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CHAPTER 3

Planning Issues of Harvey County

SECTION 3.1

Population Trends

Historic Overview

Throughout this century Kansas is considered to be a low-average growth
performance state in comparison to the U.S. with average annual and decade
rates of growth. This unremarkable performance is tied to four important
factors generally considered to be key elements related to growth generation.

m  First, Kansas is a rural state linked to and surrounded by a group of
rural Great Plains states. For the past 50 years being a rural state in
the Great Plains is synonymous with high out migration rates,
declining communities, and the loss of basic industries. Currently
Kansas ranks as the nation's 32" most populous state and is 33" in
rate of growth. It contains 1 percent of the nation's population and
this percent ratio is not expected to change within the next 15 years.

m  Second, metropolitan areas [MA's] serve as growth poles and
Kansas lacks metropolitan centers. Even Kansas City, which is by far
the principal growth generator in Kansas and the nation’s 25"
largest urban area, ranks only 134 out of 273 MA's in growth rate.
Wichita is the 76™ largest urban area and ranks 160 of 273 MS's in
growth rate.

m  Third, about 25 percent of rural regions are performing at or above
the national average. The vast majority of these areas are tied to
recreation, tourism, Federal lands, and scenic amenities. Kansas,
although not amenity poor, ranks in the lowest 10 percent of all
states for tourist destinations, recreation, and Federal lands
ownership.

m  Fourth, since 1960, higher rates of growth in the U.S. are associated
with clusters of related activities populated by younger, well
educated groups and/or technically trained individuals drawn by
wages, opportunities, and living conditions. Although Kansas can
claim several clusters, namely aircraft, agri-production/research, and
fabrication, the potential synergy has never developed because of
the unrelenting drain of highly educated persons to other regions.
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In Kansas, five different types of county growth patterns are evident
throughout this century. Generally speaking, each type of growth pattern is
distinct and is also a good predictor of future performance.

m  Typel- Declining - Persistent: These counties reached their
population peak either in the last century or early in the 20"
Century. They experienced population decline in all, or nearly all
decades throughout the 20" Century. An example is Marshall
County with a current (1998 est.) population of 11,705 person and
a decade rate of growth of -6.0 percent.

m  TypeIl - Declining - Cycling: This county group has cycled upward
and downward from the state's mean growth rate throughout the
20" Century. Allen County is an example with a current
population (1998 est.) of 14,556 and a decade growth rate of -0.6
percent.

m  Type Il - Mean Rate - Cycling: This county group maintained
population size at or slightly above the mean growth rate of
Kansas throughout the 20" Century. Reno County is an example
with a current population of 63,211 (1998 est.) and a decade
growth rate of 1.3 percent.

m  Type IV Diverging - Upward: This small group of counties shows
inconsistent growth rates since 1960. Although they are not
"boom and bust" related (and thus tied to single, dominating
industries), they can, at times, exhibit little or no growth, moderate
growth, or even strong growth. Harvey County is an example with
a current population (1999 est.) of 34,361 with a decade growth
rate estimated between 6.0 and 10.0 percent. This compares to a
low of -1.8 percent between 1930 and 1940 and a 19.0 percent
rate of growth between 1950 and 1960.

m  TypeV - Strong Growth - Persistent: This very small group of
counties shows strong, persistent growth above the state and
national averages since 1950. All are either metropolitan or
metropolitan fringe counties. Examples are Johnson County,
Miami County, and Sedgwick County.

Harvey County is a consistent growth performer having doubled in population
over this century. The rate of population growth and the change in population
show definite signs of cycling due to metropolitan (overspill) influence over the
past 30 years. Its current estimated rate of population change is twice that of
the national growth rate and the grand mean rate of growth for Harvey
County through this century is 2.5 to 3.0 times that of Kansas as a whole. The
basic data for growth and change are shown in Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1. The
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population trend line in Figure 3.1 is an excellent representation of a county
cycling in and out of strong and moderate growth modes

