


HAYSVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION/BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Minutes
December 11, 2025

The regular Planning Commission meeting was called to order by Chairperson Tim Aziere at 6:00 p.m. in
the Council Chambers at the Haysville Municipal Building, 200 W. Grand Ave., Haysville, KS 67060.

The members present were Mark Williams, Debbie Coleman, Tim Aziere, Dan Rinke, and Jeff Blood.
Also present was Planning and Zoning Administrator, Kailyn Hogan.

The first item of business was the minutes of November 13, 2025.
Hogan presented changes to page two of the minutes.

Motion by Coleman, Second by Rinke.

To approve the minutes as amended.

Williams aye, Coleman aye, Aziere aye, Rinke aye, Blood aye.
Motion carried.

There was no one to speak under public forum.

There was no old business.

Under new business a Review of the Comprehensive Plan.

Hogan presented the annual review of the Comprehensive Plan. Blood proposed grammatical changes. A
public hearing will be scheduled for a later date to amend the plan.

Under new business a Review of the Master Plan Review Calendar.

Hogan presented the 2025 Master Plan Review Calendar. Aziere questioned the importance of reviewing
the South Broadway Corridor Plan if all references to it have been removed from the zoning regulations.

Under new business was a Review of the Closing Calendar.

Hogan presented the 2025 Closing Calendar. There were no questions.
There was no correspondence.

Under off agenda was the next meeting date: Thursday, January 22, 2025.
Motion by Coleman, Second by Williams.

To adjourn tonight’s meeting.

Williams aye, Coleman aye, Aziere aye, Rinke aye, Blood aye.

Motion carried.

The meeting adjourned at 6:07 p.m.

November 13, 2025
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Haysville Planning Commission Staff Report
PLAT 2026-001

CASE SUMMARY

Project Name:

Property Location:

Applicant:
Surveyor:
Engineer:

Prepared By:
Meeting Date:

Required Applications:

79t Estates Addition

Generally located approximately 600 feet west of the intersection of East 79" Street
South and South Hillside Avenue

Eric Gilbert (property owner)
Logan Mills, P.E.
Logan Mills, P.E.

Kailyn Hogan, Planning and Zoning Administrator
January 22, 2026

Preliminary Plat

Preliminary plat to subdivide subject site into eight large single-family lots

Final Plat Final plat to subdivide subject site into eight large single-family lots
ANTICIPATED MEETING SCHEDULE
Body Meeting Date Action
Review Preliminary and Final Plat.
Planning January 22, Make a recommendation for approval, approval with modifications,
Commission 2026 or denial of the proposal. This recommendation is forwarded to the
Haysville City Council.
Adopt the recommendation of the Planning Commission as
. . February 9, . .
City Council presented, override the recommendation, or return the
2026 : : '
recommendation to the Planning Commission.

SITE DATA

Existing Zoning

RR Rural Residential

Proposed Zoning

RR Rural Residential

Site Area 19.130 acres

Number of Lots 8

Ward(s) Area of Influence

Neighborhood(s) North of RH Ford Addition, Northeast of Ervin Addition to Sedgwick County, Kansas
Future Land Use Residential

Built Form Agriculture

PLAT 2026-001
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BACKGROUND

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE. The applicant is requesting a one-step final plat for a 19.130 acre
property located approximately 600 feet west of the intersection of West 79t Street and South Hillside Avenue.
The subject site is located on the edge of the City of Haysville’s Urban Area of Influence. It is currently vacant
and used for agricultural purposes.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD.

Zoning
Rural Residential (RR)
Single Family: 20,000 {SF-20)
Single Family: 10,000 (SF-10)
Single Family: 5,000 (SF-5)
Two-Family (TF-3)
. Multi-Family: 18 d.u.fac (MF-18)
Multi-Family: 29 d.u.fac (MF-29)
. Multi-Family: 75 d.u.fac (B)
. Meanufactured Housing (MH)
Neighbeorhood Office (NO)
B Generel Ofics (GO)
. MNeighborhood Retail (NR)
B Linited Commercial (LC)
. General Commercigl (GC)
Central Business District (CBD)
. Office Wareshouse (OW)
B incustrial Park 1R)
[ Limited Industrial (L)
Industrial Park - Airport {IP-A)
. General Industrial (GI)
B~ Force Base (AFB)
- University (U)
. Plenned Unit Development (PUD)

The character of the neighborhood is agricultural with some rural residential. All properties surrounding the
subject property are zoned RR Rural Residential. Most properties are used for agricultural purposes and include
single-family dwellings. Properties to the east, west and south are developed with large lot single-family
dwellings.

