AGENDA-REGULAR MEETING
STERLING PLANNING
COMMISSION
114 N. BROADWAY STERLING,
KANSAS
February 23, 2021 5:15
P.M.

A)
B)
C)
D)
E)

CALL TO ORDER
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
CITIZEN COMMENTS
APPOINTMENTS, PROCLAMATIONS, RECOGNITIONS, & NOMINATIONS
CONSENT AGENDA:
Items on the Consent Agenda are considered by staff to be routine business items. Approval
of the items may be made by a single motion, seconded, and a majority vote with no separate
discussion of any item listed. Should a member of the Governing Body desire to discuss any
item, the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered separately.
1. Approval of Minutes
a. January 26th, 2022, Planning Commission Meeting

F)
G)
H)
I)
J)
K)

OLD BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS
1. Zoning Amendment County SR-1 to City I-1 at 640 W. Garfield
CITY MANAGERS’ REPORT
GOVERNING BODY COMMENTS
EXECUTIVE SESSION
ADJOURNMENT

NOTICE: SUBJECT TO REVISIONS
It is possible that sometime between 4:30 and 5:15 pm immediately prior to this meeting, during breaks, and directly after the
meeting, a majority of the Board may be present in the commission chambers or lobby of City Hall. No one is excluded from these
areas during those times.

STERLING PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
01-26-2022
The Planning Commission of the City of Sterling met at City of Sterling, KS City Hall at 5:15pm
on January 26th 2022. Those present were Planning Commissioners: Jeff Laudermilk, David
Wilson, Daniel Smith, Jedidiah Miller, Joe Jacob. Absent was James Silman. City Staff members
present: Craig Crossette, City Manager, David Lockhart, Public Works Director, Greg Klein,
EMS Director, and Drake Koops, City Management Intern
Chairperson Jeff Laudermilk called the meeting to order at 5:17pm.
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
At 5:18 pm David Wilson moved to approve the Agenda. Second by Jed Miller.
Motion Passed 5-0.
Appointments, Proclamations, Recognitions, & Nominations
There is one open seat on the Planning Commission, but City Staff have not identified a
candidate to recommend to the Commission.
CONSENT AGENDA
At 5:17pm Miller moved to approve the consent agenda as presented including the minutes from
the September 8th, 2021, Planning Commission meeting. Second Silman.
Motion Passed 5-0
OLD BUSINESSS
N/A
NEW BUSINESS
G.1 Variance for 3 Elliott Drive
City Management Intern Drake Koops presented findings of fact for the Variance application.
Property Owners have submitted a variance application requesting encroachment into the
minimum front and side yard setbacks for a car port and driveway. After presenting evidence and
speaking about the property lines and unique structure of Cottonwood Lake there was assurances
that the structures would not impede anyone’s movement or onto anyone’s property. Mailers
were sent and an announcement were made with no responses from the public in favor or
against.
At 5:21 pm David Wilson motioned to open the public hearing and was seconded by Joe Jacobs.
Motion Passed 5-0

While in the public hearing there were questions from Dave Wilson about potential issues with
camper parking that were addressed by the homeowner. Commissioner Smith asked about how
the structure had gotten to its current stage before coming to the Commission. Explanation was
given by the owner and City Manager about initial thoughts that it would not be of concern but
was then brought forth by a concerned neighbor. The property owner has ceased construction
and is waiting for approval. The intricacies of Cottonwood were addressed by Commissioner
Wilson and regulations will need further clarification in the future to plan ahead.
At 5:33 pm Miller moved to close the public hearing. Second Smith.
Motion Passed 5-0
At 5:42 pm Wilson moved to approve the Variance at 3 Elliott Drive. Second by Miller.
Motion Passed 5-0
G.2 Zoning Amendment for 229 S 9th St.
City Management Intern Drake Koops presented the zoning amendment change for 229 S 9th St.
Andrew and Lindsey Johnson are looking to expand their machine-work business into firearms
to the structure of 229 S 9th St. They would like to change the zoning of 229 S. 9th St. from R-1
Single Family Living to I-1 Industrial District. Commissioner Smith had questions about if the
property owners chose to sell the property later on how that would affect the current zoning.
There were questions about what surrounding property is zoned for and if this would be affecting
potential development of the area. City Manager and Intern addressed these concerns pointing
out I-1 zones close by on the East and South Sides of the property and lack of housing
development in that area. There were also concerns about potential run off, chemicals, etc. These
concerns were addressed by the property owner who was phoned in at 6:06 pm. Any potential
dangers to the sewer and water would be sub-contracted out and would not be of concern for the
City. There were also questions about if someone wanted to build a home on the property later, if
they would be able to with an I-1 status. City management research that question.
At 5:59 pm Miller motioned to open the public hearing. Seconded by Wilson
Motion Passed 5-0
At 6:00 pm Miller motioned to close the hearing and was seconded by Wilson.
Motion Passed 5-0
At 6:08 pm Smith moved to approve the zoning amendment rezoning recommendation and send
to the City Commission for final approval of the attached legally described property from R-1
Single Family I-1 Industrial District. Seconded by Miller.
Motion Passed 5-0
G.3 Site Plan for City/County EMS Facility Site Plan
City Manager Craig Crossette presented the Site plan for City/County EMS Facility Site plan.
This project had been spoken about in length in the previous meeting, but with an official site

