analysis recommendations is shown in
the table on the next page.
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Watershed Recommendations Cost Summary

Description Quantity Unit Cost | Project Costs
Raise road west of 24/40 intersection 370 ft $290/1t $110,000
Remove 2 existing 24/40 culverts Lump Sum $75,000
Channel Excavation, MGOEast to 24/40 3500 cu-yd $4.31/cu-yd $15,000
KDOT Entrance Culvert 30 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $27.000
New 24/40 Culvert 475 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $228,000
Remove Maple Grove East culvert Lump Sum $22,000
Property containing ponding easement Full Parcels Total Value $942,000
Pump Station; west of airport, north of 24/40 |361,000 gpm * |$30/gpm $11,000,000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., 155' Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.364.000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., Roadway 2700 ft $290/ft U
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., 160" Bridge 8000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.108.000
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 1750 ft $290/1t o
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., 155" Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $929 000
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 1200 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $786.000
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.221.000
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway 2400 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 100’ Bridge |5000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.419.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 3600 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.581.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway  |3900 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $711.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., 2-11'x7' RCB 60 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $326.000
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., Roadway 870 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., 60' Bridge 3000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $477.000
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 870 ft $290/ft ’
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., 140' Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.758.000
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., Roadway 4250 ft $290/1t T
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., 100' Bridge 5000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $703.000
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., Roadway 1130 ft $290/ft ’
Total $24,802,000

Note: All costs are concept level estimates only. Actual costs may vary significantly.

* Required capacity at ultimate build-out
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B. Internal System

Analyses for the Internal Drainage System provided areas of concern throughout the
City operated drainage network. The excess peak flow was used to represent the degree
to which a conduit is undersized for the ultimate build-out condition. Each investigated
lateral flowing into the main stem of a system and each main stem conduit were ranked
by excess peak flow. This led to the following priority listing of recommended
improvements.

Prioritization of Internal Systems

Excess Peak Total Estimated Cost
Link Name Flow of Improvements
(cfs) (dollars)
S1-1 315 $9,163,000
S6-1 168 $3,994,000
S9-1 133 $1,132,000
S1L1-1 96 $333,000
S1L5-1 85 $235,000
S1L7-1 85 $59,000
S1L3-1 56 $187,000
S6L.3-1 56 $195,000
S6L.3-7D New pipes $181,000
S4-1 43 $60,000
S6L.2-1 37 $5,000
S41L.4-1 35 $53,000
S41.2-1 27 $36,000
S9L.1-1 21 $7,000
S1L2-1 20 $240,000
S8-1 17 $115,000
S10L.2-1 13 $4,000
S7-1 13 $38,000
S5-1 10 $56,000
S10-1 6 $106,000
S1L4-1 1 $7,000
S1L6-1 0 $0
S11-1 0 $0
S3-1 0 $0
S2-1 0 $0
S12-1 0 $0
Total $16,206,000




The flows calculated in the analysis of the internal system assume that the cutoff
north of 24/40 Highway, as recommended by the Watershed Analysis, is in place.
However, the costs in the table for the Internal System Analysis are independent of the
costs for the Watershed Analysis improvement recommendations. By adding the total
costs from each of the two summary tables, the estimated cost of all recommendations is
approximately $41 million.

As with the overall watershed, a viable option within the internal system is land
purchase. In areas that naturally drain to a low point, it is often advantageous to preserve
the ponding area by purchasing the parcel of land. Those costs are included in several of
the system costs in the table.

II1. Background

A. Watershed Description

The North Lawrence watershed is estimated to be 9,100 acres generally
bordered by the Kansas River levee on the south and the Mud Creek levee on the east.
Most of the drainage contributes to the Maple Grove system, which either conveys water
south to the City or east eventually to Mud Creek. A few areas near the levee, to the
northwest and southeast, drain directly to the Kansas River, while a thin strip of land
along part of the northeastern portion of the watershed flows directly to Mud Creek.
Refer to the North Lawrence Drainage Study map in Section I of the main report for an
overview of the project area.

The Kansas River floodplain completely encompasses North Lawrence. The
natural silt loam soils are highly permeable. However, increased development is
replacing those soils with nearly impermeable clay material in certain areas. In addition,
extremely mild slopes across the landform cause frequent ponding and roadway
overtopping. Historically, North Lawrence has been an agricultural community with low
density residential development. Pockets of commercial and industrial development now
appear in areas of the watershed. While parts of North Lawrence will likely remain
agricultural, the projected future land use in other areas will add more and more
impervious surfaces.

B. Purpose
The Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission proposed this study to

address repeated flooding concerns from residents of the North Lawrence area. Flooding
problems occur in a number of areas within the North Lawrence watershed. The major
causes are as follows:

¢ Development that has significantly increased runoff from design storm events

e Undersized drainage system components such as culverts, drainage channels,

underground pipe systems and inlets

e Siltation within the storm drainage system

® Past development of flood-prone areas

® A shallow, flat and interrupted watershed drainage network

Public comments relating to current drainage issues, proposed developments, long-range
plans, and floodplain regulations are at the root of this study. The purpose of this study is
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to identify areas with flooding problems, analyze the major elements of the storm
drainage system with respect to long-term land use, and recommend needed
improvements to correct or prevent systems from flooding. By doing this, proposed
developments and long-range plans will be influenced. At the same time, regulations can
be conceptualized to avoid potential pitfalls.

C. Scope of Project
The North Lawrence Drainage Study has several major components which work
toward the generation of system requirements for stormwater conveyance and
infrastructure in the ultimate buildout scenario. The following major tasks were included
in the study:

¢ Integration of the public involvement program that gathered and used information
from residents, business owners and property owners when considering
alternatives or upgrades within the watershed

e Estimation of the ultimate land use for the watershed

e Survey and general inspection of the drainage system

® Development of a digital database that shows the existing components of the
City’s drainage system

e Evaluation of the internal drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario and
recommendation of improvements

e Evaluation of the watershed drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario
and recommendation of improvements

e Completion of an analysis of Kansas River flooding resulting from levee
overtopping

Along with the recommended improvements, the magnitude of the costs required to
implement them were assessed. It should be noted though, that detailed design of the
projects recommended in this report is required to produce proper construction
documents and accurate cost estimates for system components.

The main body of the project report is divided up into seven sections.
Summaries of the various sections are detailed below. For a detailed description of the
methods or results of each section, refer to the main report.

IV. Public Involvement

The North Lawrence Drainage Study public involvement program was designed to
establish meaningful and useful dialogue between stakeholders, businesses, residents in
the area and the study team. A series of outreach efforts were conducted to catalogue and
assess the public’s concerns. Members of the project team provided an overview of study
activities and public input to the Lawrence Planning Commission.

V. Ultimate Land Use for Watershed

To accomplish the goals of the North Lawrence Drainage Study, the ultimate land
use condition had to be determined for the study area. The future land uses within the
watershed will help determine where to focus the stormwater system improvements and
provide better insight into heading off potential development problems. The project team
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conferred with the Public Works Department, the Planning Office, and the Utilities
Department of Lawrence. Information was gathered with regard to current zoning,
potential developments and long-range plans and was used to produce an ultimate
watershed land use guide.

While the information gathered was used to create the Ultimate Build-Out map, it
was not intended to dictate specific policies with regard to land use in the North
Lawrence Drainage Area. However, certain policies could be inferred from the findings
of this study. For instance, lot splits currently require a hydraulic study to determine
impacts. Due to the extensive hydraulic studies detailed in this report, it would not be
necessary for developers to conduct individual studies, as long as the general
recommendations of this study are followed (i.e. conveyance needs to be maintained
within the floodplain).

VI. Data Collection

Several field visits were made to the study area to observe drainage patterns, take
photographs and verify structure sizes and orientations. A significant portion of the
North Lawrence watershed was surveyed for this project. This information was used in
the development of computer models of the watershed. Information from the field survey
forms was entered into GIS. The basis for the evaluation of the North Lawrence
watershed is the digital base maps developed by the City. These maps also show land
features with a 2-foot contour interval. The base maps include topographical drainage
information such as open channels, bridges, culverts, manholes, inlets, and enclosed
drainage systems. They also include houses, transportation and above ground utility
locations. Field surveys were completed as part of this study to update and verify any
existing information on size, location, and slope of the conveyance structures. Survey
data on the conveyance system and watershed characteristics were combined with the
City database to create a comprehensive database of the most up-to-date information.

VIl Internal Drainage System Analysis

The system of City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps throughout North Lawrence
are collectively referred to as the “internal drainage system” in this report. This system
collects the drainage from about 1.8 square miles and largely conveys it through gravity
and pressure pipe to the Kansas River. The intent of the internal drainage system analysis
portion of the North Lawrence Drainage Study was to investigate necessary
improvements to the existing infrastructure system for a 10-year frequency event,
assuming the land uses specified by the Buildout Scenario Map. The performance of the
Maple Street Pump Station (529 Maple Street) and the 2" Street Pump Station (732 N.
2" Street) were closely considered in the overall evaluation.

Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the set of 12 systems
representing the existing stormwater infrastructure within North Lawrence identified
many surcharge locations for the ultimate buildout condition.

Recommendations were determined for each conduit or channel in a system based on
the analysis of the entire system. It should be noted that improvements are to generally
be made in a downstream to upstream manner within the system, as there is no advantage
trying to deliver more flow to a downstream component that cannot convey the existing
flow. Overall costs for each system upgrade were estimated; however, for the purposes
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of prioritizing public improvements on a smaller scale, excess peak flow was determined
for each main stem and each lateral draining to the main stem of the system.
VIII. Watershed Analysis

There were three main goals for this portion of the study: to reduce the demand on
the 2" Street Pump Station, to expel floodwater from the basin during times of high
water on the Kansas River, and to investigate the effects of development in the
floodplain. It is recommended that the drainage from the area north of 24/40 Highway be
cut off and the water pumped over the levee. The recommendation for reducing the
burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station appraises the 10-year event in conjunction with the
design criteria of the internal drainage system, however the 100-year event is investigated
as well.

The recommendation for future development in the watershed is to maintain the
current conveyance levels in the 100-year floodplain. This will mean allowing no
development in these areas that would reduce the capacity for floodplain storage, and
may require the purchase of small parcels of land to set aside exclusively for ponding.

As the area develops, it will become necessary to provide emergency services to the
homes and businesses that populate the area. This will require the improvement of the
major roads in the area and significant improvement of the hydraulic structures which
carry flow under the roads. With a more dense urban population, the roads should be
raised to meet the current APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year
event. This will result in some significant increases in required flow capacity over the
existing hydraulic structures.

IX. Kansas River Floodplain Analysis

The existing conditions FEMA hydraulic model was revised to assess the amount of
flooding that would occur in the North Lawrence area in the event of a breach of the
Kansas River levee system. A “most likely” breach location was determined for the
purpose of this analysis. For the levee breech condition, a 100-year Kansas River event
would result in flood levels 0 to 7 feet deep in the North Lawrence Watershed (refer to
the exhibit titled Watershed Analysis — Kansas River Inundation in Section VII).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Introduction

The City of Lawrence has embarked on a program to develop a stormwater
management plan for the North Lawrence watershed. This program is based on a
recognized need to upgrade existing facilities to modern design standards and to provide
coordinated facilities in developing areas. The economic well being of the City depends
on its ability to attract and retain business and industry, as well as residents to live in the
City. Part of the City’s ability to attract businesses and residents depends on its ability to
provide adequate services such as drinking water, sewers, transportation and stormwater
management. With the ever expanding urban area and associated increases in impervious
surfaces such as parking lots, the frequency with which drainage issues occur appears to
be increasing. This has caused the City to focus its attention on the need to provide
adequate stormwater management policies and infrastructure in all areas within the
watershed. The North Lawrence Drainage Study is one important step in this process.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study was divided into two main focus areas. The
Internal System consists of the City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps within the
existing City boundaries. The overall watershed analysis modeled the less developed
drainage aspects of the North Lawrence Drainage Area. More detailed descriptions of the
two focus areas can be found later in the report.

II. Recommendations

A. Overall Watershed

Several alternatives were investigated in the overall North Lawrence Drainage Study
watershed to reduce flood elevations, lessen impacts on the “Internal Drainage System”
facilities, provide drainage in the event of high flows on the Kansas River, and assess the
effects of development in the floodplain. The investigations led to the four major
recommendations below. The first bullet item is the key to reducing the burden on the
Internal System from areas beyond the existing city limits.

¢ Drainage from north of 24/40 Highway should be cutoff by the highway
embankment and the water should be pumped over the levee at a point just east of
the 24/40 intersection to reduce the burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station

¢ Future development in the watershed should maintain the current conveyance
levels in the 100-year floodplain — development should not reduce the capacity for
floodplain storage

e The City should purchase parcels of land as necessary for use as dedicated
ponding areas

e Major roads and hydraulic structures should be improved to meet the current
APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year event, in order to
provide adequate emergency services to the area

A cost summary with regard to these Watershed Analysis recommendations is shown in
the table on the next page.
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Watershed Recommendations Cost Summary

Description Quantity Unit Cost | Project Costs
Raise road west of 24/40 intersection 370 ft $290/1t $110,000
Remove 2 existing 24/40 culverts Lump Sum $75,000
Channel Excavation, MGOEast to 24/40 3500 cu-yd $4.31/cu-yd $15,000
KDOT Entrance Culvert 30 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $27.000
New 24/40 Culvert 475 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $228,000
Remove Maple Grove East culvert Lump Sum $22,000
Property containing ponding easement Full Parcels Total Value $942,000
Pump Station; west of airport, north of 24/40 |361,000 gpm * |$30/gpm $11,000,000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., 155' Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.364.000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., Roadway 2700 ft $290/ft U
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., 160" Bridge 8000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.108.000
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 1750 ft $290/1t o
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., 155" Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $929 000
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 1200 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $786.000
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.221.000
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway 2400 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 100’ Bridge |5000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.419.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 3600 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.581.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway  |3900 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $711.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., 2-11'x7' RCB 60 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $326.000
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., Roadway 870 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., 60' Bridge 3000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $477.000
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 870 ft $290/ft ’
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., 140' Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.758.000
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., Roadway 4250 ft $290/1t T
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., 100' Bridge 5000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $703.000
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., Roadway 1130 ft $290/ft ’
Total $24,802,000

Note: All costs are concept level estimates only. Actual costs may vary significantly.

* Required capacity at ultimate build-out
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B. Internal System

Analyses for the Internal Drainage System provided areas of concern throughout the
City operated drainage network. The excess peak flow was used to represent the degree
to which a conduit is undersized for the ultimate build-out condition. Each investigated
lateral flowing into the main stem of a system and each main stem conduit were ranked
by excess peak flow. This led to the following priority listing of recommended
improvements.

Prioritization of Internal Systems

Excess Peak Total Estimated Cost
Link Name Flow of Improvements
(cfs) (dollars)
S1-1 315 $9,163,000
S6-1 168 $3,994,000
S9-1 133 $1,132,000
S1L1-1 96 $333,000
S1L5-1 85 $235,000
S1L7-1 85 $59,000
S1L3-1 56 $187,000
S6L.3-1 56 $195,000
S6L.3-7D New pipes $181,000
S4-1 43 $60,000
S6L.2-1 37 $5,000
S41L.4-1 35 $53,000
S41.2-1 27 $36,000
S9L.1-1 21 $7,000
S1L2-1 20 $240,000
S8-1 17 $115,000
S10L.2-1 13 $4,000
S7-1 13 $38,000
S5-1 10 $56,000
S10-1 6 $106,000
S1L4-1 1 $7,000
S1L6-1 0 $0
S11-1 0 $0
S3-1 0 $0
S2-1 0 $0
S12-1 0 $0
Total $16,206,000




The flows calculated in the analysis of the internal system assume that the cutoff
north of 24/40 Highway, as recommended by the Watershed Analysis, is in place.
However, the costs in the table for the Internal System Analysis are independent of the
costs for the Watershed Analysis improvement recommendations. By adding the total
costs from each of the two summary tables, the estimated cost of all recommendations is
approximately $41 million.

As with the overall watershed, a viable option within the internal system is land
purchase. In areas that naturally drain to a low point, it is often advantageous to preserve
the ponding area by purchasing the parcel of land. Those costs are included in several of
the system costs in the table.

II1. Background

A. Watershed Description

The North Lawrence watershed is estimated to be 9,100 acres generally
bordered by the Kansas River levee on the south and the Mud Creek levee on the east.
Most of the drainage contributes to the Maple Grove system, which either conveys water
south to the City or east eventually to Mud Creek. A few areas near the levee, to the
northwest and southeast, drain directly to the Kansas River, while a thin strip of land
along part of the northeastern portion of the watershed flows directly to Mud Creek.
Refer to the North Lawrence Drainage Study map in Section I of the main report for an
overview of the project area.

The Kansas River floodplain completely encompasses North Lawrence. The
natural silt loam soils are highly permeable. However, increased development is
replacing those soils with nearly impermeable clay material in certain areas. In addition,
extremely mild slopes across the landform cause frequent ponding and roadway
overtopping. Historically, North Lawrence has been an agricultural community with low
density residential development. Pockets of commercial and industrial development now
appear in areas of the watershed. While parts of North Lawrence will likely remain
agricultural, the projected future land use in other areas will add more and more
impervious surfaces.

B. Purpose
The Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission proposed this study to

address repeated flooding concerns from residents of the North Lawrence area. Flooding
problems occur in a number of areas within the North Lawrence watershed. The major
causes are as follows:

¢ Development that has significantly increased runoff from design storm events

e Undersized drainage system components such as culverts, drainage channels,

underground pipe systems and inlets

e Siltation within the storm drainage system

® Past development of flood-prone areas

® A shallow, flat and interrupted watershed drainage network

Public comments relating to current drainage issues, proposed developments, long-range
plans, and floodplain regulations are at the root of this study. The purpose of this study is
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to identify areas with flooding problems, analyze the major elements of the storm
drainage system with respect to long-term land use, and recommend needed
improvements to correct or prevent systems from flooding. By doing this, proposed
developments and long-range plans will be influenced. At the same time, regulations can
be conceptualized to avoid potential pitfalls.