ADJACENT ZONING AND LAND USE.
NORTH:  Agriculture RR Rural Residential
SOUTH:  Agriculture with single-family RR Rural Residential
dwellings, and large lot single-
family dwellings
EAST: Large lot single-family dwelling RR Rural Residential
and agriculture with single-family
dwelling
WEST: Large lot single-family dwelling RR Rural Residential
and agriculture with single-family
dwelling

PROJECT DESCRIPTION. The applicant is requesting the one-step final plat in order to subdivide the subject site
into eight single-family lots. According to Article 1, Section 5 of the Subdivision Regulations, any owners of land
subdividing the same into lots and blocks for the purpose of laying out any subdivision, suburban lots, building
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lots, tracts or parcels or establishing any street, alley, or other property intended for public use shall cause a
subdivision plat to be made. Additionally, according to Article 9, Section 1 of the Subdivision Regulations, no
building permit may be issued for an undeveloped, unplatted lot.

RELATED APPROVALS. A drainage plan is required for this plat. A drainage plan has been submitted and
reviewed by City Staff and Sedgwick County.

ANALYSIS

FINDINGS. The final and preliminary plats submitted by the applicant contain all the required contents of final
and preliminary plats, as specified in the Subdivision Regulations, and conform to the design standards with no
modifications. MAPD confirmed that the plats conform to the zoning regulations of the area during their review.

The submission is unable to conform to City plans as the City of Haysville’s Comprehensive Plan is outdated and
does not include this parcel of land. No other area plans include this parcel, but a review of the adjacent area
plans has been included nonetheless.

The City of Haysville’s Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map describes the area just west of the subject site
as Residential. This land use is intended for “a mix of single, two, and multi-family residential.”

City of Derby’s Vision Derby 2040 Future Land Use Map describes the area just south of the subject site as
Agricultural. This land use is intended for “open farms and crop fields with a farmstead or rural residences.”

The City of Wichita’s Community Investments Plan 2015-2035 Future Land Use Map describes the area directly
to the east of the subject site (i.e. the area encompassing the M.S. Mitch Mitchell Floodway) as Parks and Open
Space and the area to the north of the floodway as Residential. Parks and Open Space is described as “major
parks, golf courses, public open space, private development reserves and recreation facilities [or] corridors
(including floodplain, natural drainage channels, easements, abandoned railway corridors, etc.),” and Residential
is described as "areas that reflect the full diversity of residential development densities and types typically found
in a large urban municipality.”

RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the provided information, planning staff recommends that the one-step final plat request be
APPROVED.

COMMENTS

A. City Planning Staff:

1. Please show the location of the existing right of way for 79th Street on both sides of the street
and mark the centerline

2. Recommend moving the temporary cul-de-sac to the north property line

3. Adifferent street name is needed as the cul-de-sac is temporary. Volustia Street to the north is
approximately in line with this development, so it can be extended. Many other streets on the
other side of the floodway have been extended as well.

4. In the signature boxes:

PLAT 2026-001
City of Haysville Planning Commission Page 3



i. Replace Jonathon Tardiff with Kailyn Hogan
ii. Change Angela Milspaugh to Angela Fulton
iii. Change Josh to Joshua Pollak
5. What is the intended street width for this subdivision?
B. City Engineer:
1. Preliminary Plat:
i. Add existing and proposed zoning of subject property.

ii. Add FEMA Floodplain Note (same note that is on the Final Plat in the Owner Certificate
or the same note that is on the drainage plan).

iii. I'am not familiar with the “Advanced Septic” systems noted to be proposed for this
development. Need to confirm that the lot sizes proposed are adequate to
accommodate this type of sewage treatment.

iv. Label proposed street dedication along the north side of 79,

2. Final Plat:
i. Property irons that have been set should include size and length (in the legend).

ii. Property irons that have been found should include cap ID information. If no cap is
present, so state.

iii. Statement should be added to the Owner’s Certificate regarding the granting of
drainage easements.

iv. Statement should be added to the Owner’s Certificate regarding the responsibility of
maintenance of the ponds within the easements.

v. Label proposed street dedication along the north side of 79"

vi. Revise the title of the plat to “AN ADDITON TO SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS.”

vii. Applicant to provide a “Driveway Closure Certificate” document with the Final Plat. (To
guarantee the closure of the two existing driveways on 79" as noted on the Preliminary
Plat).

viii. Does this plat require approval by the Board of County Commissioners?

ix. If setbacks are not shown on the plat, then the setbacks per the zoning district will
govern.