plan there some questions and concerns about the structure. Many of the Commissioners brought
up concerns about the necessity for a privacy fence on the East and North Sides of the property.
The current site plan has the fence closely bordering the facility and the Commission questioned
whether it needed to be included. Costs for the facility are of some concern, but once there are
bids, we will know more. Potential for maintenance shrubs and other types of curtilages were
mentioned besides a fence. Some concerns were raised about sound being an issue for neighbors
that were addressed by Greg Klein EMS Director. There were also concerns about backing out.
Greg also addressed these and assuaged any qualms.
At 6:37 pm the Site plan for the City and County EMS Facility Site Plan was approved with the
addition, that the fence would be optional for installment based on the EMS and City’s
judgement was moved by Wilson and seconded by Miller.
Motion Passed 5-0
ADJOURNMENT
At 6:38 pm Jedidiah Miller moved to adjourn the meeting. Second Joe Jacobs.
Motion Carried 5-0

______________________________
Jeff Laudermilk, Planning Commissioner (presiding)

City of Sterling
Planning Commission Meeting
February 23, 2022

Agenda Item G.1

TO: City Commission
SUBJECT: Zoning Amendment for 640 W Garfield
INITIATED BY: City Manager
PREPARED BY: City Management Intern
AGENDA: New Business

Background: FAC Installation LLC are requesting the rezoning of the property generally
located at 640 W. Garfield from Suburban Residential by the county to I-1 Industrial
District to erect a storage facility for dry goods and recreational vehicles. Of note, this
property has recently been annexed into the city.
Amendments to zoning districts are subject to the process outlined in Article 11 of the City
of Sterling Planning and Zoning regulations. Article 11 requires the Planning Commission
to hold a public hearing, consider the amendment to the zoning district, and provide a ruling
of approving or declining the amendment. Should the amendment be approved, the
Planning Commission approval must be ratified by the City Commission to become final.
Per the requirements set forth in Article 11, City Staff published a notice for the February
23rd, 2022 public hearing in the record of note Sterling Bulletin and sent mailers to all
nearby property owners.
Analysis:
When a proposed rezoning amendment or special use would result in a zoning change for
any specific property, the report of the Planning Commission accompanied by a summary
of the hearing (meeting minutes) shall contain statements as to (1) the present and
proposed district classifications or description of the special use, (2) the applicant's
reasons for requesting such reclassification or special use, and (3) a statement of the
factors where relevant upon which the recommendation of the Commission is based using
the following criteria as guidelines:
1. What is the character of the subject property and the surrounding neighborhood in
relation to existing uses and their condition?
The current subject property is an undeveloped lot zoned Suburban Residential by the
county, however recently annexed by the City. The subject property is the former Co Op
Anhydrous Plant. Adjacent to the east of the subject property is JACAM, also zoned
County Suburban Residential, but with industrial processes occurring. Also nearby are I1 zoned properties such as KMW and Novy Oil & Gas Inc. There is R-1 across Avenue
W to the south in Cottonwood Lake subdivision which contains properties in average to
above average rating. To the west is land with the County Agricultural zoning
designation.