C. Scope of Project
The North Lawrence Drainage Study has several major components which work
toward the generation of system requirements for stormwater conveyance and
infrastructure in the ultimate buildout scenario. The following major tasks were included
in the study:

¢ Integration of the public involvement program that gathered and used information
from residents, business owners and property owners when considering
alternatives or upgrades within the watershed

e Estimation of the ultimate land use for the watershed

e Survey and general inspection of the drainage system

® Development of a digital database that shows the existing components of the
City’s drainage system

e Evaluation of the internal drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario and
recommendation of improvements

e Evaluation of the watershed drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario
and recommendation of improvements

e Completion of an analysis of Kansas River flooding resulting from levee
overtopping

Along with the recommended improvements, the magnitude of the costs required to
implement them were assessed. It should be noted though, that detailed design of the
projects recommended in this report is required to produce proper construction
documents and accurate cost estimates for system components.

The main body of the project report is divided up into seven sections.
Summaries of the various sections are detailed below. For a detailed description of the
methods or results of each section, refer to the main report.

IV. Public Involvement

The North Lawrence Drainage Study public involvement program was designed to
establish meaningful and useful dialogue between stakeholders, businesses, residents in
the area and the study team. A series of outreach efforts were conducted to catalogue and
assess the public’s concerns. Members of the project team provided an overview of study
activities and public input to the Lawrence Planning Commission.

V. Ultimate Land Use for Watershed

To accomplish the goals of the North Lawrence Drainage Study, the ultimate land
use condition had to be determined for the study area. The future land uses within the
watershed will help determine where to focus the stormwater system improvements and
provide better insight into heading off potential development problems. The project team
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conferred with the Public Works Department, the Planning Office, and the Utilities
Department of Lawrence. Information was gathered with regard to current zoning,
potential developments and long-range plans and was used to produce an ultimate
watershed land use guide.

While the information gathered was used to create the Ultimate Build-Out map, it
was not intended to dictate specific policies with regard to land use in the North
Lawrence Drainage Area. However, certain policies could be inferred from the findings
of this study. For instance, lot splits currently require a hydraulic study to determine
impacts. Due to the extensive hydraulic studies detailed in this report, it would not be
necessary for developers to conduct individual studies, as long as the general
recommendations of this study are followed (i.e. conveyance needs to be maintained
within the floodplain).

VI. Data Collection

Several field visits were made to the study area to observe drainage patterns, take
photographs and verify structure sizes and orientations. A significant portion of the
North Lawrence watershed was surveyed for this project. This information was used in
the development of computer models of the watershed. Information from the field survey
forms was entered into GIS. The basis for the evaluation of the North Lawrence
watershed is the digital base maps developed by the City. These maps also show land
features with a 2-foot contour interval. The base maps include topographical drainage
information such as open channels, bridges, culverts, manholes, inlets, and enclosed
drainage systems. They also include houses, transportation and above ground utility
locations. Field surveys were completed as part of this study to update and verify any
existing information on size, location, and slope of the conveyance structures. Survey
data on the conveyance system and watershed characteristics were combined with the
City database to create a comprehensive database of the most up-to-date information.

VIl Internal Drainage System Analysis

The system of City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps throughout North Lawrence
are collectively referred to as the “internal drainage system” in this report. This system
collects the drainage from about 1.8 square miles and largely conveys it through gravity
and pressure pipe to the Kansas River. The intent of the internal drainage system analysis
portion of the North Lawrence Drainage Study was to investigate necessary
improvements to the existing infrastructure system for a 10-year frequency event,
assuming the land uses specified by the Buildout Scenario Map. The performance of the
Maple Street Pump Station (529 Maple Street) and the 2" Street Pump Station (732 N.
2" Street) were closely considered in the overall evaluation.

Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the set of 12 systems
representing the existing stormwater infrastructure within North Lawrence identified
many surcharge locations for the ultimate buildout condition.

Recommendations were determined for each conduit or channel in a system based on
the analysis of the entire system. It should be noted that improvements are to generally
be made in a downstream to upstream manner within the system, as there is no advantage
trying to deliver more flow to a downstream component that cannot convey the existing
flow. Overall costs for each system upgrade were estimated; however, for the purposes
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of prioritizing public improvements on a smaller scale, excess peak flow was determined
for each main stem and each lateral draining to the main stem of the system.
VIII. Watershed Analysis

There were three main goals for this portion of the study: to reduce the demand on
the 2" Street Pump Station, to expel floodwater from the basin during times of high
water on the Kansas River, and to investigate the effects of development in the
floodplain. It is recommended that the drainage from the area north of 24/40 Highway be
cut off and the water pumped over the levee. The recommendation for reducing the
burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station appraises the 10-year event in conjunction with the
design criteria of the internal drainage system, however the 100-year event is investigated
as well.

The recommendation for future development in the watershed is to maintain the
current conveyance levels in the 100-year floodplain. This will mean allowing no
development in these areas that would reduce the capacity for floodplain storage, and
may require the purchase of small parcels of land to set aside exclusively for ponding.

As the area develops, it will become necessary to provide emergency services to the
homes and businesses that populate the area. This will require the improvement of the
major roads in the area and significant improvement of the hydraulic structures which
carry flow under the roads. With a more dense urban population, the roads should be
raised to meet the current APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year
event. This will result in some significant increases in required flow capacity over the
existing hydraulic structures.

IX. Kansas River Floodplain Analysis

The existing conditions FEMA hydraulic model was revised to assess the amount of
flooding that would occur in the North Lawrence area in the event of a breach of the
Kansas River levee system. A “most likely” breach location was determined for the
purpose of this analysis. For the levee breech condition, a 100-year Kansas River event
would result in flood levels 0 to 7 feet deep in the North Lawrence Watershed (refer to
the exhibit titled Watershed Analysis — Kansas River Inundation in Section VII).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Introduction

The City of Lawrence has embarked on a program to develop a stormwater
management plan for the North Lawrence watershed. This program is based on a
recognized need to upgrade existing facilities to modern design standards and to provide
coordinated facilities in developing areas. The economic well being of the City depends
on its ability to attract and retain business and industry, as well as residents to live in the
City. Part of the City’s ability to attract businesses and residents depends on its ability to
provide adequate services such as drinking water, sewers, transportation and stormwater
management. With the ever expanding urban area and associated increases in impervious
surfaces such as parking lots, the frequency with which drainage issues occur appears to
be increasing. This has caused the City to focus its attention on the need to provide
adequate stormwater management policies and infrastructure in all areas within the
watershed. The North Lawrence Drainage Study is one important step in this process.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study was divided into two main focus areas. The
Internal System consists of the City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps within the
existing City boundaries. The overall watershed analysis modeled the less developed
drainage aspects of the North Lawrence Drainage Area. More detailed descriptions of the
two focus areas can be found later in the report.

II. Recommendations

A. Overall Watershed

Several alternatives were investigated in the overall North Lawrence Drainage Study
watershed to reduce flood elevations, lessen impacts on the “Internal Drainage System”
facilities, provide drainage in the event of high flows on the Kansas River, and assess the
effects of development in the floodplain. The investigations led to the four major
recommendations below. The first bullet item is the key to reducing the burden on the
Internal System from areas beyond the existing city limits.

¢ Drainage from north of 24/40 Highway should be cutoff by the highway
embankment and the water should be pumped over the levee at a point just east of
the 24/40 intersection to reduce the burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station

¢ Future development in the watershed should maintain the current conveyance
levels in the 100-year floodplain — development should not reduce the capacity for
floodplain storage

e The City should purchase parcels of land as necessary for use as dedicated
ponding areas

e Major roads and hydraulic structures should be improved to meet the current
APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year event, in order to
provide adequate emergency services to the area

A cost summary with regard to these Watershed Analysis recommendations is shown in
the table on the next page.
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Watershed Recommendations Cost Summary

Description Quantity Unit Cost | Project Costs
Raise road west of 24/40 intersection 370 ft $290/1t $110,000
Remove 2 existing 24/40 culverts Lump Sum $75,000
Channel Excavation, MGOEast to 24/40 3500 cu-yd $4.31/cu-yd $15,000
KDOT Entrance Culvert 30 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $27.000
New 24/40 Culvert 475 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $228,000
Remove Maple Grove East culvert Lump Sum $22,000
Property containing ponding easement Full Parcels Total Value $942,000
Pump Station; west of airport, north of 24/40 |361,000 gpm * |$30/gpm $11,000,000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., 155' Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.364.000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., Roadway 2700 ft $290/ft U
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., 160" Bridge 8000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.108.000
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 1750 ft $290/1t o
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., 155" Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $929 000
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 1200 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $786.000
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.221.000
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway 2400 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 100’ Bridge |5000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.419.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 3600 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.581.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway  |3900 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $711.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., 2-11'x7' RCB 60 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $326.000
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., Roadway 870 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., 60' Bridge 3000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $477.000
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 870 ft $290/ft ’
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., 140' Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.758.000
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., Roadway 4250 ft $290/1t T
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., 100' Bridge 5000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $703.000
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., Roadway 1130 ft $290/ft ’
Total $24,802,000

Note: All costs are concept level estimates only. Actual costs may vary significantly.

* Required capacity at ultimate build-out

v




B. Internal System

Analyses for the Internal Drainage System provided areas of concern throughout the
City operated drainage network. The excess peak flow was used to represent the degree
to which a conduit is undersized for the ultimate build-out condition. Each investigated
lateral flowing into the main stem of a system and each main stem conduit were ranked
by excess peak flow. This led to the following priority listing of recommended
improvements.

Prioritization of Internal Systems

Excess Peak Total Estimated Cost
Link Name Flow of Improvements
(cfs) (dollars)
S1-1 315 $9,163,000
S6-1 168 $3,994,000
S9-1 133 $1,132,000
S1L1-1 96 $333,000
S1L5-1 85 $235,000
S1L7-1 85 $59,000
S1L3-1 56 $187,000
S6L.3-1 56 $195,000
S6L.3-7D New pipes $181,000
S4-1 43 $60,000
S6L.2-1 37 $5,000
S41L.4-1 35 $53,000
S41.2-1 27 $36,000
S9L.1-1 21 $7,000
S1L2-1 20 $240,000
S8-1 17 $115,000
S10L.2-1 13 $4,000
S7-1 13 $38,000
S5-1 10 $56,000
S10-1 6 $106,000
S1L4-1 1 $7,000
S1L6-1 0 $0
S11-1 0 $0
S3-1 0 $0
S2-1 0 $0
S12-1 0 $0
Total $16,206,000




The flows calculated in the analysis of the internal system assume that the cutoff
north of 24/40 Highway, as recommended by the Watershed Analysis, is in place.
However, the costs in the table for the Internal System Analysis are independent of the
costs for the Watershed Analysis improvement recommendations. By adding the total
costs from each of the two summary tables, the estimated cost of all recommendations is
approximately $41 million.

As with the overall watershed, a viable option within the internal system is land
purchase. In areas that naturally drain to a low point, it is often advantageous to preserve
the ponding area by purchasing the parcel of land. Those costs are included in several of
the system costs in the table.

II1. Background

A. Watershed Description

The North Lawrence watershed is estimated to be 9,100 acres generally
bordered by the Kansas River levee on the south and the Mud Creek levee on the east.
Most of the drainage contributes to the Maple Grove system, which either conveys water
south to the City or east eventually to Mud Creek. A few areas near the levee, to the
northwest and southeast, drain directly to the Kansas River, while a thin strip of land
along part of the northeastern portion of the watershed flows directly to Mud Creek.
Refer to the North Lawrence Drainage Study map in Section I of the main report for an
overview of the project area.

The Kansas River floodplain completely encompasses North Lawrence. The
natural silt loam soils are highly permeable. However, increased development is
replacing those soils with nearly impermeable clay material in certain areas. In addition,
extremely mild slopes across the landform cause frequent ponding and roadway
overtopping. Historically, North Lawrence has been an agricultural community with low
density residential development. Pockets of commercial and industrial development now
appear in areas of the watershed. While parts of North Lawrence will likely remain
agricultural, the projected future land use in other areas will add more and more
impervious surfaces.

B. Purpose
The Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission proposed this study to

address repeated flooding concerns from residents of the North Lawrence area. Flooding
problems occur in a number of areas within the North Lawrence watershed. The major
causes are as follows:

¢ Development that has significantly increased runoff from design storm events

e Undersized drainage system components such as culverts, drainage channels,

underground pipe systems and inlets

e Siltation within the storm drainage system

® Past development of flood-prone areas

® A shallow, flat and interrupted watershed drainage network

Public comments relating to current drainage issues, proposed developments, long-range
plans, and floodplain regulations are at the root of this study. The purpose of this study is
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to identify areas with flooding problems, analyze the major elements of the storm
drainage system with respect to long-term land use, and recommend needed
improvements to correct or prevent systems from flooding. By doing this, proposed
developments and long-range plans will be influenced. At the same time, regulations can
be conceptualized to avoid potential pitfalls.

C. Scope of Project
The North Lawrence Drainage Study has several major components which work
toward the generation of system requirements for stormwater conveyance and
infrastructure in the ultimate buildout scenario. The following major tasks were included
in the study:

¢ Integration of the public involvement program that gathered and used information
from residents, business owners and property owners when considering
alternatives or upgrades within the watershed

e Estimation of the ultimate land use for the watershed

e Survey and general inspection of the drainage system

® Development of a digital database that shows the existing components of the
City’s drainage system

e Evaluation of the internal drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario and
recommendation of improvements

e Evaluation of the watershed drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario
and recommendation of improvements

e Completion of an analysis of Kansas River flooding resulting from levee
overtopping

Along with the recommended improvements, the magnitude of the costs required to
implement them were assessed. It should be noted though, that detailed design of the
projects recommended in this report is required to produce proper construction
documents and accurate cost estimates for system components.

The main body of the project report is divided up into seven sections.
Summaries of the various sections are detailed below. For a detailed description of the
methods or results of each section, refer to the main report.

IV. Public Involvement

The North Lawrence Drainage Study public involvement program was designed to
establish meaningful and useful dialogue between stakeholders, businesses, residents in
the area and the study team. A series of outreach efforts were conducted to catalogue and
assess the public’s concerns. Members of the project team provided an overview of study
activities and public input to the Lawrence Planning Commission.

V. Ultimate Land Use for Watershed

To accomplish the goals of the North Lawrence Drainage Study, the ultimate land
use condition had to be determined for the study area. The future land uses within the
watershed will help determine where to focus the stormwater system improvements and
provide better insight into heading off potential development problems. The project team
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conferred with the Public Works Department, the Planning Office, and the Utilities
Department of Lawrence. Information was gathered with regard to current zoning,
potential developments and long-range plans and was used to produce an ultimate
watershed land use guide.

While the information gathered was used to create the Ultimate Build-Out map, it
was not intended to dictate specific policies with regard to land use in the North
Lawrence Drainage Area. However, certain policies could be inferred from the findings
of this study. For instance, lot splits currently require a hydraulic study to determine
impacts. Due to the extensive hydraulic studies detailed in this report, it would not be
necessary for developers to conduct individual studies, as long as the general
recommendations of this study are followed (i.e. conveyance needs to be maintained
within the floodplain).

VI. Data Collection

Several field visits were made to the study area to observe drainage patterns, take
photographs and verify structure sizes and orientations. A significant portion of the
North Lawrence watershed was surveyed for this project. This information was used in
the development of computer models of the watershed. Information from the field survey
forms was entered into GIS. The basis for the evaluation of the North Lawrence
watershed is the digital base maps developed by the City. These maps also show land
features with a 2-foot contour interval. The base maps include topographical drainage
information such as open channels, bridges, culverts, manholes, inlets, and enclosed
drainage systems. They also include houses, transportation and above ground utility
locations. Field surveys were completed as part of this study to update and verify any
existing information on size, location, and slope of the conveyance structures. Survey
data on the conveyance system and watershed characteristics were combined with the
City database to create a comprehensive database of the most up-to-date information.

VIl Internal Drainage System Analysis

The system of City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps throughout North Lawrence
are collectively referred to as the “internal drainage system” in this report. This system
collects the drainage from about 1.8 square miles and largely conveys it through gravity
and pressure pipe to the Kansas River. The intent of the internal drainage system analysis
portion of the North Lawrence Drainage Study was to investigate necessary
improvements to the existing infrastructure system for a 10-year frequency event,
assuming the land uses specified by the Buildout Scenario Map. The performance of the
Maple Street Pump Station (529 Maple Street) and the 2" Street Pump Station (732 N.
2" Street) were closely considered in the overall evaluation.

Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the set of 12 systems
representing the existing stormwater infrastructure within North Lawrence identified
many surcharge locations for the ultimate buildout condition.

Recommendations were determined for each conduit or channel in a system based on
the analysis of the entire system. It should be noted that improvements are to generally
be made in a downstream to upstream manner within the system, as there is no advantage
trying to deliver more flow to a downstream component that cannot convey the existing
flow. Overall costs for each system upgrade were estimated; however, for the purposes
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of prioritizing public improvements on a smaller scale, excess peak flow was determined
for each main stem and each lateral draining to the main stem of the system.
VIII. Watershed Analysis

There were three main goals for this portion of the study: to reduce the demand on
the 2" Street Pump Station, to expel floodwater from the basin during times of high
water on the Kansas River, and to investigate the effects of development in the
floodplain. It is recommended that the drainage from the area north of 24/40 Highway be
cut off and the water pumped over the levee. The recommendation for reducing the
burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station appraises the 10-year event in conjunction with the
design criteria of the internal drainage system, however the 100-year event is investigated
as well.