From a historical assessment, it is obvious that Harvey County is well
positioned to enter the 21% Century. It is one of the 20 counties that can be
counted as a Type IV or V group. From a strategic standpoint, there are no
reasonably foreseeable factors likely to change this positioning. Population
increases are almost inevitable as long as the Wichita MA continues to perform
at its present pace. The rate of change and cycling will persist as long as
Harvey County continues as a metropolitan fringe county with a heavy
dependency on labor flows between southern Harvey County and Newton to
and from the Wichita MA. In addition, rates of growth will fluctuate due to
heavy competition for labor, jobs, and life quality factors with other strong
performers in the region - notable Hutchinson City, McPherson City, and Butler
County as a whole.
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Harvey County Population Counts, 1890-1990

Table 3-1

Year Population Percent Change
1890 17,601

1900 17,591 0.0%
1910 19,200 9.1%
1920 20,744 8.0%
1930 22,120 6.6%
1940 21,712 -1.8%
1950 21,698 4.0%
1960 25,865 19.2%
1970 27,236 5.3%
1980 30,531 12.1%
1990 31,028 1.6%

Source: Kansas Statistical Abstract 1997
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Brief Regional Summary & State Benchmarks

Harvey County cannot be viewed in isolation from its region. Harvey County is

part of a group of counties experiencing alternating strong and moderate
growth over the past 15-25 years. This group includes Butler, Marion,
McPherson, Reno, and Sedgwick counties. The performance of the group,

shown in Table 3-2, is very solid with over a 14.0 percent rate of change since
1990. Growth, as expected, is concentrated in Sedgwick and Butler, which are
most closely tied to change occurring in the Wichita metropolitan area. Reno,

to the West, and Marion County, to the northeast, actually experienced

population decline. Harvey County, though
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experiencing recent growth much lower than the state, has remained stable
over the same period, atypical of normal rural Kansas counties which have
experienced decline.

Table 3-2
Regional Benchmark Population Change, 1980-1990
1990-1999

County 1980 1990 1999 (est.) Percent

Change
Harvey 30,531 31,028 34,261 10.4%
Butler 44782 50,580 62,769 24.0%
Marion 13,522 12,888 13,544 5.1%
McPherson 26,855 27,268 28,815 5.7%
Reno 64,983 62,389 63,702 2.1%
Sedgwick 367,088 403,662 451,684 11.9%
Regional 547,761 587,815 654,775 11.4%
State of Kansas 2,364,236 2,477,588 2,654,052 7.1%

Source: Kansas Statistical Abstract, 1997 and U.S. Census

Population Trends in the Cities

Recent population change in Harvey County (during the past 20 years) is
highly suggestive of metropolitan influence. In this mode, rural
unincorporated areas typically grow faster than towns as scattered
development proceeds along major highway corridors and at the edges of
settlements. In this particular case, the unincorporated areas are gaining
population at a slightly higher rate than Harvey County communities as a
whole. Using 1980 and 1990 data, along with 1998 population estimates from
the USS. Census, and early pre-counts from the 2000 Census, it appears that
the population of the county is growing at about twice the rate of the cities.
Table 3-3, contains various population estimates for Harvey County and
selected communities and township areas.

The smaller communities in Harvey County, with the exception of Burrton, do
not follow the typical pattern for settlements under 2,000 persons in Kansas.
Rather than insipid decline, the general performance of the small communities
continues to be no growth or moderate loss. This indicates that Harvey
County holds a strategic economic position in its region sufficiently strong to
support small town population and local services.

50

Planning lIssues of Harvey County



Outlying areas in the unincorporated portions of Harvey County appear to be
experiencing an increase in population. The data (estimates and pre-counts)
indicate a rate of change within the 8.5 percent to 10.0 percent range within

certain townships. This follows a pattern of outlying, scattered growth in urban
counties along the I-70, I-35, and I-135 corridors within Kansas. Data provided
by Woods and Poole (Harvey County, 1999 Data Pamphlet) support this
outlying growth pattern. Their estimates show a steady decrease in the non-
farm median age, but little change in the birth rate. Normally, this points to a
pattern of in-migration of younger couples with fewer children.

Table 3-3
City Population Change, 1980-1998 (est.)