3. Drainage Plan:
i. Show pond outlet pipe locations on the plan.
ii. Drainage plan to be reviewed and approved by Sedgwick County Public Works.
iii. Add note or detail to clarify if the detention areas are wet ponds or dry ponds.
C. Metropolitan Area Planning Department:
1. The proposed plat adheres to the requirements of the RR Rural Residential district of a minimum
lot size of two acres with a 200-foot lot frontage.

D. Cox:
1. Noissues or conflicts with the plat.
E. Evergy:

1. The applicant is required to provide a path outside of the flow of water for Evergy to install
equipment in along 79t Street, but no new additional easements are requested at this time. Any
relocation or removal of existing equipment due to this plat will need to be discussed with
Evergy and will be done at the applicant’s expense. Kevin Rieschick, Area Design Representative,
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will be the contact for this plat and any project related to it. He can be reached at (785) 410-
2986.
F. Sedgwick County Electric Coop:
1. No comment. The plat is outside their trade territory.
G. Kansas One Gas:
1. The plat is not in conflict with KSG lines or equipment. Utility map is attached.
H. Sedgwick County Public Works:
1. The applicant is required to contact MABCD to set up soil test pits to determine what type of
wastewater systems may be installed due to a mix of soil types at the subject site.
2. The right-of-way dedications are approved.
The access controls are approved.
4. The applicant is advised to guarantee the closure of any existing driveway openings located in
areas of complete access control. A driveway control certificate in lieu of a guarantee may be

w

provided.
5. The applicant is recommended to move the temporary cul-de-sac to the north property line.
I.  Sedgwick County Survey:

1. County commissioner Ryan Baty, Fourth District, must sign the plat. Please include a signature
block on the Final Plat.

J. Sedgwick County Stormwater Management:

1. The upstream and downstream drive entrance culverts shown on the attached drainage plan
shall be sized along 79" Street South.

2. The proposed drive entrance culvert for the proposed subdivision street shall provide the overall
drainage area and flow lines.

3. The road right-of-way ditch within the 60-foot platted road right-of-way shall be improved as
part of the development to improve the off-site road runoff through the site and discharges
from the two on-site detention ponds.

4. The two pond outfalls are not shown on the drainage plan. Please locate the discharge locations
and make sure the storm sewer pipe is not located within the proposed road right-of-way.
Consider a notched concrete outfall weir rather than a piped outfall.

5. The drainage plan shall be submitted in written report/study format to be consistent with the
plans submitted by others. The report needs to identify how the site is providing for WQ and
water quantity requirements.

6. The backyard drainage easement grading within the drainage easement shall provide spot
elevations and be enlarged to 30-foot drainage easements to convey the 100-year runoff
conditions.

7. What are the off-site runoff conditions for this development? It appears the plan does not
identify where the drainage patterns for the off-site lands on the attached drainage plan
markup.

8. WAQ treatment is required, as drainage note four is not current.

9. The drainage plan/report needs to be signed and sealed by an engineer licensed in the State of
Kansas.

K. Sedgwick County Fire:

1. The plat must comply with the Sedgwick County Drive Code and the 2024 International Fire

Code.
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L. City Public Works:
1. Nocomment.

ATTACHMENTS

Aerial photo

City of Haysville Land Use Map

City of Derby Land Use Map

City of Wichita Land Use Map

Evergy letter

Kansas One Gas utility map

Sedgwick County Stormwater Plat Comments
Preliminary Plat

Final Plat

© o NGO~ WNRE
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City of Haysville’s Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
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City of Derby’s Vision Derby 2040 Future Land Use Map
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>>evergy

customer forward

Kailyn Hogan

City of Haysville
200 W. Grand Ave
PO Box 404
Haysville KS 67060

December 8, 2025

RE: Preliminary plat-79" Estates Add -Haysville Sedgwick Co Kansas

Dear Ms. Hogan,

Evergy has reviewed this preliminary plat and will require a path outside of the flow of water to
install in along 79 St. We will not need to request new additional easements this time. Any
relocation or removal of existing equipment due to this plat will need to be discussed and
will be at the applicant’s expense. Kevin Rieschick, Area Design Representative will be the
contact for this plat and any project related to it. He can be reached at (785) 410-2986.