The recommendation for future development in the watershed is to maintain the
current conveyance levels in the 100-year floodplain. This will mean allowing no
development in these areas that would reduce the capacity for floodplain storage, and
may require the purchase of small parcels of land to set aside exclusively for ponding.

As the area develops, it will become necessary to provide emergency services to the
homes and businesses that populate the area. This will require the improvement of the
major roads in the area and significant improvement of the hydraulic structures which
carry flow under the roads. With a more dense urban population, the roads should be
raised to meet the current APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year
event. This will result in some significant increases in required flow capacity over the
existing hydraulic structures.

IX. Kansas River Floodplain Analysis

The existing conditions FEMA hydraulic model was revised to assess the amount of
flooding that would occur in the North Lawrence area in the event of a breach of the
Kansas River levee system. A “most likely” breach location was determined for the
purpose of this analysis. For the levee breech condition, a 100-year Kansas River event
would result in flood levels 0 to 7 feet deep in the North Lawrence Watershed (refer to
the exhibit titled Watershed Analysis — Kansas River Inundation in Section VII).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Introduction

The City of Lawrence has embarked on a program to develop a stormwater
management plan for the North Lawrence watershed. This program is based on a
recognized need to upgrade existing facilities to modern design standards and to provide
coordinated facilities in developing areas. The economic well being of the City depends
on its ability to attract and retain business and industry, as well as residents to live in the
City. Part of the City’s ability to attract businesses and residents depends on its ability to
provide adequate services such as drinking water, sewers, transportation and stormwater
management. With the ever expanding urban area and associated increases in impervious
surfaces such as parking lots, the frequency with which drainage issues occur appears to
be increasing. This has caused the City to focus its attention on the need to provide
adequate stormwater management policies and infrastructure in all areas within the
watershed. The North Lawrence Drainage Study is one important step in this process.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study was divided into two main focus areas. The
Internal System consists of the City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps within the
existing City boundaries. The overall watershed analysis modeled the less developed
drainage aspects of the North Lawrence Drainage Area. More detailed descriptions of the
two focus areas can be found later in the report.

II. Recommendations

A. Overall Watershed

Several alternatives were investigated in the overall North Lawrence Drainage Study
watershed to reduce flood elevations, lessen impacts on the “Internal Drainage System”
facilities, provide drainage in the event of high flows on the Kansas River, and assess the
effects of development in the floodplain. The investigations led to the four major
recommendations below. The first bullet item is the key to reducing the burden on the
Internal System from areas beyond the existing city limits.

¢ Drainage from north of 24/40 Highway should be cutoff by the highway
embankment and the water should be pumped over the levee at a point just east of
the 24/40 intersection to reduce the burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station

¢ Future development in the watershed should maintain the current conveyance
levels in the 100-year floodplain — development should not reduce the capacity for
floodplain storage

e The City should purchase parcels of land as necessary for use as dedicated
ponding areas

e Major roads and hydraulic structures should be improved to meet the current
APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year event, in order to
provide adequate emergency services to the area

A cost summary with regard to these Watershed Analysis recommendations is shown in
the table on the next page.
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Watershed Recommendations Cost Summary

Description Quantity Unit Cost | Project Costs
Raise road west of 24/40 intersection 370 ft $290/1t $110,000
Remove 2 existing 24/40 culverts Lump Sum $75,000
Channel Excavation, MGOEast to 24/40 3500 cu-yd $4.31/cu-yd $15,000
KDOT Entrance Culvert 30 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $27.000
New 24/40 Culvert 475 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $228,000
Remove Maple Grove East culvert Lump Sum $22,000
Property containing ponding easement Full Parcels Total Value $942,000
Pump Station; west of airport, north of 24/40 |361,000 gpm * |$30/gpm $11,000,000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., 155' Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.364.000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., Roadway 2700 ft $290/ft U
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., 160" Bridge 8000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.108.000
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 1750 ft $290/1t o
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., 155" Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $929 000
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 1200 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $786.000
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.221.000
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway 2400 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 100’ Bridge |5000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.419.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 3600 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.581.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway  |3900 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $711.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., 2-11'x7' RCB 60 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $326.000
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., Roadway 870 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., 60' Bridge 3000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $477.000
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 870 ft $290/ft ’
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., 140' Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.758.000
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., Roadway 4250 ft $290/1t T
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., 100' Bridge 5000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $703.000
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., Roadway 1130 ft $290/ft ’
Total $24,802,000

Note: All costs are concept level estimates only. Actual costs may vary significantly.

* Required capacity at ultimate build-out
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B. Internal System

Analyses for the Internal Drainage System provided areas of concern throughout the
City operated drainage network. The excess peak flow was used to represent the degree
to which a conduit is undersized for the ultimate build-out condition. Each investigated
lateral flowing into the main stem of a system and each main stem conduit were ranked
by excess peak flow. This led to the following priority listing of recommended
improvements.

Prioritization of Internal Systems

Excess Peak Total Estimated Cost
Link Name Flow of Improvements
(cfs) (dollars)
S1-1 315 $9,163,000
S6-1 168 $3,994,000
S9-1 133 $1,132,000
S1L1-1 96 $333,000
S1L5-1 85 $235,000
S1L7-1 85 $59,000
S1L3-1 56 $187,000
S6L.3-1 56 $195,000
S6L.3-7D New pipes $181,000
S4-1 43 $60,000
S6L.2-1 37 $5,000
S41L.4-1 35 $53,000
S41.2-1 27 $36,000
S9L.1-1 21 $7,000
S1L2-1 20 $240,000
S8-1 17 $115,000
S10L.2-1 13 $4,000
S7-1 13 $38,000
S5-1 10 $56,000
S10-1 6 $106,000
S1L4-1 1 $7,000
S1L6-1 0 $0
S11-1 0 $0
S3-1 0 $0
S2-1 0 $0
S12-1 0 $0
Total $16,206,000




The flows calculated in the analysis of the internal system assume that the cutoff
north of 24/40 Highway, as recommended by the Watershed Analysis, is in place.
However, the costs in the table for the Internal System Analysis are independent of the
costs for the Watershed Analysis improvement recommendations. By adding the total
costs from each of the two summary tables, the estimated cost of all recommendations is
approximately $41 million.

As with the overall watershed, a viable option within the internal system is land
purchase. In areas that naturally drain to a low point, it is often advantageous to preserve
the ponding area by purchasing the parcel of land. Those costs are included in several of
the system costs in the table.

II1. Background

A. Watershed Description

The North Lawrence watershed is estimated to be 9,100 acres generally
bordered by the Kansas River levee on the south and the Mud Creek levee on the east.
Most of the drainage contributes to the Maple Grove system, which either conveys water
south to the City or east eventually to Mud Creek. A few areas near the levee, to the
northwest and southeast, drain directly to the Kansas River, while a thin strip of land
along part of the northeastern portion of the watershed flows directly to Mud Creek.
Refer to the North Lawrence Drainage Study map in Section I of the main report for an
overview of the project area.

The Kansas River floodplain completely encompasses North Lawrence. The
natural silt loam soils are highly permeable. However, increased development is
replacing those soils with nearly impermeable clay material in certain areas. In addition,
extremely mild slopes across the landform cause frequent ponding and roadway
overtopping. Historically, North Lawrence has been an agricultural community with low
density residential development. Pockets of commercial and industrial development now
appear in areas of the watershed. While parts of North Lawrence will likely remain
agricultural, the projected future land use in other areas will add more and more
impervious surfaces.

B. Purpose
The Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission proposed this study to

address repeated flooding concerns from residents of the North Lawrence area. Flooding
problems occur in a number of areas within the North Lawrence watershed. The major
causes are as follows:

¢ Development that has significantly increased runoff from design storm events

e Undersized drainage system components such as culverts, drainage channels,

underground pipe systems and inlets

e Siltation within the storm drainage system

® Past development of flood-prone areas

® A shallow, flat and interrupted watershed drainage network

Public comments relating to current drainage issues, proposed developments, long-range
plans, and floodplain regulations are at the root of this study. The purpose of this study is
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to identify areas with flooding problems, analyze the major elements of the storm
drainage system with respect to long-term land use, and recommend needed
improvements to correct or prevent systems from flooding. By doing this, proposed
developments and long-range plans will be influenced. At the same time, regulations can
be conceptualized to avoid potential pitfalls.

C. Scope of Project
The North Lawrence Drainage Study has several major components which work
toward the generation of system requirements for stormwater conveyance and
infrastructure in the ultimate buildout scenario. The following major tasks were included
in the study:

¢ Integration of the public involvement program that gathered and used information
from residents, business owners and property owners when considering
alternatives or upgrades within the watershed

e Estimation of the ultimate land use for the watershed

e Survey and general inspection of the drainage system

® Development of a digital database that shows the existing components of the
City’s drainage system

e Evaluation of the internal drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario and
recommendation of improvements

e Evaluation of the watershed drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario
and recommendation of improvements

e Completion of an analysis of Kansas River flooding resulting from levee
overtopping

Along with the recommended improvements, the magnitude of the costs required to
implement them were assessed. It should be noted though, that detailed design of the
projects recommended in this report is required to produce proper construction
documents and accurate cost estimates for system components.

The main body of the project report is divided up into seven sections.
Summaries of the various sections are detailed below. For a detailed description of the
methods or results of each section, refer to the main report.

IV. Public Involvement

The North Lawrence Drainage Study public involvement program was designed to
establish meaningful and useful dialogue between stakeholders, businesses, residents in
the area and the study team. A series of outreach efforts were conducted to catalogue and
assess the public’s concerns. Members of the project team provided an overview of study
activities and public input to the Lawrence Planning Commission.

V. Ultimate Land Use for Watershed

To accomplish the goals of the North Lawrence Drainage Study, the ultimate land
use condition had to be determined for the study area. The future land uses within the
watershed will help determine where to focus the stormwater system improvements and
provide better insight into heading off potential development problems. The project team
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conferred with the Public Works Department, the Planning Office, and the Utilities
Department of Lawrence. Information was gathered with regard to current zoning,
potential developments and long-range plans and was used to produce an ultimate
watershed land use guide.

While the information gathered was used to create the Ultimate Build-Out map, it
was not intended to dictate specific policies with regard to land use in the North
Lawrence Drainage Area. However, certain policies could be inferred from the findings
of this study. For instance, lot splits currently require a hydraulic study to determine
impacts. Due to the extensive hydraulic studies detailed in this report, it would not be
necessary for developers to conduct individual studies, as long as the general
recommendations of this study are followed (i.e. conveyance needs to be maintained
within the floodplain).

VI. Data Collection

Several field visits were made to the study area to observe drainage patterns, take
photographs and verify structure sizes and orientations. A significant portion of the
North Lawrence watershed was surveyed for this project. This information was used in
the development of computer models of the watershed. Information from the field survey
forms was entered into GIS. The basis for the evaluation of the North Lawrence
watershed is the digital base maps developed by the City. These maps also show land
features with a 2-foot contour interval. The base maps include topographical drainage
information such as open channels, bridges, culverts, manholes, inlets, and enclosed
drainage systems. They also include houses, transportation and above ground utility
locations. Field surveys were completed as part of this study to update and verify any
existing information on size, location, and slope of the conveyance structures. Survey
data on the conveyance system and watershed characteristics were combined with the
City database to create a comprehensive database of the most up-to-date information.

VIl Internal Drainage System Analysis

The system of City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps throughout North Lawrence
are collectively referred to as the “internal drainage system” in this report. This system
collects the drainage from about 1.8 square miles and largely conveys it through gravity
and pressure pipe to the Kansas River. The intent of the internal drainage system analysis
portion of the North Lawrence Drainage Study was to investigate necessary
improvements to the existing infrastructure system for a 10-year frequency event,
assuming the land uses specified by the Buildout Scenario Map. The performance of the
Maple Street Pump Station (529 Maple Street) and the 2" Street Pump Station (732 N.
2" Street) were closely considered in the overall evaluation.

Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the set of 12 systems
representing the existing stormwater infrastructure within North Lawrence identified
many surcharge locations for the ultimate buildout condition.

Recommendations were determined for each conduit or channel in a system based on
the analysis of the entire system. It should be noted that improvements are to generally
be made in a downstream to upstream manner within the system, as there is no advantage
trying to deliver more flow to a downstream component that cannot convey the existing
flow. Overall costs for each system upgrade were estimated; however, for the purposes
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of prioritizing public improvements on a smaller scale, excess peak flow was determined
for each main stem and each lateral draining to the main stem of the system.
VIII. Watershed Analysis

There were three main goals for this portion of the study: to reduce the demand on
the 2" Street Pump Station, to expel floodwater from the basin during times of high
water on the Kansas River, and to investigate the effects of development in the
floodplain. It is recommended that the drainage from the area north of 24/40 Highway be
cut off and the water pumped over the levee. The recommendation for reducing the
burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station appraises the 10-year event in conjunction with the
design criteria of the internal drainage system, however the 100-year event is investigated
as well.

The recommendation for future development in the watershed is to maintain the
current conveyance levels in the 100-year floodplain. This will mean allowing no
development in these areas that would reduce the capacity for floodplain storage, and
may require the purchase of small parcels of land to set aside exclusively for ponding.

As the area develops, it will become necessary to provide emergency services to the
homes and businesses that populate the area. This will require the improvement of the
major roads in the area and significant improvement of the hydraulic structures which
carry flow under the roads. With a more dense urban population, the roads should be
raised to meet the current APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year
event. This will result in some significant increases in required flow capacity over the
existing hydraulic structures.

IX. Kansas River Floodplain Analysis

The existing conditions FEMA hydraulic model was revised to assess the amount of
flooding that would occur in the North Lawrence area in the event of a breach of the
Kansas River levee system. A “most likely” breach location was determined for the
purpose of this analysis. For the levee breech condition, a 100-year Kansas River event
would result in flood levels 0 to 7 feet deep in the North Lawrence Watershed (refer to
the exhibit titled Watershed Analysis — Kansas River Inundation in Section VII).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Introduction

The City of Lawrence has embarked on a program to develop a stormwater
management plan for the North Lawrence watershed. This program is based on a
recognized need to upgrade existing facilities to modern design standards and to provide
coordinated facilities in developing areas. The economic well being of the City depends
on its ability to attract and retain business and industry, as well as residents to live in the
City. Part of the City’s ability to attract businesses and residents depends on its ability to
provide adequate services such as drinking water, sewers, transportation and stormwater
management. With the ever expanding urban area and associated increases in impervious
surfaces such as parking lots, the frequency with which drainage issues occur appears to
be increasing. This has caused the City to focus its attention on the need to provide
adequate stormwater management policies and infrastructure in all areas within the
watershed. The North Lawrence Drainage Study is one important step in this process.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study was divided into two main focus areas. The
Internal System consists of the City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps within the
existing City boundaries. The overall watershed analysis modeled the less developed
drainage aspects of the North Lawrence Drainage Area. More detailed descriptions of the
two focus areas can be found later in the report.

II. Recommendations

A. Overall Watershed

Several alternatives were investigated in the overall North Lawrence Drainage Study
watershed to reduce flood elevations, lessen impacts on the “Internal Drainage System”
facilities, provide drainage in the event of high flows on the Kansas River, and assess the
effects of development in the floodplain. The investigations led to the four major
recommendations below. The first bullet item is the key to reducing the burden on the
Internal System from areas beyond the existing city limits.

¢ Drainage from north of 24/40 Highway should be cutoff by the highway
embankment and the water should be pumped over the levee at a point just east of
the 24/40 intersection to reduce the burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station

¢ Future development in the watershed should maintain the current conveyance
levels in the 100-year floodplain — development should not reduce the capacity for
floodplain storage

e The City should purchase parcels of land as necessary for use as dedicated
ponding areas

e Major roads and hydraulic structures should be improved to meet the current
APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year event, in order to
provide adequate emergency services to the area

A cost summary with regard to these Watershed Analysis recommendations is shown in
the table on the next page.
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Watershed Recommendations Cost Summary

Description Quantity Unit Cost | Project Costs
Raise road west of 24/40 intersection 370 ft $290/1t $110,000
Remove 2 existing 24/40 culverts Lump Sum $75,000
Channel Excavation, MGOEast to 24/40 3500 cu-yd $4.31/cu-yd $15,000
KDOT Entrance Culvert 30 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $27.000
New 24/40 Culvert 475 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $228,000
Remove Maple Grove East culvert Lump Sum $22,000
Property containing ponding easement Full Parcels Total Value $942,000
Pump Station; west of airport, north of 24/40 |361,000 gpm * |$30/gpm $11,000,000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., 155' Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.364.000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., Roadway 2700 ft $290/ft U
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., 160" Bridge 8000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.108.000
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 1750 ft $290/1t o
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., 155" Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $929 000
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 1200 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $786.000
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.221.000
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway 2400 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 100’ Bridge |5000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.419.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 3600 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.581.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway  |3900 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $711.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., 2-11'x7' RCB 60 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $326.000
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., Roadway 870 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., 60' Bridge 3000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $477.000
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 870 ft $290/ft ’
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., 140' Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.758.000
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., Roadway 4250 ft $290/1t T
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., 100' Bridge 5000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $703.000
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., Roadway 1130 ft $290/ft ’
Total $24,802,000

Note: All costs are concept level estimates only. Actual costs may vary significantly.

* Required capacity at ultimate build-out
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B. Internal System

Analyses for the Internal Drainage System provided areas of concern throughout the
City operated drainage network. The excess peak flow was used to represent the degree
to which a conduit is undersized for the ultimate build-out condition. Each investigated
lateral flowing into the main stem of a system and each main stem conduit were ranked
by excess peak flow. This led to the following priority listing of recommended
improvements.