1998 Percent Change

City 1980 1990 (est)  1990-1998 (est)
Burrton 976 866 889 2.7%
Halstead 1,994 2,015 2,085 3.5%
Hesston 3,013 3,012 3,863 28.3%
Newton 16,332 16,700 18,070 8.2%
North Newton 1,222 1,262 1,491 18.1%
Sedgwick 1,471 1,438 1,518 5.6%
Walton 269 226 239 5.7%
County Cities 25,277 25,519 28,155 10.3%
Outlying Areas 5,254 5,509 6,106 10.8%
Harvey County 30,531 31,028 34,2611 10.4%

Source: U.S. Census for Population and Housing; Kansas Statistical Abstract 1997 * 1999
Estimate from U.S. Census Bureau

Population Trends in the Townships

At the county level, the unincorporated portions of the townships are the most
basic unit for population data. Historically, the unincorporated portions of
townships decline in population due is to the loss of farm families and a
decrease in family size. Any positive change in population is normally
associated with in-migration from recreation related amenities, from younger
or retired couples seeking rural amenities, or job location opportunities. Since
Harvey County is a metropolitan fringe area, the expectation is that those
townships located closest to the metropolitan area will show the greatest
concentration of in-migration. Table 3-4 shows population data in the
townships to the east, west, and south of Newton—those townships most
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closely related to Wichita. The population of the city of Newton is not
included.

Darlington, Macon, Newton, Pleasant, Richland, and Sedgwick townships have
remarkably different growth trends. Macon and Pleasant townships, to the
west and east of Newton respectively, are the townships where rural growth is
concentrated. This is a national trend were population overspills to the fringes
of communities in the 25,000 to 50,000 range. Reasons for the overspill are
varied, but generally are tied to increasing affluence and independence in life

style. The remaining four townships either experienced little growth, or
decline. Compared to the county as a whole, though, growth in these six

townships more than doubled that of the county.

Table 3-4
Southeast Harvey County Township Population Change, 1980-1990

Township 1980 1990 % Change

Darlington 527 471 -10.6%
Macon 632 819 29.6%
Newton 1,708 1,694 -8%
Pleasant 323 389 20.4%
Richland 211 200 5.2%
Sedgwick 1,682 1,701 1.1%
Area Total: 5,083 5,274 3.8%

Harvey County 30,531 31,028 1.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census: 1980, 1990

Looking at the rest of the townships in Harvey County, there has been a decline
in population, though very slight. The townships that experienced the greatest
population losses are those in the southwest corner of the state, Burrton, Lake,

and Lakin.

The remaining townships experienced stability or little growth.

Highland township, directly north of Newton, experienced the greatest

percentage of increase at 5.7 percent.

Table 3-5

Southwest Harvey County Township Population Change, 1980-1990

Township

1980

1990

% Change
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Alta 242 243 A%

Burrton 1,211 1,149 -5.1%
Emma 3,618 3,612 -2%
Garden 296 301 1.7%
Halstead 378 390 3.2%
Highland 386 408 5.7%
Lake 219 191 -12.8%
Lakin 346 327 -5.5%
Walton 426 418 -1.9%
Area Total: 7,122 7,039 -1.2%
Harvey County 30,531 31,028 1.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census: 1980, 1990

Age Cohort Population Change

Table 3-6 contains Harvey County age data for 1980, 1990 and the rate of
change during the decade. The 10-year trend can be summarized as follows:

1. Raw birth rates calculated in the 0-4 years cohort show a slight
downturn, but this should be considered insignificant because of
periodic cycling.

2. The out migration of young adults (ages 15 - 29) is significant, but
this trend follows the high rate of loss for Kansas as a whole and is
also related to the lack of major higher education facilities. The
combined 23 percent decline in the young adults from 1980-1990
is indicative of a metropolitan fringe county that is service job
oriented without a critical mass of high tech and higher skilled
jobs to retain or attract young adults in their first or second job
move.

3. The age groups that represent established families and middle
aged householders (ages 30 -49) show above average
performance for Kansas and average performance for
metropolitan influence counties. These cohorts show strong in-
migration trends because of the increase of children in the age 5-
14 years range.