Thank you for sending for Evergy’s review
Sincerely,
Vickie Phothilath

Sr. Administrative Assistant.

CC: Vickie Phothilath, Evergy
Kevin Rieschick. Evergy

Internal Use Only
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Small-Lot Subdivision Design

Many cities in the U.S. have residential neighborhoods where most homes sit on lots that are less than
5,000 square feet in area. In older central cities, these are often neighborhoods near the downtown core,
and for suburbs developed before World War Il, modest homes on small lots are common. However, in
the postwar period, communities across the country adopted zoning codes that set large minimum lot
sizes for residential development, facilitating a pattern of detached single-family homes on large lots.

Increasingly, communities are looking to promote infill development, provide alternatives to large-lot
single-family homes, and produce more affordable housing stock. Small-lot subdivisions can help
promote context-sensitive infill development, increase opportunities for home ownership, and may
be a tool for addressing housing affordability issues.

There are two primary reasons why a community may want to treat small-lot subdivisions as a distinct
type of development. The first is to permit small-lot development in areas where the predominant
development pattern is larger lots. The second is to allow for development (or redevelopment) in
areas where the existing development pattern is small lot, but where small-lot development is no
longer compatible with existing zoning regulations.

SMALLS LOTS WHERE LARGER LOTS ARE PREVALENT

In commmunities where detached single-family homes on large lots are the predominant form of residential
development, allowing for small-lot development provides an alternative to this form of development
that serves several purposes. Small-lot development increases overall housing density and promotes
context-sensitive infill development or redevelopment in areas where land is underutilized. This can help
increase overall housing production, which is a component of addressing housing affordability concerns.
Additionally, small-lot development provides additional diversity in housing stock, which creates options
for home buyers and may be particularly attractive to first-time home owners or seniors looking for less
space or lower price points.

Los Angeles amended its zoning code in 2005 to provide an alternative to conventional large-lot single-
family home development patterns and facilitate infill development on underutilized lots in most
residential and commercial zones into fee-simple homes. The code’s Small Lot Subdivision standards allow
developers to divide existing parcels into lots with one to three homes, with a minimum lot area of 600
square feet (compared to the 5,000-square-foot minimum for conventionally developed single-family
homes). The ordinance also reduces setback requirements and removes the street frontage requirements
(§12.22.C.27). All small-lot subdivisions must also comply with the city’s Small Lot Design Guidelines, which
address site planning, building design, and landscaping to ensure that small-lot developments are context
sensitive and compatible with existing neighborhood form.

SMALL LOTS TO FIT EXISTING FORM

Many communities have small lots as a component of their existing development pattern, and in
some communities, small lots are the predominant form. For older cities, these lots often predate the
local zoning code and may fail to meet the minimum lot size or dimension standards of the code.
Furthermore, the homes on these lots may fail to meet the required setbacks of the zoning district.

In these cases, the small lots are grandfathered nonconformities, meaning owners must typically
meet all current zoning standards before they can modify existing homes or build anything new on
these lots. This poses both practical and financial challenges for renovation and redevelopment of
existing homes, as well as infill development on nonconforming vacant lots. Therefore, communities
that either amend zoning district standards to match the existing development pattern or define and
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permit small-lot subdivisions as a distinct form of development can facilitate infill and redevelopment
and create a more predictable environment for project financing.

In 1999, Newark, New Jersey, changed its zoning code to allow small-lot development. At the time, the
minimum lot size requirements in Newark's zoning ordinance were incompatible with existing residential
development patterns in the urban core, which primarily consisted of 25'x 100’ lots. Property owners had
to request variances to develop on lots that were under the minimum lot size, which created challenges
for home owners attempting to make improvements to their properties and for the redevelopment

of previously developed but currently vacant lots. Following this change, the city saw an increase in

infill housing development. However, local officials found that many of the new residences did not

blend well with neighboring homes and moved to adopt new zoning standards that addressed design
considerations for small-lot development in 2008.