Prioritization of Internal Systems

Excess Peak Total Estimated Cost
Link Name Flow of Improvements
(cfs) (dollars)
S1-1 315 $9,163,000
S6-1 168 $3,994,000
S9-1 133 $1,132,000
S1L1-1 96 $333,000
S1L5-1 85 $235,000
S1L7-1 85 $59,000
S1L3-1 56 $187,000
S6L.3-1 56 $195,000
S6L.3-7D New pipes $181,000
S4-1 43 $60,000
S6L.2-1 37 $5,000
S41L.4-1 35 $53,000
S41.2-1 27 $36,000
S9L.1-1 21 $7,000
S1L2-1 20 $240,000
S8-1 17 $115,000
S10L.2-1 13 $4,000
S7-1 13 $38,000
S5-1 10 $56,000
S10-1 6 $106,000
S1L4-1 1 $7,000
S1L6-1 0 $0
S11-1 0 $0
S3-1 0 $0
S2-1 0 $0
S12-1 0 $0
Total $16,206,000




The flows calculated in the analysis of the internal system assume that the cutoff
north of 24/40 Highway, as recommended by the Watershed Analysis, is in place.
However, the costs in the table for the Internal System Analysis are independent of the
costs for the Watershed Analysis improvement recommendations. By adding the total
costs from each of the two summary tables, the estimated cost of all recommendations is
approximately $41 million.

As with the overall watershed, a viable option within the internal system is land
purchase. In areas that naturally drain to a low point, it is often advantageous to preserve
the ponding area by purchasing the parcel of land. Those costs are included in several of
the system costs in the table.

II1. Background

A. Watershed Description

The North Lawrence watershed is estimated to be 9,100 acres generally
bordered by the Kansas River levee on the south and the Mud Creek levee on the east.
Most of the drainage contributes to the Maple Grove system, which either conveys water
south to the City or east eventually to Mud Creek. A few areas near the levee, to the
northwest and southeast, drain directly to the Kansas River, while a thin strip of land
along part of the northeastern portion of the watershed flows directly to Mud Creek.
Refer to the North Lawrence Drainage Study map in Section I of the main report for an
overview of the project area.

The Kansas River floodplain completely encompasses North Lawrence. The
natural silt loam soils are highly permeable. However, increased development is
replacing those soils with nearly impermeable clay material in certain areas. In addition,
extremely mild slopes across the landform cause frequent ponding and roadway
overtopping. Historically, North Lawrence has been an agricultural community with low
density residential development. Pockets of commercial and industrial development now
appear in areas of the watershed. While parts of North Lawrence will likely remain
agricultural, the projected future land use in other areas will add more and more
impervious surfaces.

B. Purpose
The Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission proposed this study to

address repeated flooding concerns from residents of the North Lawrence area. Flooding
problems occur in a number of areas within the North Lawrence watershed. The major
causes are as follows:

¢ Development that has significantly increased runoff from design storm events

e Undersized drainage system components such as culverts, drainage channels,

underground pipe systems and inlets

e Siltation within the storm drainage system

® Past development of flood-prone areas

® A shallow, flat and interrupted watershed drainage network

Public comments relating to current drainage issues, proposed developments, long-range
plans, and floodplain regulations are at the root of this study. The purpose of this study is
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to identify areas with flooding problems, analyze the major elements of the storm
drainage system with respect to long-term land use, and recommend needed
improvements to correct or prevent systems from flooding. By doing this, proposed
developments and long-range plans will be influenced. At the same time, regulations can
be conceptualized to avoid potential pitfalls.

C. Scope of Project
The North Lawrence Drainage Study has several major components which work
toward the generation of system requirements for stormwater conveyance and
infrastructure in the ultimate buildout scenario. The following major tasks were included
in the study:

¢ Integration of the public involvement program that gathered and used information
from residents, business owners and property owners when considering
alternatives or upgrades within the watershed

e Estimation of the ultimate land use for the watershed

e Survey and general inspection of the drainage system

® Development of a digital database that shows the existing components of the
City’s drainage system

e Evaluation of the internal drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario and
recommendation of improvements

e Evaluation of the watershed drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario
and recommendation of improvements

e Completion of an analysis of Kansas River flooding resulting from levee
overtopping

Along with the recommended improvements, the magnitude of the costs required to
implement them were assessed. It should be noted though, that detailed design of the
projects recommended in this report is required to produce proper construction
documents and accurate cost estimates for system components.

The main body of the project report is divided up into seven sections.
Summaries of the various sections are detailed below. For a detailed description of the
methods or results of each section, refer to the main report.

IV. Public Involvement

The North Lawrence Drainage Study public involvement program was designed to
establish meaningful and useful dialogue between stakeholders, businesses, residents in
the area and the study team. A series of outreach efforts were conducted to catalogue and
assess the public’s concerns. Members of the project team provided an overview of study
activities and public input to the Lawrence Planning Commission.

V. Ultimate Land Use for Watershed

To accomplish the goals of the North Lawrence Drainage Study, the ultimate land
use condition had to be determined for the study area. The future land uses within the
watershed will help determine where to focus the stormwater system improvements and
provide better insight into heading off potential development problems. The project team
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conferred with the Public Works Department, the Planning Office, and the Utilities
Department of Lawrence. Information was gathered with regard to current zoning,
potential developments and long-range plans and was used to produce an ultimate
watershed land use guide.

While the information gathered was used to create the Ultimate Build-Out map, it
was not intended to dictate specific policies with regard to land use in the North
Lawrence Drainage Area. However, certain policies could be inferred from the findings
of this study. For instance, lot splits currently require a hydraulic study to determine
impacts. Due to the extensive hydraulic studies detailed in this report, it would not be
necessary for developers to conduct individual studies, as long as the general
recommendations of this study are followed (i.e. conveyance needs to be maintained
within the floodplain).

VI. Data Collection

Several field visits were made to the study area to observe drainage patterns, take
photographs and verify structure sizes and orientations. A significant portion of the
North Lawrence watershed was surveyed for this project. This information was used in
the development of computer models of the watershed. Information from the field survey
forms was entered into GIS. The basis for the evaluation of the North Lawrence
watershed is the digital base maps developed by the City. These maps also show land
features with a 2-foot contour interval. The base maps include topographical drainage
information such as open channels, bridges, culverts, manholes, inlets, and enclosed
drainage systems. They also include houses, transportation and above ground utility
locations. Field surveys were completed as part of this study to update and verify any
existing information on size, location, and slope of the conveyance structures. Survey
data on the conveyance system and watershed characteristics were combined with the
City database to create a comprehensive database of the most up-to-date information.

VIl Internal Drainage System Analysis

The system of City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps throughout North Lawrence
are collectively referred to as the “internal drainage system” in this report. This system
collects the drainage from about 1.8 square miles and largely conveys it through gravity
and pressure pipe to the Kansas River. The intent of the internal drainage system analysis
portion of the North Lawrence Drainage Study was to investigate necessary
improvements to the existing infrastructure system for a 10-year frequency event,
assuming the land uses specified by the Buildout Scenario Map. The performance of the
Maple Street Pump Station (529 Maple Street) and the 2" Street Pump Station (732 N.
2" Street) were closely considered in the overall evaluation.

Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the set of 12 systems
representing the existing stormwater infrastructure within North Lawrence identified
many surcharge locations for the ultimate buildout condition.

Recommendations were determined for each conduit or channel in a system based on
the analysis of the entire system. It should be noted that improvements are to generally
be made in a downstream to upstream manner within the system, as there is no advantage
trying to deliver more flow to a downstream component that cannot convey the existing
flow. Overall costs for each system upgrade were estimated; however, for the purposes

viii



of prioritizing public improvements on a smaller scale, excess peak flow was determined
for each main stem and each lateral draining to the main stem of the system.
VIII. Watershed Analysis

There were three main goals for this portion of the study: to reduce the demand on
the 2" Street Pump Station, to expel floodwater from the basin during times of high
water on the Kansas River, and to investigate the effects of development in the
floodplain. It is recommended that the drainage from the area north of 24/40 Highway be
cut off and the water pumped over the levee. The recommendation for reducing the
burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station appraises the 10-year event in conjunction with the
design criteria of the internal drainage system, however the 100-year event is investigated
as well.

The recommendation for future development in the watershed is to maintain the
current conveyance levels in the 100-year floodplain. This will mean allowing no
development in these areas that would reduce the capacity for floodplain storage, and
may require the purchase of small parcels of land to set aside exclusively for ponding.

As the area develops, it will become necessary to provide emergency services to the
homes and businesses that populate the area. This will require the improvement of the
major roads in the area and significant improvement of the hydraulic structures which
carry flow under the roads. With a more dense urban population, the roads should be
raised to meet the current APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year
event. This will result in some significant increases in required flow capacity over the
existing hydraulic structures.

IX. Kansas River Floodplain Analysis

The existing conditions FEMA hydraulic model was revised to assess the amount of
flooding that would occur in the North Lawrence area in the event of a breach of the
Kansas River levee system. A “most likely” breach location was determined for the
purpose of this analysis. For the levee breech condition, a 100-year Kansas River event
would result in flood levels 0 to 7 feet deep in the North Lawrence Watershed (refer to
the exhibit titled Watershed Analysis — Kansas River Inundation in Section VII).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Introduction

The City of Lawrence has embarked on a program to develop a stormwater
management plan for the North Lawrence watershed. This program is based on a
recognized need to upgrade existing facilities to modern design standards and to provide
coordinated facilities in developing areas. The economic well being of the City depends
on its ability to attract and retain business and industry, as well as residents to live in the
City. Part of the City’s ability to attract businesses and residents depends on its ability to
provide adequate services such as drinking water, sewers, transportation and stormwater
management. With the ever expanding urban area and associated increases in impervious
surfaces such as parking lots, the frequency with which drainage issues occur appears to
be increasing. This has caused the City to focus its attention on the need to provide
adequate stormwater management policies and infrastructure in all areas within the
watershed. The North Lawrence Drainage Study is one important step in this process.

The North Lawrence Drainage Study was divided into two main focus areas. The
Internal System consists of the City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps within the
existing City boundaries. The overall watershed analysis modeled the less developed
drainage aspects of the North Lawrence Drainage Area. More detailed descriptions of the
two focus areas can be found later in the report.

II. Recommendations

A. Overall Watershed

Several alternatives were investigated in the overall North Lawrence Drainage Study
watershed to reduce flood elevations, lessen impacts on the “Internal Drainage System”
facilities, provide drainage in the event of high flows on the Kansas River, and assess the
effects of development in the floodplain. The investigations led to the four major
recommendations below. The first bullet item is the key to reducing the burden on the
Internal System from areas beyond the existing city limits.

¢ Drainage from north of 24/40 Highway should be cutoff by the highway
embankment and the water should be pumped over the levee at a point just east of
the 24/40 intersection to reduce the burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station

¢ Future development in the watershed should maintain the current conveyance
levels in the 100-year floodplain — development should not reduce the capacity for
floodplain storage

e The City should purchase parcels of land as necessary for use as dedicated
ponding areas

e Major roads and hydraulic structures should be improved to meet the current
APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year event, in order to
provide adequate emergency services to the area

A cost summary with regard to these Watershed Analysis recommendations is shown in
the table on the next page.
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Watershed Recommendations Cost Summary

Description Quantity Unit Cost | Project Costs
Raise road west of 24/40 intersection 370 ft $290/1t $110,000
Remove 2 existing 24/40 culverts Lump Sum $75,000
Channel Excavation, MGOEast to 24/40 3500 cu-yd $4.31/cu-yd $15,000
KDOT Entrance Culvert 30 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $27.000
New 24/40 Culvert 475 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $228,000
Remove Maple Grove East culvert Lump Sum $22,000
Property containing ponding easement Full Parcels Total Value $942,000
Pump Station; west of airport, north of 24/40 |361,000 gpm * |$30/gpm $11,000,000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., 155' Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.364.000
Main Channel, E. 1675 Rd., Roadway 2700 ft $290/ft U
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., 160" Bridge 8000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.108.000
Main Channel, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 1750 ft $290/1t o
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., 155" Bridge 7750 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $929 000
Main Channel, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 1200 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $786.000
Main Channel, E. 1400 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., 140" Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.221.000
Main Channel, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway 2400 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 100’ Bridge |5000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.419.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 3600 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $1.581.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1900 Rd., Roadway  |3900 ft $290/1t T
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., 120' Bridge [6000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $711.000
Maple Grove East, E. 1500 Rd., Roadway 900 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., 2-11'x7' RCB 60 ft $8/ft/sq-ft $326.000
Trib. A, 24/40 Hwy., Roadway 870 ft $290/1t ’
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., 60' Bridge 3000 sq-ft $75/sq-ft $477.000
Trib. A, E. 1600 Rd., Roadway 870 ft $290/ft ’
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., 140' Bridge 7000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $1.758.000
Trib. B, E. 1700 Rd., Roadway 4250 ft $290/1t T
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., 100' Bridge 5000 sqg-ft $75/sq-ft $703.000
Trib. B, E. 1650 Rd., Roadway 1130 ft $290/ft ’
Total $24,802,000

Note: All costs are concept level estimates only. Actual costs may vary significantly.

* Required capacity at ultimate build-out
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B. Internal System

Analyses for the Internal Drainage System provided areas of concern throughout the
City operated drainage network. The excess peak flow was used to represent the degree
to which a conduit is undersized for the ultimate build-out condition. Each investigated
lateral flowing into the main stem of a system and each main stem conduit were ranked
by excess peak flow. This led to the following priority listing of recommended
improvements.

Prioritization of Internal Systems

Excess Peak Total Estimated Cost
Link Name Flow of Improvements
(cfs) (dollars)
S1-1 315 $9,163,000
S6-1 168 $3,994,000
S9-1 133 $1,132,000
S1L1-1 96 $333,000
S1L5-1 85 $235,000
S1L7-1 85 $59,000
S1L3-1 56 $187,000
S6L.3-1 56 $195,000
S6L.3-7D New pipes $181,000
S4-1 43 $60,000
S6L.2-1 37 $5,000
S41L.4-1 35 $53,000
S41.2-1 27 $36,000
S9L.1-1 21 $7,000
S1L2-1 20 $240,000
S8-1 17 $115,000
S10L.2-1 13 $4,000
S7-1 13 $38,000
S5-1 10 $56,000
S10-1 6 $106,000
S1L4-1 1 $7,000
S1L6-1 0 $0
S11-1 0 $0
S3-1 0 $0
S2-1 0 $0
S12-1 0 $0
Total $16,206,000




The flows calculated in the analysis of the internal system assume that the cutoff
north of 24/40 Highway, as recommended by the Watershed Analysis, is in place.
However, the costs in the table for the Internal System Analysis are independent of the
costs for the Watershed Analysis improvement recommendations. By adding the total
costs from each of the two summary tables, the estimated cost of all recommendations is
approximately $41 million.

As with the overall watershed, a viable option within the internal system is land
purchase. In areas that naturally drain to a low point, it is often advantageous to preserve
the ponding area by purchasing the parcel of land. Those costs are included in several of
the system costs in the table.

II1. Background

A. Watershed Description

The North Lawrence watershed is estimated to be 9,100 acres generally
bordered by the Kansas River levee on the south and the Mud Creek levee on the east.
Most of the drainage contributes to the Maple Grove system, which either conveys water
south to the City or east eventually to Mud Creek. A few areas near the levee, to the
northwest and southeast, drain directly to the Kansas River, while a thin strip of land
along part of the northeastern portion of the watershed flows directly to Mud Creek.
Refer to the North Lawrence Drainage Study map in Section I of the main report for an
overview of the project area.

The Kansas River floodplain completely encompasses North Lawrence. The
natural silt loam soils are highly permeable. However, increased development is
replacing those soils with nearly impermeable clay material in certain areas. In addition,
extremely mild slopes across the landform cause frequent ponding and roadway
overtopping. Historically, North Lawrence has been an agricultural community with low
density residential development. Pockets of commercial and industrial development now
appear in areas of the watershed. While parts of North Lawrence will likely remain
agricultural, the projected future land use in other areas will add more and more
impervious surfaces.

B. Purpose
The Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission proposed this study to

address repeated flooding concerns from residents of the North Lawrence area. Flooding
problems occur in a number of areas within the North Lawrence watershed. The major
causes are as follows:

¢ Development that has significantly increased runoff from design storm events

e Undersized drainage system components such as culverts, drainage channels,

underground pipe systems and inlets

e Siltation within the storm drainage system

® Past development of flood-prone areas

® A shallow, flat and interrupted watershed drainage network

Public comments relating to current drainage issues, proposed developments, long-range
plans, and floodplain regulations are at the root of this study. The purpose of this study is
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to identify areas with flooding problems, analyze the major elements of the storm
drainage system with respect to long-term land use, and recommend needed
improvements to correct or prevent systems from flooding. By doing this, proposed
developments and long-range plans will be influenced. At the same time, regulations can
be conceptualized to avoid potential pitfalls.

C. Scope of Project
The North Lawrence Drainage Study has several major components which work
toward the generation of system requirements for stormwater conveyance and
infrastructure in the ultimate buildout scenario. The following major tasks were included
in the study:

¢ Integration of the public involvement program that gathered and used information
from residents, business owners and property owners when considering
alternatives or upgrades within the watershed

e Estimation of the ultimate land use for the watershed

e Survey and general inspection of the drainage system

® Development of a digital database that shows the existing components of the
City’s drainage system

e Evaluation of the internal drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario and
recommendation of improvements

e Evaluation of the watershed drainage system for the ultimate buildout scenario
and recommendation of improvements

e Completion of an analysis of Kansas River flooding resulting from levee
overtopping

Along with the recommended improvements, the magnitude of the costs required to
implement them were assessed. It should be noted though, that detailed design of the
projects recommended in this report is required to produce proper construction
documents and accurate cost estimates for system components.

The main body of the project report is divided up into seven sections.
Summaries of the various sections are detailed below. For a detailed description of the
methods or results of each section, refer to the main report.