2. What is the current zoning of the subject property and that of the surrounding
neighborhood in relation to the request?
The current zoning of the property is county Suburban Residential zoning by the
county. Allowed uses include single family dwelling and certain other uses. The
property surrounding it is primarily suburban residential zoning with industrial
facilities of JACAM. Nearby is I-1 zoned properties with KMW and NOVY Oil &
Gas Inc., agricultural land to the south, with R-1 zoning across Avenue W.
3. Is the length of time that the subject property has remained undeveloped or vacant as
zoned a factor in the consideration?
Yes.
4. Would the request correct an error in the application of these regulations?
No.
5. Is the request caused by changed or changing conditions in the area of the subject
property and, if so, what is the nature and significance of such changed or changing
conditions?
Formerly the Co Op Anhydrous Plant, the property was recently acquired and annexed into the
City for the purposes of developing a commercial indoor and outdoor storage facility.
6. Do adequate sewage disposal and water supply and all other necessary public facilities
including street access exist or can they be provided to serve the uses that would be
permitted on the subject property?
Yes
7. Would the subject property need to be platted or replatted or in lieu of dedications
made for rights-of-way, easements, and access control or building setback lines?
No
8. Would a screening plan be necessary for existing and/or potential uses of the subject
property?
A screening plan should not be necessary for this development because the closest
residential living is located over several hundred feet from the subject property. The
development will be gated.
9. Is suitable vacant land or buildings available or not available for development that
currently has the same zoning as is requested?
No.
10. If the request is for business or industrial uses, are such uses needed to provide more
services or employment opportunities?
The site requested would provide more services. There is currently no outdoor RV/Boat
storage in the community and the known indoor storage facilities operate at or near
capacity.

11. Is the subject property suitable for the uses in the current zoning to which it has been
restricted?
The subject property is suitable for the current uses to which it has been restricted.
While the subject property has always been zoned suburban residential by the
County, prior usage of the land included industrial processes. Further there are I-1
zoned properties and processes nearby.
12. To what extent would the removal of the restrictions, i.e., the approval of the zoning
request detrimentally affect other property in the neighborhood?
The request would not detrimentally affect other property in the area. There are
nearby properties zoned I-1 with industrial processes being completed adjacent to
the subject property.
13. Would the request be consistent with the purpose of the zoning district classification
and the intent and purpose of these regulations?
From a uniform application of zoning code, the property should have already been
zoned industrial by the County. The subject property has I-1 adjacent.
14. Is the request in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and does it further
enhance the implementation of the Plan?
The zoning amendment would not conflict with our Comprehensive Plan.
15. What is the nature of the support or opposition to the request?
The applicant (FAC Installation LLC.) would like to transition the current Suburban
Residential Status by the county to I-1 by the city for the purposes of developing their
storage facility business, primarily to store dry goods and recreational vehicles. Prior to
the public hearing one nearby property owner contacted the City to leave a message and
has not returned subsequent phone calls.
16. Is there any information or are there recommendations on this request available from
professional persons or persons with related expertise which would be helpful in its
evaluation?
At this time, there is no recommendations or requests from professional individuals
regarding this project and the zoning change, however, the property owners have
invested significant time and money into the engineering of this site which is in
the floodplain and requiring a more through design process to ensure adequate
stormwater facilities are being considered.

17. By comparison, does the relative gain to the public health, safety or general welfare
outweigh the loss in property value or the hardship imposed upon the applicant by not
approving the request?
No.
Financial: A small publication fee.
Legal Considerations: Approved as to form.
Recommendations/Actions: It is recommended the Planning Commission:
1. Move to Open the Public Hearing
2. Move to Close the Public Hearing
3. Move to recommend the City Commission approves the zoning amendment
rezoning the generally described property at 640 W. Garfield from Suburban
Residential to I-1 Industrial (VOICE).
Attachments: Exhibit A Application (2 pages); Exhibit B Aerial (1 page); Exhibit C
Publication of Hearing Notice (1 page); Exhibit D Site Plan (1 page).
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I l l J':J. I
, , a - - I feet in depth by _'7
3. Dimensions of the property are ol,JS.
L feet
in width,
and 3
acres (round to the nearest tenth) or _ _ _ _
square feet in area.
(_;J. q f l t )
4. Describe the general location of the property. (Use appropriate section.)
a. The address is

-

c:::::::j

at i'I

b. At the _ _ _
(NW, NE, SW, SE, etc.) corner of _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
(Street) and _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

_
(Street).

c. On the _ _ _
(N, S, E, W, etc.) side of _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
(Street), between _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
and _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
(Street).