CONSIDERATIONS

Regardless of the predominant development pattern, there are several important design considerations
for small-lot subdivisions to help new homes blend into existing neighborhoods. These considerations
include building setbacks, building design (height, form, and style), and parking requirements.

Building setbacks on small lots are important to creating a uniform street frontage, helping to minimize
potential conflicts between small-lot developments and neighboring properties, and facilitating
property maintenance. The Los Angeles Small Lot Design Guidelines note that minimal setbacks are
often appropriate for small-lot development. They require a five-foot side setback between small-lot
developments and any adjacent development. These guidelines also require that the street setback be
compatible with the prevailing setback in the area.

Defining design features, including height, form, and architectural style, is important to ensure
compatibility with existing form and minimize potential conflicts. Height standards address the height
of the new development in relation to existing buildings and may use a measurement such as a
block average to make sure that small-lot homes are compatible with existing development. Specific
elements of form or style that address context can also be defined. For example, a town home style
may work better in the context of an urban environment, while a cottage style may be better suited
to a suburban environment. Newark’s zoning standards do not specify a style of building; however,
they address key design features for single-family development. For example, building setbacks must
match those of neighboring properties; windows must cover 30 percent of the front facade; and
primary entrances must face the street (§40:5-3). The standards also limit paved areas to 50 percent of
the lot to encourage green space.

Another important consideration for small-lot development is parking requirements—both the number
of spaces that need to be provided and how they are provided on the site. In 2007, Kirkland, Washington,
added development standards to its zoning code for Cottage Housing, a common term for small-lot
subdivisions in the Puget Sound region. These standards reduced the number of parking spaces required
per home and allowed the parking for all residences to be provided in a single area on the site (§113.25).

CONCLUSION

Small-lot subdivision design can be a tool to help communities achieve goals related to infill
development and redevelopment, increasing the diversity of the housing stock and opportunities for
home ownership, and creating more affordable housing. While small-lot development can help achieve
arange of goals, it can also create conflicts with existing neighbors. As a result, it is important to address
design for small lots through design standards or guidelines to ensure that this development respects
its context to minimize potential conflicts.
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Zoning for Mixed Uses

There was a time when single-use zoning served a vital purpose. Before zoning, industrial and waste-generating land uses
were a major nuisance for nearby residential and commercial areas, sometimes even threatening public health. But today, as
our economy continues on a path of rapid deindustrialization, we are finding that a system developed early in the last century
cannot meet the needs of our changing communities. Strict segregation of land uses continues fo stand in the way of developing
modern, mixed use neighborhoods and districts that foster both environmental sustainability and a sense of community.

Traditional Zoning and Overlay Districts. More and more communities are finding that their 10- to 20-year-old zoning
ordinances are no longer responsive to current development trends. Traditional zoning codes can be an obstacle to elements that
make cities vibrant and livable, such as higher density development and ‘easy access to public transport. Also, older codes can

menting the community vision.

MIXED USE ZONING

FOR SMART GROWTH

Smart growth seeks to encourage com-
pact design, walkable neighborhoods,
housing choice, and the creation of
more fransportation options through
access to transit and greater connectivi-
ty between neighborhoods. To further
the goals of smart growth, a growing
number of communities are including
provisions for mixed use development in
their zoning ordinance.

Traditional Neighborhood
Development and New
Urbanism. Traditional zoning ordi-
nances can result in large-scale, single-
use, large-lot residential developments.
These subdivisions often require costly
and redundant municipal infrastructure to
function while furthering dependence on
nonrenewable energy sources.
Traditional neighborhood developments
and new urbanism projects tend to sup-

lack flexibility in allowing developers to negotiate with the city for mutually beneficial projects. Some areas designate overlay dis-
tricts or special zones to remedy problems caused by outdated zoning codes. If overused, this strategy can lead to confusion,
as the community’s zoning map becomes an impossibleto-read hodgepodge of numerous districts, special districts, and over-
lay districts, each with their accompanying pages of text, lists of uses, and differing design standards. In many cases, a bet-
ter solution is creating a mixed use zoning ordinance that clearly defines the land regulation standards necessary for imple-

Mixed Use Zoning. Mixed use zoning sets standards for the blending of residential, commercial, cultural, institu-
tional, and where appropriate, industrial uses. Mixed use zoning is generally closely linked to increased density,
which allows for more compact development. Higher densities increase land-use efficiency and housing vari-
ety while reducing energy consumption and transportation costs. The mixed use buildings that result can
help strengthen or establish neighborhood character and encourage walking and bicycling.
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port a wider range of uses and higher densities in new projects while encouraging travel to, from, and within neighborhoods by
modes other than the automobile. Thanks in part to advocates for traditional neighborhood development, many developers are
responding fo a growing demand for neighborhoods that offer a range of housing types where services and goods are nearby and
accessible to pedestrians.