IV. Public Involvement

The North Lawrence Drainage Study public involvement program was designed to
establish meaningful and useful dialogue between stakeholders, businesses, residents in
the area and the study team. A series of outreach efforts were conducted to catalogue and
assess the public’s concerns. Members of the project team provided an overview of study
activities and public input to the Lawrence Planning Commission.

V. Ultimate Land Use for Watershed

To accomplish the goals of the North Lawrence Drainage Study, the ultimate land
use condition had to be determined for the study area. The future land uses within the
watershed will help determine where to focus the stormwater system improvements and
provide better insight into heading off potential development problems. The project team
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conferred with the Public Works Department, the Planning Office, and the Utilities
Department of Lawrence. Information was gathered with regard to current zoning,
potential developments and long-range plans and was used to produce an ultimate
watershed land use guide.

While the information gathered was used to create the Ultimate Build-Out map, it
was not intended to dictate specific policies with regard to land use in the North
Lawrence Drainage Area. However, certain policies could be inferred from the findings
of this study. For instance, lot splits currently require a hydraulic study to determine
impacts. Due to the extensive hydraulic studies detailed in this report, it would not be
necessary for developers to conduct individual studies, as long as the general
recommendations of this study are followed (i.e. conveyance needs to be maintained
within the floodplain).

VI. Data Collection

Several field visits were made to the study area to observe drainage patterns, take
photographs and verify structure sizes and orientations. A significant portion of the
North Lawrence watershed was surveyed for this project. This information was used in
the development of computer models of the watershed. Information from the field survey
forms was entered into GIS. The basis for the evaluation of the North Lawrence
watershed is the digital base maps developed by the City. These maps also show land
features with a 2-foot contour interval. The base maps include topographical drainage
information such as open channels, bridges, culverts, manholes, inlets, and enclosed
drainage systems. They also include houses, transportation and above ground utility
locations. Field surveys were completed as part of this study to update and verify any
existing information on size, location, and slope of the conveyance structures. Survey
data on the conveyance system and watershed characteristics were combined with the
City database to create a comprehensive database of the most up-to-date information.

VIl Internal Drainage System Analysis

The system of City operated ditches, pipes, and pumps throughout North Lawrence
are collectively referred to as the “internal drainage system” in this report. This system
collects the drainage from about 1.8 square miles and largely conveys it through gravity
and pressure pipe to the Kansas River. The intent of the internal drainage system analysis
portion of the North Lawrence Drainage Study was to investigate necessary
improvements to the existing infrastructure system for a 10-year frequency event,
assuming the land uses specified by the Buildout Scenario Map. The performance of the
Maple Street Pump Station (529 Maple Street) and the 2" Street Pump Station (732 N.
2" Street) were closely considered in the overall evaluation.

Results of the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the set of 12 systems
representing the existing stormwater infrastructure within North Lawrence identified
many surcharge locations for the ultimate buildout condition.

Recommendations were determined for each conduit or channel in a system based on
the analysis of the entire system. It should be noted that improvements are to generally
be made in a downstream to upstream manner within the system, as there is no advantage
trying to deliver more flow to a downstream component that cannot convey the existing
flow. Overall costs for each system upgrade were estimated; however, for the purposes
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of prioritizing public improvements on a smaller scale, excess peak flow was determined
for each main stem and each lateral draining to the main stem of the system.
VIII. Watershed Analysis

There were three main goals for this portion of the study: to reduce the demand on
the 2" Street Pump Station, to expel floodwater from the basin during times of high
water on the Kansas River, and to investigate the effects of development in the
floodplain. It is recommended that the drainage from the area north of 24/40 Highway be
cut off and the water pumped over the levee. The recommendation for reducing the
burden on the 2™ Street Pump Station appraises the 10-year event in conjunction with the
design criteria of the internal drainage system, however the 100-year event is investigated
as well.

The recommendation for future development in the watershed is to maintain the
current conveyance levels in the 100-year floodplain. This will mean allowing no
development in these areas that would reduce the capacity for floodplain storage, and
may require the purchase of small parcels of land to set aside exclusively for ponding.

As the area develops, it will become necessary to provide emergency services to the
homes and businesses that populate the area. This will require the improvement of the
major roads in the area and significant improvement of the hydraulic structures which
carry flow under the roads. With a more dense urban population, the roads should be
raised to meet the current APWA criteria with regard to overtopping during the 100-year
event. This will result in some significant increases in required flow capacity over the
existing hydraulic structures.

IX. Kansas River Floodplain Analysis

The existing conditions FEMA hydraulic model was revised to assess the amount of
flooding that would occur in the North Lawrence area in the event of a breach of the
Kansas River levee system. A “most likely” breach location was determined for the
purpose of this analysis. For the levee breech condition, a 100-year Kansas River event
would result in flood levels 0 to 7 feet deep in the North Lawrence Watershed (refer to
the exhibit titled Watershed Analysis — Kansas River Inundation in Section VII).

X
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Bulld-Out Scenario Map



Improve 24/40 Hwy

Improve 1900 Rd e Improve 1600 Rd Replace 367 RCP

Replace 4'x 4'RCB : : R PR T

With 120’ Bridge : With 60’ Bridge :
1,581,000 Y
Improve 1500 Rd
Replace 48" CMP
With 120’ Bridge
$711,000

Improve 1600 Rd
Replace 18" RCP
Improve 1900 Rd With 160° Bridge

Replace 24" CMP $1,108,000
With 140 Bridge

$1,221,000
Improve 1500 Rd Diversion Channel Alternative

Replace 54" CMP L 9 $2.5 Million
With 100’ Bridge 5, I 4

$1,419,000 ’ Improve 1675 Rd
3 J Replace 42" CMP
With 155' Bridge

$1,364,000

24140 Hwy - ;mp:ove ;Z:)?::‘;
Install 2-6'x5' RCB - ks eplace 36" C

$228,000 AL % With 140 Bridge
A 5 $1,758,000

Improve 1650 Rd
Replace 24" CMP

Legend

mm Interstate
mm Highways
—m Diversion Channel
«mm Diversion Culvert
= Jefferson County Line
= Leavenworth County Line
eme Tributary Streamline
s Levees
= Streets
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NORTH LAWRENCE IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION

LAWRENCE, KANSAS

RE

City t.“

EIVED

DEC 12 201
1ning Office

: 4 Yot z‘ ansas

December 11, 2011

Planning Commission

To Whom It Concerns:

[ apologize that I cannot attend the Planning Commission meeting on

Monday, December 12. The North Lawrence Improvement Association
meeting is also on Monday evening. This is our annual holiday meeting

when we accept donations for our adopted families and non-perishable
food items for The Ballard Center.

The NLIA is in full agreement with Citizens for Responsible Planning and
the people of Grant Township about the storm water flooding as in 1993

and to keep type 1 and 2 soils intact.

| have attached letters showing the history of our support.

—Rp/
Sln;;ely, \/% %’

Ted Boyle, President
North Lawrence Improvement Association
310 Elm Street, Lawrence KS 66044




NORTH LAWRENCE IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION

LAWRENCE, KANSAS

December 9, 2010
Dear City Commissioners:

The North Lawrence Improvement Association has been working with Citizens for Responsible
Planning and Grant Township residents on the drafting of the NE Sector Plan. NLIA appreciates the
work the Planning Department has devoted to this project in the last year. The NLIA, CRP and the
Planning Department were all in consensus until the next to last time the plan came before the
Planning Commission. At that meeting the Commission asked for a definition of agricultural related
industry as it was never defined in the document. At the end of that meeting Planning Director Scott
MecCullough made his assessment of why slow development or no development has occurred in North
Lawrence and the Grant Township. A copy of his statement is attached. The NLIA agrees with this
statement.

When the NE Sector Plan was next on the agenda of the Planning Commission, there were two more
options that were not publicly discussed and the option (#3) that all of the stake holders worked on
for over a year and supported was not discussed.

The NE Sector Plan is a very important planning project, but the NLIA feels there are enough
choices for industrial development in and around Lawrence without allowing that type of
development to occur in the area covered by the NE Sector Plan. If industrial development is
allowed in this area the storm water flooding problems in North Lawrence and the Grant Township
will be exacerbated. I have attached a storm water survey that the City conducted in June 2004.
About 100 residents responded to the survey regarding the storm water flooding issues that occurred
on their property.

The NLIA also believes that Type 1 & II soils that make up a significant portion of the NE Sector
Plan area should be protected from development. These soils are not only an invaluable resource for
agriculture, but serve as a natural storm water resource. If this land is allowed to be covered with
asphalt, concrete and rooftops, the storm water from this land will be flowing into North Lawrence.
The pump on North 2™ is at it’s maximum and the planned upgrade of the pump at 5* & Maple is
designed to only take care of the current existing storm water problem in North Lawrence. We
have been waiting fifteen plus years for the upgrade of this pump.

North Lawrence did not have storm water problems until residential housing development was
allowed and 100 plus new homes were built. Much of the vacant property that existed in North
Lawrence that served as a natural runoff turned into concrete and rooftops. These homes were built
in a flood plain or flood prone area. The City and the developers assured us that this development
would not adversely affect our neighborhood with flooding. The NLIA disagreed with that
assessment.

The Grant Township is also a flood plain/flood prone area. The NLIA is in full agreement with
Citizens for Responsible Planning and want to see Option 3 restored to the NE Sector Plan.

Sincerely,

Ted Boyle, President
North Lawrence Improvement Association

CC: David Corliss, Lawrence City Manager
Scott McCullough, Planning Department



Commissioners, | guess there’s one thing I'd like to leave you with
while we go to work on these comments is — we’ve put this in the
context of what are the planning efforts city/county wide. The reason
we start with our cartoon of annexation is that there’s a reason that
this area hasn'’t developed substantially over the decades and those
reasons have to do with the costs of development and public
infrastructure and the storm drainage and those sorts of things. |

____ think as planners we need to start thinking, or continue to think, about _

where are we going to put our limited resources in relation to
development costs. We have / you all have planned a substantial
amount of industrial employment center activity along with other
areas of high density residential and commercial nodes and the like —
Farmland Industries is one area, Farmer’s Turnpike is another area,
6" Street and SLT is an area. There's room for all those things and
areas of low growth/low development and so as we talk more about
the utilities master plan and come back with this plan for your review
and consideration | think we need fo think of it in terms of the county
as a region and not just — it's easy to get into Grant Township and
say “why aren’t we pro-development here™? “Why are we restrictive™?
and those kind of things. We're trying to let thé history and the land

— ———tgik to-us o this one and say “there aréreasons Tor this today; what
do we reasonably anticipate®? We talk about expectatlons for the

residents — is it fair to put out a plan for pro-growth if werenotasa
city going to put any infrastructure in that area. We've got to talk
about those things and come to some reasonable conclusions | think.

We'll get to work on your commenus and come back with those things
in mind as well.

-
o

e e ——— i — e e i i

Transcript of Scott McCullough's dgsmg statement from Planning

Commission Meeting of May 24, 2010, concermng Northeast Sector
Plan. :



Citizens for Responsible Planning
December 9, 2011

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Citizens for Responsible Planning, an informal network of interested citizens, has been
actively engaged in the planning process for the Northeast Sector Plan. We appreciate the
efforts to build community input into this planning process. We believe there are some core
strengths to this plan and wish to emphasize these fundamental policy guidelines.

Historically the Northeast Sector has been shaped by the repeated flooding of this river
valley. This movement of water has deposited some of the finest soils and created some of
the best agricultural land in Kansas. This rich natural asset in the Northeast Sector creates
the largest contiguous acres of Capability Class | and Il Soils. Horizon 2020, Chapter 7
Industrial and Employment Related Land Use states “The preservation of high-quality
agricultural land, which has been recognized as a finite resource that is important to the
regional economy, is of important value to the community.”

Of the 303,808 acres in Douglas County, only 8,370 acres have Class | soils and by 2009
24% of those acres have been developed. There are 33,053 acres of Class Il soils in our
county and 38% has already been developed. (Please refer to the attached Exhibit A.)
Citizens for Responsible Planning recommends directing industrial development to other
areas already designated for industrial that do not have the high concentration of Class |
and Il soils. Attached with this letter is a comparison of all eleven sites identified on Map 7-
2 - Potential Location for Future Industrial and Employment Related Land Use in
Chapter 7 of Horizon 2020. (Please refer to Exhibit B.) The table in Exhibit C
demonstrates the many options available to our community for future industrial sites that
do not present the extreme challenges or contain comparable content of contlguous
acres of Capability Class | and 1l Soils.

We would like to present some important contextual information for your consideration
using maps referenced within the Northeast Sector Plan. It is our feeling that
graphically placing the proposed industrial area on these attached maps gives clear
context to the challenges facing development in this area.

Map 3-1 Northeast Sector Plan - Future Land Use pg. 3-13, Exhibit D

Map 2-9 Regulatory Flood Hazard Area and Streams - Flood Hazard Area

pg. 2-18,

Exhibit E

Map 2-13  Class | and |l Soils pg. 2-22, Exhibits E and F

Map 2-15  Airspace Overlay Zones pg. 2-26, Exhibit G

Map 2-16 = FAA Wildlife Mitigation Buffer pg. 2-27, Exhibit H

1 | Citizens for Responsible Planning



We have placed comment boxes on each of these mapping tools. We consider these
restrictive conditions would impact development in this proposed industrial area. We
would also request that the recommendations within the North Lawrence Drainage
Study and the difficulty of supplying sewer and water to this area be fully understood.

An example of the unforeseen difficulty with an assumed simple engineering task near
this proposed industrial area, placing a septic tank for the airport, has created a
significant headache even during a time of severe drought. (Please refer to the
Lawrence Journal World news article in Exhibit I.) This story begins to help us anticipate
the larger problems associated with attempting to engineer solutions to storm water
management after storms within a very flat and flood prone area.

The great likelihood of catastrophic flooding, not unlike that of 1993, the expense of
infrastructure, both installation, need of redundancy built into the system, and
associated maintenance make this an extremely costly area to develop.

On page 6 of the Memorandum provided by the Douglas County Planning and
Development Services, a 125-acre industrial development option is proposed alongside
the 300-acre option. Exhibits J and K illustrate the high concentration of Class | and Il
soils in the proposed industrial areas southwest of the airport.

Citizens for Responsible Planning strongly recommends these parcels not be
designated for industrial land uses and continue to be available for agricultural
production. The staff finding on page 3 states there are too many variables to determine
development costs and states that governing bodies should determine the cost/benefit
ratio at the time of specific development requests. If this becomes the decision path for
consideration of industrial development of this area, we recommend the following
decision criteria should be used by the governing bodies:

1. A clear and comprehensive cost/benefit analysis should be available to the public
comparing the development of this area in contrast to other industrial
development sites in Douglas County.

2. A comparison of the change in land use of Class | and Il soils with

. industrialization of this site with other industrial development sites in Douglas
County.

3. At a minimum, the developer pays for all the additional infrastructure costs
compared to similar development with other industrial development sites in the
county.

4. A clear and comprehensive analysis determining whether the proposed
development would have any adverse impact for floodplain management.

Respectfully Submitted,
Jerry Jost, Ted Boyle, Barbara Clark, Charlie NovoGradac, Lane Williams

Citizens for Responsible Planning Steering Committee

2 | Citizens for Responsible Planning



The agricultural Kaw River floodplain north of Lawrence is about to become
Lawrence's industrial bottoms. And our storm water and flooding problems are

going to get worse.

North Lawrence neighborhoods and businesses are being flooded more and more due to
increasing infill development. Nevertheless, the City is making plans to annex and develop an
industrial park on the historic Pine family farm.

The Pines’ farm, controlled by State Senator Roger Pine, has been successfully operated by the
same family since the 1860s. The old house sits upon the best farm soil in Douglas County. it
is highly permeable silt-loam topsoil several feet deep which is underiain with several feet of
sandy subsoil. This extraordinary soil is a sponge which, if managed well, absorbs tremendous
quantities of rainfall before any runoff occurs.

Last October 24, the Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Commission recommended
annexation and rezoning of the Pine family farm, about 145 acres, for an industrial subdivision.
The subdivision project is a land speculation venture—no industrial tenant has yet committed.
Most of the farmland will be made impermeable—roads, sidewalks, parking lots, and
warehouses are planned. The storm water runoff from this large and concentrated development
will increase flooding, burdening other farms, businesses and residences throughout North
Lawrence. The taxpayer is being asked to pay for all needed off-site infrastructure, including
flood control earthworks, pumps, and drainways.

The City Commission will discuss and decide this issue at a meeting very soon. If you are for
conserving prime agricultural land, if you are against increasing flood risk in North Lawrence, or
if you think there are smarter, cheaper, better locations for expansive industrial development,
please write our Lawrence City Commissioners now!

For more information, visit: http://iwww.lawrencecrp.org/

Write to: City Hall, City Commission, c/o Bobbie Walthall, Executive Secretary, 6 East 6th St.,
Lawrence, KS 66044, or email: bjwalthall@ci.lawrence.ks.us, Re: Airport Industrial Park

City Commission

c¢/o Executive Secretary BobbieWalthall
City Hall

6 E. 6™ Street

Lawrence, KS 66044

RE: Airport Industrial Park, application of Pine Family Farms for Rezoning/Annexation

‘Dear City Commissoners:

I oppose the plan to annex and rezone the historic Pine farm for an industrial park. The
&veloMmﬂddes@ypﬁmeangMMhmﬂdWﬂnﬁhﬁMofﬂoo&ng
in established parts of North Lawrence, and it would require large expenditures for infrastructure

that the city, and its taxpayers, cannot afford. Industrial development will be better located in
other less sensitive locations already identified around the city.



November 19, 2009

Dan Warner, Long Range Planner
Lawrence-Douglas County Planning Office
PO Box 708

Lawrence, KS 66044

Dear Dan:

The North Lawrence Improvement Association and the residents of North
Lawrence endorse and are in full agreement with the comments provided by
Citizens for Responsible Planning regarding the process of developing the Northeast
Sector Plan.

