








Interested Parties, 
 
The following points characterize our response to the proposed rezoning of Rockledge. 
 
Nathan Kolarik 
David Kolarik 
545 Rockledge Road 



Talking points 
 
The rezoning proposal is not substantially different than what was previously deemed 
unacceptable because: 

• It still involves too high a density at 5 units given the space, which frankly 
is only questionably adequate for 3. 

 
• It would add too much additional traffic (an incremental 10-30 driveway 

entry or egress trips per day) for those living and driving along Rockledge 
and would create a safety hazard. 

 
• Limiting additional curb cuts does not help traffic. The only benefit of 

shared driveways is to the developer. 
 

• It will hurt existing property values and tax revenues, as the higher density 
will make overall neighborhood property less desirable, especially in the 
likely event that some of the new units, due to their compressed nature, 
become rental properties. 

 
• Rockledge itself serves well as a transitional boundary; which it would 

remain should development along the west side be homogenous. 
 

• The property hasn’t been previously developed, almost certainly, because 
the previous owners did not actively pursue this. There is no indication or 
evidence that the owner has or will attempt to market the lots as they are 
currently zoned or that the owner is experiencing any hardship. 

 
• Under normal circumstances and as a matter of principle, the City is not 

obligated nor should it change zoning simply for a higher ROI for an 
owner or recent purchaser, and certainly should not do so at the expense of 
the neighborhood. No one has presented any evidence of extraordinary 
circumstances that would cause a deviation from this principle. ROI is a 
risk of real estate investment that should be borne by the investor. 

 
• It is difficult to believe a higher density will impact sprawl to any 

significant degree, as there appear to be no housing shortage or shortage of 
rental properties in Lawrence.    

 
• Horizon 2020 allows for substantial annexation and new development, and 

so does not appear to be significantly concerned about sprawl. 
 

• Regarding Horizon points 5-27—5-28, Goal 3, Policy 3-1 c 2 b:  Are 
perimeter setbacks big enough, especially on the 545 Rockledge side? 

 
• Regarding Horizon points 3-2 (Transitional medium density to be 

compatible with low):  Is the proposed design truly compatible with 



anything around it?  Is compatibility possible without leaving the zoning 
as is?  In what sense is there any sort of transition in the proposal?  

 
• Regarding Horizon points 3-4 suggesting that compatible medium and 

high-density infill should be encouraged:  Is this feasible in this 
circumstance and at this scale?  

 
• Changing the zoning in this case sets a terrible precedent. It opens the door 

for anyone to argue before the commission, council or in court that he is 
entitled to equal treatment and is entitled to essentially double the density 
on the last phase of any residential development. 

 
In summary I ask would anyone on the planning commission welcome the 
proposal given it was next to their home or in their neighborhood. Would the 
commission promote this concept on a wholesale basis for all undeveloped land 
including that in existing subdivisions? I think not. The commission has a duty to 
balance interests of all involved and it is clear in this case the neighborhood 
would be harmed for no good reason.  The commission should not allow an 
increase in density as proposed. 
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