Traffic Congestion. Mixed use zoning can reduce the peak-hour congestion paralyzing urban areas across the nation. It provides
the tools necessary to develop areas where people have the opportunity to work, shop, and socialize near their homes. By increas-
ing opportunities to combine trips, mixed uses can reduce the vehicle miles traveled by residents of a community.

Parking. Parking requirements for mixed use develop-
ment can be flexible because spaces can‘be shared
among the uses. For example; a-bank with regular day-
time_hours has no need to provide parking during the
evening hours. The bank’s parking can be used by peo-
ple coming home from work or by patrons of nearby
cafes or entertainment facilities. Shared parking reduces
the amount of surface area devoted to parking, resulting
in cost savings for developers, environmental benefits in
the form of less stormwater runoff, and aesthetic improve-
ments to neighborhood’s appearance.

Transit-Oriented Development. TOD establishes a
“symbiotic relationship” between land uses in proximity
to a transit station. For example, medical and institutional
services, retail, and multifamily residential structures can
all be integrated around major public transport nodes.
Increasing residential density to levels that support public
transit makes it possible to carry out day-to-day activi-
ties—such as shopping or visiting the doctor—without
needing fo travel outside of the neighborhood. TODs are
not possible without mixed use zoning and a considera-
tion of the appropriate residential density and land-use
mix.

REGULATORY TOOLS

helps to

residential, retail, and child care in this case

Integrating uses
creale vibrant neighborhoods in which residents can accomplish several

activities walking instead of driving.

Planned Unit Development. Traditional zoning and development codes tend to prohibit the densities and mix of uses found
in traditional neighborhood developments. As a remedy, localities without mixed use zoning can turn to a Planned Unit
Development (PUD) designation to incorporate retail and commercial uses within select residential subdivisions. A problem with
PUD:s is that developers often perceive the process as highly politicized, unpredictable, costly, and time consuming. Clearly word-
ed ordinances that allow mixed uses can circumvent many of the complications arising from more arbitrary or location-specific
PUD designations.

Revising the Zoning Ordinance. Many practitioners and scholars recognize that current codes need more flexibility to cre-
ate places that are diverse, sustainable, and supportive of current trends in business and technology. Revising the zoning ordi-
nance is likely to be politically unpopular in almost any city. Once property owners and developers understand the potential ben-
efits of allowing mixed uses, much of the initial opposition may subside. Educating both developers and the community at large is
a critical component for ensuring the successful adoption of mixed use zoning regulations.

Comprehensive Planning. The implementation of the comprehensive plan is dependent on the rules of the zoning ordinance.
Linking a revised ordinance to the goals of the comprehensive plan gives municipal land-use controls the structure necessary to
withstand legal challenge. This connection helps to guarantee that the goals identified in the comprehensive plan are linked to
standards for implementing the community’s vision. Patrick C. Smith W
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Planning to Support Small Businesses

Traditionally, economic development practice has focused disproportionately on attracting and retain-
ing large employers. In some communities the potential rewards associated with business attraction
make the investment worthwhile. In many others, though, focusing on supporting small businesses is
a better bet than competing against neighboring or peer communities for the “big fish."The following
sections explain the economic importance of small businesses, describe the three basic stages of small
business development, and highlight three broad strategies for supporting small businesses through
local planning efforts.

Background

According to Youreconomy.org, the percentage of workers in the U.S. employed by businesses with less
than 100 employees increased from 56 to 62 percent between 1995 and 2013. This means the average
business is getting smaller. While much of this trend has been driven by corporate downsizing, there is a
distinct silver lining for most cities and counties: small business growth.