The NLIA would also like to see the Urban Growth Area pulled back. The other
concerns of the NLIA are flooding into North Lawrence from this area as well as the
preservation of type 1 & 2 soils for future food production.

Furthermore the NLIA appreciates the opportunity provided by the public
meetings concerning this issue and the ability to provide input while this process is
taking place.

Sincerely,

20 JS A

Téd Boyle, President
North Lawrence Improvement Association



April 7,2009

City Commission,

The North Lawrence Improvement Association and the residents of North Lawrence
would like to encourage the City Commission to adopt the North Lawrence storm water
study as a regulation for development in North Lawrence and in the surrounding area.

The NLIA and residents in the community see this study as a necessity for future
development and as a way to protect the residents by making certain development occurs
in the appropriate areas.

The storm water study would encourage responsible planning and development if
adopted as a regulation.

Thank You,

Ted Boyle ’
NLIA President



NORTH LAWRENCE IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION

[LAWRENCE, KANSAS

January 7, 2002

Dear Planning Commission,

The North Lawrence Improvement Association and North Lawrence residents wish to
strongly express their concerns about development in North Lawrence. We do not want
development in the 100-year flood plain or on larger lots in flood prone or fringe areas.

The residents concern about current and future development in the flood plains causing
flooding in their homes and properties is the number one concern brought up at NLIA
meetings.

There is also concern about the current trend of developers digging ever deeper and wider

ditches and water drainage routes. Deep and wide trenches are unsafe and dangerous and
are not a substitute for a planned drainage system in North Lawrence.

Thank you for listening to our concerns,

2 Bepl

Ted Boyle
President
North Lawrence Improvement Association
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Midwest farmers are certainly
owing corn, wheat and soybeans,
ut now there are questions about
whether they're nurturing a real
estate bubble as well.

A new report by the Federal Re-
serve Bank of Kansas City found
that crop land prices in the Midwest
have risen by more than 25 percent
during the last 12 months. It was the
highest rate of increase ever moni-
tored by the Kansas City Fed.

“There are people out there

Mmﬂq-lﬂﬁw h of the Kansas River

Strong commodity prices, especially for corn during the
ethanol boom, have helped drive up land prices. The Fed
noted that Nebraska has seen crop land values increase by

about 40 percent for the year.

looking for alternative investments
to the stock market right now,”
said Kelvin Heck, a broker with
Lawrence’s Colliers International.
“Land is still something they aren’t
making any more of, and I think
some people are buying it just like
gold as a hedge against bad times.”

The Federal Reserve report esti-

T O—

mated that in Kansas, non-irrigated
¢rop land increased by 20 percent
for the year, irrigated crop land by
about 15 percent and pasture land
by about 12 percent.

In the Douglas County area,
the market is more mixed. Heck
said the market for fertile bottom
ground in the Kansas River has
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Prices shoot up for Midwest crop land

By Chad Lawhorn

clals soon will ¢
60 Lawrence pr
ern Lo begin th
buylng rl

been active, and prices likely have
been increasing near the rates sug-
gested by the Federal Reserve.

But the price for less fertile prop-
erty outside of the river valleys has
seen less of an increase, said Dale
Bohn, an appraiser with Frontier
Farm Credit. Bohn said those types
of properties have been hurt by the

That's because many of those type
of properties in Douglas County
aren’t just bought as farm land but
also are used for rural housing,
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But Bohn agreed with the
Fed’s assessment that land
being bought for truly agri-
cultural purposes is increas-
ing rapidly in value.

“We've been seeing some
record income levels for
farming the last few years,”
Bohn said. = il

Strong commodity prices,
especially for corn during the

| ethanol boom, have helped
| drive up land prices. The Fed
noted that Nebraska has seen
crop land values increase by
about 40 percent for the year.
Heck said he had heard re-
ports of even more rapidly
increasing prices in lowa,
saying that some bottomland
in Iowa has sold for $16,000
' an acre. For comparison,
Douglas County bottomland
is more likely to sell for about
$4,500 an acre, he said.

| some in

The rapid increase has
e agricultural in-
dustry watching the situa-
tion closely and hoping that
a 1980s-style agriculture bub-
ble doesn’t emerge. Lenders
said the agriculture indus-
try is far less leveraged than
it was in the 1980s, which is

leading many to hope that |

any bursting of a bubble
won't be as devastating as it
was 30 years ago.

“But the pendulum always
swings too far in these sorts
of things,” Bohn said. “I don’t
know how far agriculture
land values have to rise be-
fore it happens — it may be 5
percent higher or 50 percent
higher — but it will get to
the point that the pendulum
swings the other way.”

Tom Dillon, president of
Baldwin State Bank, said he
thinks area farmers aren’t
likely to drive up land prices
too much in the coming year.
He said area farmers did not
have a particularly good year
in 2011 because of the dry
conditions.

Please see PRICES, page 2A

slowdown in new housing growth. ‘
l
|

“If they would have just
an average Crop they
would have been sitting pret-
ty right now,” Dillon salgi.
“But they didn’t get the rain
when they needed it, and
based on what has gone on
this fall, I don’t think you'll
find many farmers real opti-
| mistic about next season €l-
ther.”
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HEZOCNZD & N1 December 9, 2011

Richard Hird, Chair
Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Commission

Dear Chairman Hird,

Citizens for Responsible Planning, an informal network of interested citizens, has been actively engaged
in the planning process for the Northeast Sector Plan. We appreciate the efforts to build community
input into this planning process. We believe there are some core strengths to this plan and wish to
emphasize these fundamental policy guidelines.

Historically the Northeast Sector has been shaped by the repeated flooding of this river valley. This
movement of water has deposited some of the finest soils and created some of the best agricultural
land in Kansas. This rich natural asset in the Northeast Sector creates the largest contiguous acres of
Capability Class | and Il Soils. Horizon 2020, Chapter 7 Industrial and Employment Related Land Use
states “The preservation of high-quality agricultural land, which has been recognized as a finite resource
that is important to the regional economy, is of important value to the community.”

Of the 303,808 acres in Douglas County, only 8,370 acres have Class | soils and by 2009 24% of those
acres have been developed. There are 33,053 acres of Class Il soils in our county and 38% has already
been developed. (Please refer to the attached Exhibit A.) Citizens for Responsible Planning recommends
directing industrial development to other areas already designated for industrial that do not have the
high concentration of Class | and Il soils. Attached with this letter is a comparison of all eleven sites
identified on Map 7-2 - Potential Location for Future Industrial and Employment Related Land Use in
Chapter 7 of Horizon 2020. (Please refer to Exhibit B.) The table in Exhibit C demonstrates the many
options available to our community for future industrial sites that do not present the extreme
challenges or contain comparable content of contiguous acres of Capability Class | and Il Soils.

We would like to present some important contextual information for your consideration using maps
referenced within the Northeast Sector Plan. It is our feeling that graphically placing the proposed
industrial area on these attached maps gives clear context to the challenges facing development in this
area.

Map 3-1 Northeast Sector Plan - Future Land Use pg. 3-13, Exhibit D

Map 2-9 Regulatory Flood Hazard Area and Streams - Flood Hazard Area pg. 2-18,
Exhibit E

Map 2-13 Class | and Il Soils pg. 2-22, Exhibits F and G

Map 2-15 Airspace Overlay Zones pg. 2-26, Exhibit H

Map 2-16 FAA Wildlife Mitigation Buffer pg. 2-27, Exhibit |

We have placed comment boxes on each of these mapping tools. We believe these restrictive
conditions would impact development in this proposed industrial area. We would also request that the
recommendations within the North Lawrence Drainage Study and the difficulty of supplying sewer and
water to this area be fully understood. We question the assertion that a reduction in the urbanized area

Citizens for Responsible Planning Comments to the Planning Commission, December 9, 2011, Page 1



within the Northeast Sector Plan necessarily reduces the costs associated with the North Lawrence
Drainage Study. We feel an adequate data set is not available to substantiate this statement.

An example of the unforeseen difficulty with an assumed simple engineering task near this proposed
industrial area, placing a septic tank for the airport, has created a significant headache even during a
time of severe drought. (Please refer to the Lawrence Journal World news article in Exhibit J.) This story
begins to help us anticipate the larger problems associated with attempting to engineer solutions to
storm water management after storms within a very flat and flood prone area.

The perennial local storm water problems within the levy, compounded by the likelihood of river
flooding and the consequent closing of the floodgates (such as in 1993), and the almost level drainage
gradients throughout the area, demand extraordinary engineering solutions. Development on farm land
near the drainways reduces the natural buffering and increases the risk of property loss from flooding.
The high cost of artificial drainage, including not only the costs of construction but also its maintenance
in perpetuity, make the farmland within the natural floodplain a comparatively costly area to develop.

On page 6 of the Memorandum provided by the Douglas County Planning and Development Services, a
125-acre industrial development option is proposed alongside the 300-acre option. Exhibits K and L
illustrate the high concentration of Class | and Il soils in the proposed industrial areas southwest of the
airport.

Citizens for Responsible Planning recommends that these parcels not be designated for industrial land
uses and continue to be agricultural.

The staff finding on page 3 states there are too many variables to determine development costs and
states that governing bodies should determine the cost/benefit ratio at the time of specific
development requests. If this becomes the decision path for consideration of industrial development of
this area, we recommend the following decision criteria should be used by the governing bodies:

1. Aclear and comprehensive cost/benefit analysis should be available to the public comparing the
development of this area in contrast to other industrial development sites in Douglas County.

2. The area of Class | and Il soils lost to development shall be less than with any other industrial
sites in Douglas County.

3. At a minimum, the developer pays for all the additional infrastructure costs compared to similar
development with other industrial development sites in the county.

4. A clear and comprehensive analysis determining whether the proposed development would
have any adverse impact for floodplain management.

Respectfully Submitted,
Jerry Jost, Ted Boyle, Barbara Clark, Charlie NovoGradac, Lane Williams

Citizens for Responsible Planning Steering Committee

Citizens for Responsible Planning Comments to the Planning Commission, December 9, 2011, Page 2



Exhibit A

Class 1 and 2 Soils, plus all Urban land types

JEFFERSON

LEAVENWORTH

- All urban land types

- Class 1 Soils
I Class 2 Soils
:] County boundaries

Acres
Class 1, Total 8,366
Class 1, Urban 2,009
Class 2, Total 33,053
Class 2, Urban 12,761
Urban, Total 21,298
Total Area 303,808

OSAGE W/ & . The Northeast Sector is outlined with a blue bounda-
g : k. .L_\,'a. \ ; \3\?@/ ‘ A ry. As you can see, the NE Sector has an extremely
. WY A / e f il |l high concentration of Class | and Il soils compared to
" oA A the rest of the county. Approximately 27.4% (2,708
\ pctras '1 acres) is Class | soils and 28.7% (2,842 acres) is Class Il
N o 6 12 Miles soils. This translates as approximately 56% of the land

has Class | or Class Il soils with fertility created by his-
torical flooding and siltation.
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Exhibit B

Map 7 - 2, Potential Locations for
Future Industrial and Employment
Related Land Use
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Exhibit C

Approximate Acreages Containing Class | and Il Soils in the Potential Industrial Development Sites According to Horizon 2020

Potential Industrial Development

Acres (Approximate)

Class | Soils

Class Il Soils

Total Class | and Il

% Soils that are

Sites According to Horizon 2020 (Approximate (Approximate Soils Class land Il
(Pages 7-4 through 7-8) Acres) Acres) (Approximate
Acres)

Farmland Industries 509 12 7 19 3.7%
Southeast Area 173 0 21 21 12.1%
Airport 374 217 157 374 100.0%
[-70 and K-10 607 0 42 42 6.9%
K-10 and Highway 40 386 0 28 28 7.3%
Eudora North and Eudora South 845 8 4 12 1.4%
Baldwin City 648 0 0 0 0.0%
Highway 56 and Highway 59 656 0 36 36 5.5%
Midland Junction 652 69 214 283 43.4%
Highway 56 and K-33 719 0 0 0 0.0%
Total Acres (Approximate) 5569
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Exhibit D

Map 3-1 - Future Land Use

The green shaded area was
proposed to be a Soil Conserv-
ing Agri-Industry land use in
the first three drafts of this
Sector plan but was changed
through a very close vote with-
in the Planning Commission to
an Industrial land use.
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Exhibit E

Map 2-9 — Regulatory Flood Hazard Area and Streams
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Exhibit F

Map 2-13 - Class I and II Soils

The community NE Sector plan-
ning meetings ranked Class | and
Il soils as the greatest asset in

the NE Sector. The plan encour-

ages the preservation of such

Northeast Sector Plan

Class | and Il Soils

high quality soils. (Section
3.1.2.1) The purple shaded area
converted to an Industrial land
use is predominately composed
of Class | and Il soils. It is also
recognized that these soils are
highly absorptive and greatly
assist in storm water mitigation.
(Page 2-17)
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Exhibit G

NE Sector Soil Capability Classes
USDA NRCS Soil Survey

MAP LEGEND

Area of Interest (AOI) A Local Roads
l:] Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
] Soil Map Units

Soil Ratings
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Capability Class -

Capability Class -
Capability Class -
Capability Class -

Capability Class -
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Capability Class - VIII
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Exhibit H
Map 2-15 - Airspace Overlay Zones
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Exhibit |
Map 2-16 — FAA Wildlife Mitigation Buffer
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Exhibit J

Lawrence Journal World, October 3, 2011, “Town Talk”
By Chad Lawhorn

Speaking of North Lawrence, city officials are finding out how difficult it is to get expanded sewer
service to the Lawrence Municipal Airport. Folks traveling along U.S. Highway 24-40 in front of the
airport may have noticed some digging in an open field by the airport. It may not look like much, but
that digging has become a major headache, and now is becoming a concern for some neighbors. A
Topeka-based contractor hired by the city is trying to install a sewage holding tank to provide greater
sewage capacity for the airport property. But this being North Lawrence, digging a hole in the ground
can be challenging because of how quickly you hit groundwater. My understanding is that the hole
needs to be more than 25 feet deep. In North Lawrence, that’s called a deep swimming pool. Crews
have not gotten that far down yet, but now have had to install seven temporary wells around the hole
to try pump the hole dry. Those wells are causing concern among some neighbors that the pumping
will start drawing groundwater that supplies their wells. Brian Pine told me that his family has serious
concerns about the pumping, and believes the city did not thoroughly think this project through. City
officials note that the pumping activities do have the proper permits from state water officials.

North Lawrence residents also are keeping an eye on the issue, now that they know what is going
on. They are concerned about where all the water will go once it is pumped. Plans call for it to go
down the Maple Grove tributary and into a North Lawrence pump station. But Ted Boyle, president
of the North Lawrence Improvement Association, said that concerns him because that pump station
already is near capacity during rain storms. At the moment, city engineers tell me that all the issues
with this project aren’t costing the city extra dollars. The city contends that it provided the contractor
with all the information it needed to know what to expect in terms of water at the site, and thus it
must do the project for the bid amount. (I'm not sure what that is, but I'll get it.) That sounds like an
issue that could get debated in a court at some point.

The sewer project is designed only to provide service to the airport property, but all the difficulties
may end up playing into a larger debate about industrial development surrounding the airport. Like
the Farmers Turnpike area, economic development leaders have touted this area’s easy access to
the turnpike. But neighbors have opposed it, in part, because they say the issue has serious
stormwater issues. Whether fair or not, | expect this little episode will come up as an example of how
difficult it would be to convert this area into an industrial park.
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Exhibit K

Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
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Exhibit L

Nonirrigated Capability Class—Douglas County, Kansas
(NESectorProposedindustrialSoilClasses)
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The approximately 125 acres southwest of the air-
port proposed for industrial land uses in the NE
Sector Plan are 77% Class | soils and 23% Class Il
soils. This is an exceptionally high concentration of
the best soils in Kansas. This parcel represents ap-
proximately 3.5% of the Class | soils and 1% of the
Class Il soils in the NE Sector. These soils also act
as a important sponge absorbing storm rainfall
helping to mitigate flooding.
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Barbara A. Clark
Maggie's Farm

2050 E. 1550 Road
Lawrence, KS 66044

December 11, 2011
Dear Chairman Hird and Commissioners;

| would like to submit this information for your review as you consider the Northeast
Sector Plan. | have attached a series of articles from the Lawrence Journal World that
give important insight into stormwater flooding issues relevant to both land within Grant
Township and North Lawrence. These articles all date from 1993.

In that year my husband and | were North Lawrence residents, living at 742 N. 5th St.
The events of that summer starting with the rain event that began Friday, July 9th are
very clear in my memory.

It should be noted that the Flood of '93 was flooding caused by stormwater run-off from
the watershed to the north of Lawrence. North Lawrence was most heavily impacted
because of its "bathtub” topography. Within the text of the articles | have copied it will
be made clear that because of heightened Kansas River levels, floodgates that were
designed to aid in the stormwater drainage of North Lawrence failed. Extraordinary
pumping measures were required at extraordinary cost to eventually relieve the
floodwaters in North Lawrence.

Our community has identified eleven proposed industrial and employment related sites
in Chapter 7 of Horizon 2020. We have exceeded our expressed need for 1,000 new
acres of industrial sites. "Within the next few years, the City and County Commission
shall identify and designate at least 1,000 acres of land for industrial expansion in the
next 25 years." (Horizon 2020, Chapter 12). Recent sector planning has designated
approximately 1,426 acres of future industrial areas. We are not without choices about
where our community locates its industrial and employment related sites. One of the
considerations given significant weight should be the ability to insure no adverse impact
from stormwater run-off to downstream neighbors. | have grave reservations about our
ability to insure this justice to North Lawrence residents if industrial development is
identified within the Northeast Sector Plan.

| feel a reminder of the 5" rain event of 1993 has significant relevance to your
deliberations this evening.