_
(Street)

5. Is this property part of a recorded plat?

□ Yes

_J'2!(.No

6. The property is presently used for ---'\[
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7. I (We) the Applicant(s), acknowledge receipt of the instructions, and further state that I (we)
have read the material. If an Agent, I further state that I have or will provide the owner(s) of the
property for which the change of zoning is requested an explanation of or copy of this material.
I (We) realize that this application cannot be processed unless it is complete, and is
accompanied by a current re !--property ownership list for the notification area, and the fee.
Signature:,_--==--____,,p;<--__,,,,--,,<--F- I<..:.- - - - - - - - - - - ' Applicant
Print n a m e : , _ - = - = < . U \ : 1 1 - - - - = - - - = - - - - - - - - - - Date: c l -;:). .,
, 20.Ji}-Signature:
_,.6,__
Print name: Date:
,'1._

J

, Agent (if any)
..410 i 5>
,20-JJ-
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Case No.

City of Sterling, Kansas
Signature:
Print name:
Date:

__ _ _

, Applicant
,20_

, Agent (if any)

Signature:
Print name:
Date:

z-____

,20_

Signature:

, Applicant

Print name:
Date:
Signature:
Print name:
Date:

,20_

, Agent (if any)
,20_

Use a separate sheet, if necessary, for names of additional Applicants.
• List of affected landowners attached:
□ Yes
□ No

I:

OFFICE USE ONLY

This application was received at _ _ _ _
:_ _
(am, pm)
on _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
,20_ _
by the Zoning Administrator acting for the Planning Commission.
It has been checked and found to be complete, and accompanied by the required real property
ownership list, development plan for certain districts, and the fee of $ _ _ _
_
Signature: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

, Zoning Administrator

Print name: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Date: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

_
,20_

Provide copy to:

• Applicant(s) and/or Agent(s)

@Foster &Associates, Planning Consultants, 2015
All rights reserved.
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(Published once in The Bulletin on

, 20

.)

OFFICIAL NOTICE OF REZONING HEARING
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN AND TO ALL PERSONS
INTERESTED:
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on February 23, 2022, the Planning Commission of the City
of Sterling, Kansas will consider the following rezoning application at 05:15 pm in the
Commission Room at City Hall at 114 N. Broadway in Sterling, Kansas:
Case No. Z-4-22322 .
Proposed change of zoning district classification from the Suburban Residential County
Zoning to the I-1 Industrial District.
Legal Description: Beginning at a point Five Hundred Fifty-two (552) feet West of the
Southeast corner of Section Twenty (20), Township Twenty-one (21) South, Range Eight (8)
West of the Sixth (6th) Principal Meridian, Rice County, Kansas, thence Northeasterly on an
Eighty-four degree Two minute and Twenty second (84°02’20”) angle Two Hundred
Ninety-five point Sixty-five (295.65) feet North; thence West and parallel to the south line of
said section Four Hundred Forty-two (442) feet; thence Southwesterly on a Ninety-five
degree Fifty-seven minute and Forty second (95°57’40”) angle Two Hundred Ninety-five
point Sixty-five (295.65) feet; thence East along the South line of said section, Four Hundred
Forty-two (442) feet to the place of beginning.
General location: Generally located 640 W. Garfield Ave. Sterling, KS 67579.
You may appear at this time either in person, or by agent or attorney if you so desire, and be
heard on the matter. After hearing the views and wishes of all persons interested in the case,
the Planning Commission may close the hearing and consider a recommendation to the
Governing Body which, if approved under the City Zoning Regulations, would be effectuated
by ordinance. The public hearing may be recessed and continued from time to time without
further notice.
DATED this 31st day of January 2022.
/s/
(print name)

,
Craig R. Crossette
Secretary, Sterling City Planning Commission
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