Homegrown businesses can have catalytic effects beyond those of traditional large employers. Luring
big businesses is often a zero-sum game. The “winning”community gains jobs, but the employer’s for-
mer home loses the same number. Meanwhile, local entrepreneurs create new jobs, and those jobs lead
to increased local spending and wealth creation. Small businesses are more nimble than large employ-
ers. They can respond to market or technology changes more quickly, and if they fail, they have a much
smaller proportionate effect on the local economy. Finally, homegrown businesses that make it big are
more likely to invest in their communities through civic participation and philanthropic support than
large employers that chose their location after shopping for tax incentives.

Virtually all communities have opportunities to nurture local entrepreneurs. Because it's hard to predict
which specific businesses will succeed or fail, it makes sense to approach small business development
like gardening. The goal is to create a supportive environment for starting and growing businesses
without overestimating local control over individual business success or failure.

When considering strategies to support small business growth, it can be helpful to think about small
businesses in three distinct phases: Sole Proprietorships, Stage One Businesses, and Stage Two Business-
es. Successful small businesses may remain small, or they may progress through these stages of growth
on their way to becoming major employers. In the Sole Proprietorship stage, there is no distinction
between the business and the owner. In Stage One, the business has between two and nine employees.
Finally, there is Stage Two, where the business has between 10 and 99 employees. While the businesses
within a particular stage can vary dramatically in terms of the goods or services they provide, they often
have similar business development needs.

Make Space

All businesses need space to operate. For Sole Proprietorships this often means a home office or a
live-work space. For Stage One businesses this might mean a small office or storefront, or it could mean
a shared office space or production facility. Meanwhile, most Stage Two businesses require traditional
office suites or production facilities.

Making space for small businesses starts with identifying appropriate locations for different types of small
business activities in the local comprehensive plan. Then it's important to make sure antiquated zoning is
not stifling start-ups and small business growth. This may require updating regulations for home-based
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businesses and other types of live-work spaces, or adding new definitions and use permissions for mobile
retail, flex space, small-scale manufacturing facilities, shared offices, and business incubators.

Some cities and counties may also invest in publicly owned incubator spaces, community kitchens, or
open workshops for industrial designers and craftspeople (i.e, maker spaces). These facilities can be
helpful in nurturing specific small business sectors and helping promising Sole Proprietorships and
Stage One businesses make the leap to the next stage of development.

Invest in Place

Talented entrepreneurs and workers are attracted to communities with a strong sense of local iden-

tity and a high quality of life. Sole Proprietors often need access to coffee shops or parks for informal
meetings. Many Stage One business owners are looking for transit-accessible neighborhood business
districts that help them meet, share ideas, and build relationships with customers and competitors
alike. Meanwhile, most Stage Two businesses want high-status or high-visibility locations in areas where
related businesses cluster. Often these are locally or regionally significant business districts with distinct
architecture and well-designed streets and public spaces.

Investing in place starts with identifying a vision for each business district in the local comprehen-

sive plan and supplementary subarea plans as necessary. Then it's important to align the local capital
improvements program with these visions. Strategic investments in infrastructure and the public realm
can improve quality of life by making it convenient and attractive for small business owners and workers
to walk, bike, or take public transportation work and by improving access to parks and other public
open spaces. Similarly, investments in streetscape improvements, public art, and special events can help
reinforce local character and foster a sense of community.

Lend a Helping Hand

Most small businesses need technical or financial assistance in order to grow. Sole Proprietorships often
need help navigating licensing and permitting processes. Growth-oriented Stage One business owners
may need training and help in identifying capital investors. Similarly, Stage Two businesses may need
specialized market research, peer-to-peer learning opportunities, and information about potential fund-
ing in order to expand.

Lending a helping hand starts with identifying target sectors for assistance in the local comprehensive
plan. Then it's important to design economic development programs that address correctable market
failures. Not all small businesses can or will succeed. The goal is to grow an entire sector without invest-
ing too heavily in any one specific business, and not to prop up marginal businesses with little growth
potential. As a result, local incentives should only be offered for a limited time; perpetual need for a
specific incentive is a sign that the market isn't ripe.

Summary

Rather than simply competing with peer or neighboring communities for large employers, it often
makes more sense to redirect economic development efforts toward fostering and nurturing home-
grown small businesses. While local governments have relatively little influence over the markets for
most specific goods and services, they can play important roles in creating a supportive environment
for small business growth. For example, planners, local officials, and others engaged in the local plan-
ning system can make space for small businesses to grow, invest in capital projects and special events
that improve quality of life, and provide technical or financial assistance to targeted sectors.
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