As always, | appreciate the time you dedicate to the important issues brought before
you.

With respect,
Barbara Clark



1993 FLOOD FACTS

The U. S. Department of Agriculture estimated that the Flood of '93 affected about 7,000 acres of farm land
in Douglas County along the Kansas River. Reference: LIW, 2/14/1994, Potluck brings, survivors and
neighbors together: Summer floods, winter memories, Andrew E. Nachison; Journal World Writer

City waits for water to recede - Moody said the main culprit - besides more than 5 inches of rainfall Friday
night and Saturday morning - was a power failure that shut down an electrical pump in the city's storm
sewage system. "When the lights went out, we didn't get the running start we needed," he said. By the
time the pumps were running, the water levels were just keeping up with the runoff into the basin, Moody
said. City waits for water to recede, Lawrence Journal World, 7/11/93

$S George Williams, the city's public works director, placed the individual and infrastructure loss in
Lawrence at $1.6 million. This total included private property losses of $1 million. LJW, 7/13/1993, Finney
considers disaster status: Estimate of flood damage is 51.6 million, Tim Carpenter, Journal World Staff Writer

"Along North Second Street, flooding on Monday (7/12/1993) extended 3/4 of a mile from the north side of
the Kansas River Bridge toward the Kansas Turnpike. In addition, acres and acres of crop land north of the
river remain under water. "Near the airport there is a great deal of land under water," Nalbandian said.
"That's all trying to drain into North Lawrence." LJW ibid as above

Mike Wildgen, City Manager said the series of Kansas River levee gates used to drain water from North
Lawrence were overloaded.

Nalbandian said he was concerned that water in reservoirs upstream from Lawrence would be released.
LJW ibid as above

North Lawrence residents should boil tap water before drinking it or cooking with it, the city announced at a
news conference Monday (7/12/1993). "This is only precautionary," Roger Coffey, City Utilities Director.
The recent storm flooded a part of the city's water treatment system, namely a "lift station" at Forth and
North streets. The station is designed to get sanitary waste to the treatment plant. Because flooding has
rendered the station inoperable, sewage is running off into the standing floodwater, Coffey said.

City Manager Mike Wildgen said, "Floodwater covers several hydrants in North Lawrence, and a hole in
them or in a water main could cause untreated water to be sucked into drinking water supplies.” City sounds
drinking water precaution: N. Lawrence residents asked to boil tap water due to flooding, Peter Lundquist,
Journal World Staff Writer, 7/14/1993.

North Lawrence residents and business owners last night voiced their concerns to the City Commission
about the City handling of recent flooding. Frank Male, a North Lawrence resident, also was unhappy with
what he thought was slow action on the city's part. He said he thought the meeting at Johnny's Tavern was
unsuccessful. "We didn't get a lot of answers." he said. Commission hears plight of flood victims, Katie
Greenwald, University Daily Kansan, 7/14/93.

Debi Moore, Assistant Director of Economic Development for the Lawrence Chamber of Commerce, said the
Chamber is collecting flood damage and economic loss estimates from business owners in North Lawrence
to help in compiling information for an application for federal disaster relief funds. Moore said that about
100 businesses or property owners with either damage from the flood or economic loss because of
inaccessibility have been identified. Flooding proves costly:



N. Lawrence businesses clean up, Dave Toplikar, Journal World Staff Writer, 7/15/1993

$S Flood cost climbing: Damages from flood set at 2.7 million. A storm that pounded Douglas County a
week ago caused at least $2.7 million damage to government and business property and marred at least 900
acres of crops in the county, officials said today. The county's revised assessment indicated $1.5 million
damage to public property and $1.2 million in losses to businesses. "It could go higher. These are shots in
the dark," said Paula Phillips, coordinator of the county's emergency preparedness office. The $2.7 million
figure excluded residential damage as well as destruction of crops and cleanup costs for government and
businesses in the county, she said

Damages set at 52.7 million, Tim Carpenter, Journal World Staff Writer, 7/16/1993

Bob Moody (City Commissioner) said the city planned to continue pumping water from North Lawrence, at
least through Saturday. Just how much water has been pumped out? Since 11 PM July 9, city and private
pumps have pumped 66.99 million gallons of water from North Lawrence, enough to fill a creek 4 feet wide
and a foot deep across the entire length of Kansas, Assistant City Manager Rod Bremby said today. Water in
rural land around and north of the Lawrence Municipal Airport continues draining into North Lawrence,
Moody said. "The problem is, there's such a stack up of water," he said. "It just keeps coming down." N.
Lawrence faces a daunting task, Mark Fagan, Journal World Staff Writer, 7/17/1993

Kansas Gov. Joan Finney's chief of staff, Mary Holladay, on Monday also signed a disaster declaration for
the entire state, allowing state resources to be used to assist flood victims and the state to be eligible for
federal aid. (Paula) Phillips said Douglas County was awaiting a visit from FEMA later this week before filing
a claim for federal aid.

River raging, but levee safe, officials say, Mark Fagan, Journal World Staff Writer, 7/20/1993

Officials at Perry Lake today began releasing water from the rain-swollen reservoir, adding flow entering the
Kansas River. Despite the additional water entering the Kaw, a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers official said this
morning he didn't expect any serious downstream flooding. Perry Lake sends water into Kaw, Journal World,
7/24/93

The Kaw already is swollen by floodwaters because of heavy July rains and water releases from Milford Lake
near Junction City and Tuttle Creek Lake near Manhattan. The decision to release water (from Perry) came
Friday after officials determined that the Delaware River, which feeds into Perry Lake, was at flood stage
and water was flowing into the lake at a rate of 16,000 to 17,000 cubic feet per second, said Frank Funk,
Perry project manager. LJW, ibid above



December 11, 2011

Lawrence/Douglas County Planning Commission
c/o Dan Warner, Long-Range Planner

City Hall 6 East 6™ Street

Lawrence, KS 66044-0708

RE: Northeast Sector Plan Review

To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Julia Mathias Manglitz. | am a licensed Architect in the State of Kansas. | live near Stull now
and so you may wonder why | would be writing a letter regarding the Northeast Sector Plan. But | lived
in North Lawrence for over a decade. And | am writing this letter to tell the story that explains why, in
large part, my husband and | (both witnesses to the 1993 Flood) no longer live in North Lawrence. And
further | feel a need to explain why | believe that the policies proposed for developing this area are
fundamentally flawed from a storm water management perspective.

North Lawrence —A Personal History

My association with North Lawrence began in 1990 when | took a part time job at Roger’s Food Center
which, at the time, occupied the building at North 2™ and Lincoln. Roger liked to call it “Roger’s Fun,
Fabulous, Family, Food Center”! It was fun. It was fabulous. And it was family. Not just the Roger
Kuker family, but the whole North Lawrence neighborhood family.

And that is why on July 10" 1993, even though | no longer worked for Roger, | came back to help Roger,
his family, and some of his employees move anything we could from the store and away from the rising
flood waters. My folks grew up on the convergence of the lllinois and Mississippi Rivers. | grew up with
my dad’s stories of the 1951 flood. And | knew that | needed to help, just as my dad and his family had
helped in ‘51. As | waded through flood water up to my hips in the parking lot, kids and adults jumped
off the Union Pacific trestle into the water that was nearly to the bottom of the structure. | climbed

over the sandbag wall that was keeping the water at bay — but just barely - and spent a sultry afternoon

carrying perishables out to fully charged refrigerated
trucks left by generous distributors. e

Too exhausted to drive back to my home in Johnson
County that evening | went to my now husband’s -
then boyfriend’s house. That house stands at 220
North 4™ Street. Across the street from that house is
Walnut Park, a little pocket park that sits right at the
base of the levee. | remember standing on the porch
of the little house that evening. We could see the
swollen river rushing along just on the other side of

the levee. Never before or since that July has that Figure 1 - Grocery store at N 2nd & Lincoln during the

view been possible. We wondered what would 1951 Flood, home to Roger’s Food Center during the 1993
Flood. Lawrence Journal World, file photo.

happen if the river topped the levee. We wondered



what would happen if the levee broke. And that night we slept fitfully, taking some small comfort in
knowing that the little house had withstood 1951, and probably 1903. We knew the whole first floor
had to have been underwater. We knew how high the water was in 1951. Roger’s Food Center was
completed just in time for the flood of 1951, and when we worked there, the high water mark from
1951 could still be seen on the back wall of the stock room. | met my husband in that store. For a time
we had both worked there.
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Figure 2 - Roger's Food Center, 608 N. 2nd Street, during the July 1993 Flood - Lawrence Journal World, file photo.

I |
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op of the levee

Figure 3 - 220 N. 4th Street and view of Walnut Park and the levee from the front porch. In July of 1993 one could see the
swollen river rushing by on the other side of the levee from this vantage point. This house withstood the 1951 Flood.

| had signed a lease that started in August of 1993 for an apartment at 326 Locust Street. And so |
moved in, a block and a half from what became known as “the Hole”. The big hole, that got bigger and
deeper, that took what seemed like forever to fix. And | spent many nights, especially rainy nights,



wondering if | was going to wake up in the bottom of a sink hole like it. People who live along rivers
know that they have a life of their own; a life that we see above ground, and another that we don’t see
below it.

In May of 2001, knowing everything that we knew, my husband and I still bought our first house, 836
Locust Street, in North Lawrence. We loved North Lawrence; we met there, we lived there, we married
there. It is a place where people have their priorities straight and they help their neighbors. It is a place
where keeping up with the Jones’ isn’t about what kind of car you drive. It’s about who grew the biggest
tomato last year. And it is one of the few places in Lawrence with affordable housing. The house was
not our dream house. But it was a good house and we were grateful to find a house we could afford in
Lawrence. It had a nice yard and | turned out to be a pretty darn good gardener, at least | thought so
until we moved to Stull. We felt safe in North Lawrence. We had seen and survived 1993, we knew
where water congregated; we felt that there was a balance, maybe tenuous at times, but we felt that
with restricted development we were safe. We knew where there were houses that had survived the
onslaught of 1951.

But a couple of years later things started to change in North Lawrence. We have a friend who owns a
house at North 7" and Lake Streets. She bought the house from the lady who lived there in 1951. The
house had stayed dry then. No mean feat, because Lake Street comes by its name honestly. Up until
about 2003 the eastern half of that block of Lake Street was open field, low lying open field. And it
flooded with regularity. But then a developer bought the land and built houses on those fields, on
trucked in, built up fill. And these new houses sit way above the older houses on the block. Our friend

received a letter shortly thereafter telling her that house she owned was now required to have flood
insurance; the house that did not flood in 1951.

Figure 4 - New houses built on fill along the eastern half of the 700 block of Lake Street — an area that used to flood. Note
the lack of culverts under drives in the photo on the right.

Every time we allow more impervious surface the flood line gets higher because we inhibit drainage.
Every time we allow land to be built up by fill, it makes existing adjacent land low land, land that will
flood with runoff. What happened to our friend was a taking. The people who sold the land and the
people who built and sold the houses made money at the expense of our friend and likely many of her
neighbors. This was done without improving the existing drainage system in the area.



At about this time we were trying to buy a house on Elm Street, something more like our dream house.
It was one of the 1951 survivors. It was on naturally higher ground. And unlike our friend on Lake
Street, the area around it was already full of houses. It was not at risk from the same sort of thoughtless
development. But when that deal fell through and houses started to be built on fill in empty low-lying
lots across the street from us on Locust, again with no improvements to the existing drainage, we
decided that it was time to leave.

We felt that the powers that be in the City of Lawrence, the planners and the politicians, did not fully
appreciate or understand the fragile balance that North Lawrence has with water. Furthermore we felt
that the governing bodies did not care about the existing residents and their investment in the
neighborhood. We made these opinions clear in our response to the citizen survey the City solicited as
part of the North Lawrence Drainage Study.

We Can Build Here — But at What Cost?

My husband and | were lucky enough in 2004 to be able to afford to leave. We know that not all of our
friends and former neighbors have that option. And | am writing this letter, in part, on their behalf.
Every time | drive though the area | am struck by how much more has been developed and how little, if
anything, has been done to improve the drainage situation.

In 1993 North Lawrence flooded from I-70 to the levee and from the levee to the east. Few roads did
not have standing or flowing water. The levee helps protects North Lawrence under certain
circumstances. But the levee impedes drainage from runoff and from the tributaries that drain from the
higher land to the north which extends into Jefferson County. So there must be pumps. Every square
foot of impervious surface, whether it is a parking lot, a road or a roof, added anywhere in North
Lawrence or up-hill or up-stream of North Lawrence compounds the drainage problem and diminishes
the capacity of the pumps.

Figure 5 - Standing on the levee at Walnut Park looking south, December 2011 (left) and July 1993 after the peak of the flood

To those who say levees will protect us: As many as 1500 levees failed in 1993. There were several
levee breaches along the Missouri just this year. The Galloway Report, prepared in the wake of the 1993
floods, seriously questions the protection that levees provide and goes so far as to call for an end to the
practice of building levees to protect development saying that the economic development cost benefit
does not outweigh the life and financial losses in the event of the inevitable failure.



To those who say that pumps will protect us: Pumps failed to protect New Orleans during Katrina. The
pumps failed in North Lawrence in 1993. Pumps have a fixed capacity, when the rain won’t stop the
capacity may not be enough to keep up. When the river level is above the pump discharge the pumps
stop. When the power is out, the pumps stop.

All of these control, containment and management measures are only designed for a certain flood
event. Generally a 100 year flood is considered the benchmark. This is done in the name of keeping the
construction of this expensive infrastructure from becoming extraordinarily expensive. So which was
the 100 year flood in North Lawrence; 1903, 1951 or 1993? The 1903 flood cut a new channel and
swallowed blocks of North Lawrence. According to the Kansas Geological Survey 1951 was worse.
According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 1993 was unprecedented. And the
trick with all the information that we use to make decisions is that it is all historic and based on an
historic landscape that no longer exists and that we continue to change, generally for the worse so far as
flooding is concerned.

VIEW BELOW MILL DAM LOOKING OVER ELECTRIC LIGHT PLANT WITH PART OF NORTH
LAWRENCE IN. DISTANCE,

Figure 6 - View of the 1903 Flood, UP Depot spire visible in the distance, Bowersock Power Plant at the far right, from F.M.
Knight Booklet “Views of the Great Kansas River Flood — Lawrence”. And aerial view of the 1951 Flood, Lawrence Journal
World, file photo.

It is not a question of “if” these systems will fail. It is a question of “when”. It is a question of how great
the loss of life, property and money will be, and which generation will pay that price.

When we allow development to continue we build a false sense of security in those who did not witness
to the floods of the past. And we encourage ever more investment and ever more risk. Being near the
river is a risk, not without benefit, but a risk nonetheless. The most beneficial and least risk land use for
this area has been and continues to be agriculture. There is already a great deal of under-utilized
developed area within the city limits in North Lawrence. There are other areas of Douglas County
already zoned for industrial and other uses that are far less risky and far better suited to development
than the Northeast Sector.

To those who say that restricting potential future rezoning in currently agricultural areas is a taking for
the current land owners: |say that value which does not exist cannot be taken. Developing land for
industrial or most other uses in the Northeast Sector will further endanger every existing property
around it, downbhill from it and downstream from it; and that is a very real taking.



The purpose of planning and governance is to look out for the greater good, both for us now and for
future generations. And this plan needs to weigh the benefits and the risks in the harsh light of day with
the full knowledge of flooding this area has witnessed, at least twice within the memories of many who
are alive today.

Floods in 1844, 1903, 1951 and 1993 ravaged this area. North Lawrence did not bounce back from 1903
or 1951 and it still shows today. A drive through the area after a day-long rain will illustrate that the
current storm drainage situation is tenuous in most areas of North Lawrence. The area needs help, and
further development, even sensitive development, is not help. There is no form of development that
will have zero impact.

Figure 7 - Turnpike (I-70) entrance, looking south to the intersection of N 3rd and N 2nd Streets, North Lawrence (upper
right) during the 1993 Flood, Lawrence Journal World file photo.

As an architect | know that we can build anything, so long as money is no object. However, it has also
been my professional experience that this is never the situation. The City of Lawrence is yet to
demonstrate that they are able bear the extensive cost to improve the inadequate storm drainage for
the development that currently exists.

Proposing policies that allow or encourage development; policies that will compound the existing
problem is:

* Aninsult and an affront to the citizens and businesses that are already invested in North
Lawrence.

* Not good planning or good governance.



The future losses in the event of development within this flood prone area far outweigh the potential
benefits. Any plan for the Northeast Sector needs to strenuously restrict development and focus on
developing policies that preserve and enhance the balance this area has with storm water and the river.

Sincerely,

Wis—,

Julia Mathias Manglitz

1581 E 400 Road
Lawrence, KS 66049
785/979-1081
jimanglitz@gmail.com




CHESTNUT CHARLIES

Charles NovoGradac

Box 1166

Lawrence, KS 66044

785 841-8505
www.chestnutcharlie.com

December 8, 2011

Lawrence and Douglas County
Planning Commission

Attn: Dan Warner

City Hall, at 6 E. 6th Street
Lawrence, KS 66044

Re: Comments to Planning Commission on Northeast Sector Plan

December 12 agendaitem

Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff:

The governing bodies have sent the Northeast Sector Plan back to you asking for amore realistic assessment
of the challenges of development on farm land in North Lawrence. In our view the Planning Commissionis
charged with recognizing and articulating these challenges, and removing misinformation.

We are grateful to see that the staff report finally putsto rest the notion that access to rail and to the municipal
airport supportsindustrial development. Approval of an at-grade railroad crossing across US 24 has always
been a practical impossibility. And the airport will never be acargo jet runway.

We are also glad to learn that the sufficient industrial land (1,400 acres) has aready been designated in sector
plans, exceeding the target goals in Horizon 2020.

However, we believe that members of the governing bodies, and the public, want to see the following issues
explored more redlistically, with real data professionally collected and presented:

1

2.

That the level terrain and very slight gradients (fall) in the doughs and ditches create a great
challenge for removal of storm water runoff.

That even if drainage ditches are widened and lined with concrete, the stormwater will ultimately
have to be collected and pumped over the levees to the Kansas River, if not routinely, then certainly
when the River is at flood stage.

That the shalow water table (10 feet, more or less) and the sandy substrate of the area means any
excavation (for example, sewer ditches) will be inundated by the profuse underground water of the
aluvia basin—essentially the underground portion of the Kansas River flowing through the sands.
That any excavation into the sandy substrate will be mechanically unstable, and that detention or
retention ponds will need to be hardened and lined.

That the level topography over great distances mean that sanitary sewer mains will not be gravity-
flow, their pipes must be pressurized or have multiple lift/pump stations.
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6. Although storage warehouses and truck parking areas may have few employees and may be
sufficiently served with septic tanks, any industrial use which actually becomes an employment
center will require connections to gravity sanitary sewers.

7. That certain soils (Capability 1) within the areatargeted for industrial uses have a superior capability
for absorbing rainfal than other soils (Capability 2) which, although still good farm soils, have more
restricted water transmitting capacity. These characteristics are quantifiable by reference to the
cooperative soil surveys. (The development of the airport property, already zoned, is going to have a
major impact on overal rainfall absorption.)

8. That the water and drainage features of the areain question is not a merely local concern but impacts
the entire area protected by and enclosed within the Kansas River levee, including the Maple Grove
drainage watershed and the population of existing residences and businesses of North Lawrence.

9. That resolving each of the points above add extraordinary costs to the devel oper, the city, and the
neighborhood. These costswill not occur in other designated industrial areas.

10. In any severe weather event, with or without river flooding, the effect of any failure of a storm water
drainage, pump station, or sewer lift station could flood or saturate farm land, contaminate domestic
and irrigation wells, erode roadbeds, and harm improved property in any number of ways.

As owners and investors of afarm and also (now) an industrial building near the area where new industria
uses are proposed, we are very concerned about the effect of incremental development on the natural drainage
and storm water and flooding.

We do not agree that these problems can be handled case-by-case in the plot plan reviews of individual
projects as each arises. We suggest that the big problems be responsibly addressed, articul ated, and explained
in the larger planning process represented by this Northeast Sector Plan so that prospective

investors/devel opers are not misled.

Please also consider amending the draft sector plan to restore the status quo, in particular restoring the
agricultural use designation to the propertiesin the vicinity of the Airport (excepting the City-owned airport).
We would like to see a statement that the undeveloped farm land proximate to the City is an asset to the
community because of its value as farmland but also for natural and cost-free flood control.

Respectfully submitted

IS
Charles NovoGradac and Deborah Milks



PC Minutes 12/12/11
ITEM NO. 5 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TO H2020 - CHP 14; NORTHEAST SECTOR
PLAN (DDW)

CPA-6-5-09: Reconsider Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Horizon 2020 — Chapter 14 to include the
Northeast Sector Plan. Approved by Planning Commission 5-4 on 9/20/10. Referred to Planning Commission by
the Board of County Commission and City Commission for consideration of specific issues.

STAFF PRESENTATION
Mr. Dan Warner presented the item.

Commissioner Finkeldei asked how many acres were on each side of 24/40 Highway.

Mr. Warner said there was approximately 60 acres on each side.

Commissioner Blaser asked if the airport side, north of 24/40 Highway, was all city land.

Mr. McCullough said it was private and that he believed there was an avigation easement on a portion of it.

PUBLIC HEARING

Mr. Hank Booth, Lawrence Chamber of Commerce, discussed the creation and future of primary jobs. He said
the area was a transportation hub and that the Chamber had been working on it for the last three years in a
long range technological bioscience corridor that stretches from the Kansas City metropolitan area through
Lawrence and Topeka to Manhattan. He said those communities have been working together. He said it was
an aviation and agri-science hub. He wondered if the land shown on the Airport Master Plan been added into
the Northeast Sector Plan.

Mr. McCullough said he thought the Airport Master Plan was specific to the boundaries within the airport and
showed development within the airport itself. He said he would have to review the document to determine if
there was anything outside of the airport that was shown in the plan.

Mr. Jerry Jost, Citizens for Responsible Planning steering committee, reviewed the letter and maps they sent.
He said the northeast sector has historically been an area that was created by siltation from historical flooding.
He stated the largest concentration of class | and Il soils was in Grant Township. He did not feel the best place
to have an industrial site was in the northeast sector north of the river that has a high concentration of class |
and 11 soils and is prone to flooding. He felt the parcels should stay agricultural but if they were considered for
industrial he recommended the following decision criteria be used by the governing bodies (he read from the
letter submitted):
1. Aclear and comprehensive cost/benefit analysis should be available to the public comparing the
development of this area in contrast to other industrial development sites in Douglas County.
2. A comparison of the change in land use of class | and 11 soils with industrialization of this site with
other industrial development sites in Douglas County.
3. At a minimum, the developer pays for all the additional infrastructure costs compared to similar
development with other industrial development sites in the county.
4. A clear and comprehensive analysis determining whether the proposed development would have any
adverse impact for floodplain management.

Ms. Debbie Milks said she owns an orchard in the area. She asked that farming be treated with the same
respect given to industrial uses. She said there have been increased changes with floodplain and water
problems in the 20 years she has owned the property. She felt incremental development had an effect on
farming businesses in the area. She asked that they treat agriculture as a legitimate use of prime soils.

Mr. Lane Williams referenced the staff report and wondered how a $12.4 million dollar pump could be
incrementally developed.




Ms. Barbara Clark asked Planning Commission to consider the 1993 flood when they look at the Northeast
Sector Plan.

Ms. Julia Manglitz said there was no such thing as zero impact development in the floodplain. She said there
was no way to design around 100 flood event and account for everything.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION
Commissioner Liese asked staff to review the 125 acres versus 300 acres that came about.

Mr. McCullough said the 125 acres was the subject of a rezoning a few years ago. He said in part that was
what generated this plan. He said some in the township approached the County Commission to initiate the
sector plan. He said when staff formulated the draft plan that Planning Commission approved it was the
central issue of what, if any, size of industrial should occur there. He said regarding the 125 acres versus 300
acres staff understands what kind of infrastructure improvements and stormwater improvements would be
necessary for that, and that was being offered as a consideration to Planning Commission. He asked if it was
more appropriate to fall back to some reduced amount of industrial designation in this area or do the other
proponents of industrial in the area lend itself to keeping 300 acres. He said the staff memo was a position
that staff offered as a consideration.

Commissioner Liese said he was grateful to the City Commission and County Commission for sending this item
back. He said he was new to Planning Commission when the item came before them previously and he did not
feel like he understood as much as he wanted to but he voted in favor of the plan. He said he was relieved
they could now consider a reduction because he was much more comfortable with what had been proposed.

Commissioner Finkeldei asked staff to reply to Mr. Lane’s earlier question.

Mr. McCullough said the North Lawrence Drainage Study was an attempt to address the history of flooding in
the area and it did have a set of assumptions that were more intense than what was being proposed with the
sector plan. He said a lot of the improvements were build out improvements. He said as he understood it, from
discussions with the City Stormwater Engineer, that the most immediate concerns were to increase the pump
size of the existing pumps. He said it was not an exact science to say when improvements would be necessary
for what development. He said there were a good number of community wide improvements that needed to
go into it so he would not expect any one developer to put 12.5 million dollars into raising 24/40 Hwy. He said
there were ways to help finance those community needs through such things as a benefit district.

Commissioner Finkeldei said it was important to answer the County Commission and City Commission
guestions. He felt staff did a good job of laying out the issues regarding cost. He said until you the project was
known the cost would be unknown. He said a bunch of small projects was different than one large user. He
said an industrial user doing ag-industry was completely different than someone who was not doing ag-
industry. He supported the staff finding of too many variables to determine cost. He said he appreciated staffs
answer regarding urbanization. He said the issue of industrial development outside of the airport was a tough
one. He supported the staff finding that this was a unique property, small area, and an area close to the
airport, turnpike, and 24/40 Hwy. He appreciated staffs comments regarding the area southwest of the airport.
He supported staffs analysis regarding drainage. He said language regarding soil conserving ag-industry was
passed by both City and County Commission. He felt they should adopt the language in Horizon 2020 which
encourages soil conserving ag-industry. He supported leaving 300 acres of industrial to allow for options
available.

Commissioner von Achen asked for an explanation of option 1.
Mr. McCullough said in Chapter 7 of Horizon 2020 there is a ‘snowflake’ map that designates certain

intersections and areas of the entire county for industrial purposes. He stated when this area was identified as
an industrial area in Horizon 2020 it came with language associated with it that called out and encouraged soil



conserving agri-industry uses. He said it wasn’t necessarily a defined term in Horizon 2020 but once adopted it
became the term of art that was used to build the assumption in the sector plan. He said one of the issues
that everybody appeared to agree on was that soil conserving agri-industry needed some clarification and
definition. He said part of the sector planning effort was an attempt to better define what that meant. He said
the majority consensus of the Planning Commission determined that borrowing that language from Chapter 7
of Horizon 2020 and maintaining this as an industrial straight designation was the appropriate designation for
this land. He said because Horizon 2020 designated with the caveat that it's a soil conserving agri-industry
use, it was maintained that ‘we’ll know it when we see it’ kind of a concept because it was very difficult to
define soil conserving agri-industry. He said with any rezoning effort a user would have to demonstrate
compliance with Horizon 2020 and the sector plan. He said the Planning Commission consensus was to leave it
open ended in order to give flexibility to staff and Commissions.

Commissioner von Achen asked if preferential treatment would be given to soil conserving agri-industry.

Mr. McCullough said yes and that it had enough weight in the comprehensive plan and sector plan that it
would be an expectation.

Commissioner Belt asked if both governing bodies were okay with the subjective and nebulous definition.

Mr. McCullough said he presumed otherwise since it was a comment in the list of things that the governing
bodies wanted Planning Commission to consider.

Commissioner Burger inquired about the North Lawrence Drainage Study build out scenario map. She said it
stated on the page ‘not to be used for zoning purposes.’ She wanted to clarify it was an interpretation of a
consultant as to what the future of this sector plus North Lawrence might look like, not an approval,
endorsement, or proposal.

Mr. McCullough said that was correct.

Commissioner Burger asked if Horizon 2020 would require including industrial zoning in every sector plan.
Mr. McCullough said no, however staff uses the chapters of Horizon 2020 as the starting point in sector
planning. He said, for example, if industrial designation was stricken from the area then a follow up to the
sector plan approval would be to amend Chapter 7 and remove the ‘snowflake’ designations from that map.
Commissioner Burger asked if the 1000 acres requirement had been exceeded in other sectors.

Mr. McCullough said that was right, not all zoned, but designated for that category.

Commissioner Liese asked for clarification on what the Planning Commission action should be.

Mr. McCullough said going through the individual findings was helpful to the governing bodies. He said
ultimately Planning Commission needs to affirm the plan they submitted to the governing bodies or submit a
new revised plan to the governing bodies for consideration.

Commissioner Liese asked what a motion would be like in either case.

Mr. McCullough said there were two high level issues to look at. The first issue was soil conserving agri-
industry and whether they stand with their recommendation, or revise that and seek further clarification. The
second category was the idea of this particular area and whether or not it should remain as proposed with 300

acres of industrial or be reduced.

Commissioner Hird inquired about the parcel sizes of 125 acres.



Mr. McCullough said it depended on 125 acres compared with other designated areas of the community. He
said it was probably a small to medium size industrially designated area. He said there were multiple zoning
districts that could be employed here and accommodate small, medium, and large industrial sizes. He said
there was a project proposed at this location so the market had value in the area.

Commissioner Hird asked staff to describe the process to the new Commissioners and how the 300 acres was
arrived at.

Mr. McCullough said the 300 acres went through a public process. He said staff typically looks for boundaries
of a land use category, and with the floodplain, airport, interstate highway, industry to the west, this appeared
to be the starting point for discussion to complete the industry between the airport and highway. He said staff
was asked to dig deeper on all the issues in the staff memo so the findings were based on that.

Commissioner Britton said from his perspective a sector plan was long term and with this particular piece of
property it sounded like they ought to be thinking about the environmental and flooding issues first and
foremost. He felt they needed to set a high bar to move to industrial and know there would be a return on the
investment. He was concerned about the potential for flooding and safety issues for the residents living in the
area. He did not see the need for additional industrial when they had already exceeded the 1000+ acres of
additional identified industrial. He stated there were specific opportunities around the county, such as Farmers
Turnpike area and Farmland Industries. He said he understood this was a unique area because of the airport
but he felt it was a more unique area because of the flooding and soil conservation issues. He felt that opening
the door to development opened the door for more future development and he was concerned about the long
term impact. He wondered how limits could be put in place if development did move to the northeast sector.

Mr. McCullough said because of the elements that this has going for it, such as the limited number of
interchanges to 1-70, airport, state highways, proximity to Kansas City and Topeka, discussion to date in the
governing bodies and Planning Commission has been that this is one of the few recognized areas of choice
that the market may want to go to because of the airport and highway interchange.

Commissioner Britton asked if there were other options along the I-70 corridor or on the airport itself.

Mr. McCullough said the airport was an area that they were trying to get airport related uses at. He said the
spinoff was that if the airport got some viable land uses and industry that they might need some land outside
of the airport to support those businesses.

Commissioner Finkeldei said the basis of this was the adoption of Chapter 7 in Horizon 2020. He said the
airport was specifically designated as having industrial around it. He said Planning Commission, County
Commission, and City Commission have all changed members and that it was possible that the County and
City Commission don't believe Horizon 2020 was accurate anymore and that it should be changed and the
airport should be removed from the industrial conversation. He suggested that if that happened it should
happen through an amendment process to Horizon 2020 not in the sector plan that implements it. He said he
supported the 300 acres of industrial, not going down to 125 acres.

Commissioner Liese said he voted in favor of the Northeast Sector Plan previously but had reservations about
environmental and flooding issues.

ACTION

Motioned by Commissioner Liese, seconded by Commissioner Blaser, to maintain all of the Northeast Sector
Plan as voted by Planning Commission last year, including the agri-industry designation, except reducing the
300 acres of industrial to 125 acres.

Commissioner Blaser welcomed the opportunity to look outside the box. He agreed it was hard to try and
decide if the airport would be more or less expensive. He was concerned about the intensity of industrial. He



suggested making the north side of 24/40 Hwy industrial and the south side agri-land, which might lend itself
better to bio-science uses.

Commissioner Hird said Planning Commission spent a lot of time on the Northeast Sector Plan and he was
sensing some Commissioners wanted to start over.

Commissioner Blaser said he was not suggesting they start over. He felt the whole 125 acres should not be
industrial.

Commissioner Hird said he would be uncomfortable in arbitrarily picking where industrial should go without
studying it further. He said Planning Commission spent so much time on this and it was a difficult process that
he did not want to rush through a decision. He said he could support the motion but that he sensed that we're
heading toward further study of the issue.

Commissioner Blaser wondered if the conserving of agri-land could be made part of the industrial.

Mr. McCullough said the way the plan reads now is that where there are class | and Il soils it is encouraged to
be soil conserving agri-industry. He stated at one time, in the third draft, there was a new category called soil
conserving agri-industry. He said after that discussion it got changed to just industrial with the Chapter 7
language.

Commissioner Liese said if they could reduce the risk to the land and the people by reducing the amount of
land potentially used for any kind of industry they would be doing something good for all community
members.

Commissioner Culver said he would support the motion. He said when looking at the definition of soil
conserving agri-industry it was hard to describe what that would look like, how it would be marketed, and if
that would limit opportunities and defeat some of the purposes of the sector plan. He inquired about Mr.
Booth’s earlier comment regarding the Airport Master Plan including land outside of the airport.

Mr. McCullough said he would have to ask Mr. Booth which map he was looking at. He said there was a map
that showed some purple for future acquisition for the airport, not necessarily for outside development
potential. He said to his knowledge it was not a land use plan for outside of the airport boundaries.

Commissioner Finkeldei said he would not support the motion. He felt the acreage should remain 300. He
expressed concern about which 125 acres were included in the motion. He said if they were recommending a
reduction they needed to respect the land owners enough to have staff look at the issue with the specific
acreage and where it was located before voting on it.

Commissioner Belt felt the entirety of the plan was about mitigating loss and reducing risk.

Commissioner Britton expressed concern for setting a long term precedent that the area was moving in that
direction. He wondered what sort of tools they had to make it clear that they were not looking to expand this
type of development out there.

Mr. McCullough said the Northeast Sector Plan and the Comprehensive Plan were tools. He said outside of the
Planning regulatory process there were conservation easements that a property owner could put on their own
property to preclude development. He said they could not turn away applications to amend the Comprehensive
Plan or to request such things as rezoning and platting. He said staff tries to set the expectation through the
Comprehensive Plan and sector plans that those are the highest tools used to judge requests.

Commissioner Hird said his recollection of the Planning Commissions discussion was that this would be an
industrially designated area, not that it was an exception to another rule, but there were good reasons for the



community at large in some industrial development by the airport. He said he had a hard time supporting the
motion without knowing which 125 acres it was.

Motion failed 4-5, with Commissioners Britton, Burger, Finkeldei, Hird, and von Achen voting in
opposition. Commissioners Belt, Blaser, Culver, Liese voted in favor.

Motioned by Commissioner Hird, seconded by Commissioner Finkeldei, to defer and direct staff to present
alternatives regarding acreage that could be included in the Northeast Sector Plan as industrial.

Commissioner von Achen asked that the motion include rewording of option 1.

Commissioner Hird said that would not be part of his motion and that he would prefer to leave the wording
alone.

Motion carried 9-0.
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