4. The upper tier, middle age groups (50-59) confirm both a Kansas
and a national trend towards out-migration for early retirement
and a return to true metropolitan locations for "empty nesters”
and childless couples. Since Harvey County cannot be considered
a major retirement destination, this upper tier age group will
continue to out-migrate at an increasing rate. The national trend
indicates that the probability of "retirement-in-place” is now
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about three chances in ten. This can be compared to eight
chances in ten in 1960.

The upper age cohorts in Harvey County follow the state and
national trends. As the population group born in 1930 and
afterwards continues to move through their life cycle, these age
cohorts will continue to increase in size. Some of the reasons for
this are rather obvious, such as significantly longer life spans and
markedly improved affluence over this century, but perhaps the
most important reason is that these current cohorts are the last
generation to retire-in-place.

An overall assessment of the age data for 1980-1990 is important.
The ten years from 1980-1990 is considered a benchmark decade
in the United States. It was an era of significant population shift
from smaller to larger metropolitan areas and a time of severe loss
in rural areas. Strategically, a Mid-Western county that came
through this decade with strength and vitality will be well
positioned for the next 20 - 30 years. From this standpoint,
Harvey County's age profile appears to be progressing at the Mid-
Western average with the exception of the young adult age
groups. The rate change is higher than expected and is quite
possibly related to several fundamental weaknesses in the
economic base from 1982 to 1989 and regional capability to
create jobs.
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Table 3-6
Harvey County Age Cohorts and
Rate of Change, 1980-1990

Age 1980 1990 Difference Rate of
Group Data Data Change
0-4 2,281 2,130 -151 -6.6%
59 2,047 2,396 349 17.0%
10-14 2,170 2,368 198 9.1%
15-19 2,957 2,296 -661 -22.4%
20-24 2,781 1,958 -823 -29.6%
25-29 2,558 2,133 -425 -16.6%
30-34 2,051 2,372 321 15.7%
35-39 1,682 2,435 753 44.8%
40-44 1,472 2,021 549 37.3%
45-49 1,502 1,624 122 8.1%
50-54 1,546 1,415 -131 -8.4%
55-59 1,448 1,380 -68 -4.7%
60-64 1,351 1,401 50 3.7%
65-69 1,262 1,302 40 3.2%
70-74 1,052 1,194 142 13.5%
75-79 991 1,026 35 3.5%
80-84 718 726 8 11%
85+ 662 851 189 28.5%
Totals: 30,531 31,028 497 1.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980, 1990

Data for 2000 and estimates for 2010 to 2020 are shown in Table 3-7.
Estimates are given in thousands of persons to conform to the new Census
counting methods for electronic data. The estimates are based on 1980-
1990 standard forecasts for the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area (SMA) and Woods and Poole commercial forecasts. Forecasts based
on age groups will vary significantly from forecasts based on other
mathematical projections. The cohort projections are particularly weak
when in and out-migration is a strong factor in population change. This
model is also susceptible to error if there is a strong outflow of population
in the young adult years, which is the situation in Harvey County. The 30
year trend from 1990 - 2020 can be summarized as follows:

1. The number of live births and children under 5 years of age can be
expected to remain relatively constant over time. Although the
native born birth rate is decreasing overall in the United States
(while immigrant birth rates are increasing), it seems probable that
the County's youngest cohorts will not increase to any great
extent if the trend towards the out-migration of the young adults
continues unabated. If, in fact, all trends continue, the 0-4 age
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cohort is probably only within a three to seven percent margin of
error.
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Table 3-7
Harvey County Estimated Age Groups 2000 - 2020 (thousands)

Age Total
Groups 2000 2010 2020 2020
Male Female Male Female Male Female All Ages
0-4 0.98 0.95 0.95 091 0.99 093 1.92
59 115 1.08 1.09 1.00 110 101 211
10-14 132 123 1.24 115 1.20 1.10 230
15-19 134 1.16 134 113 125 1.06 2.30
20-24 0.77 0.73 0.86 0.80 0.82 0.75 157
25-29 0.83 0.83 0.80 0.82 0.86 0.79 1.65
30-34 0.89 0.95 0.79 0.81 0.90 0.87 177
35-39 1.25 1.20 1.02 097 1.01 097 1.98
40-44 131 124 115 1.02 0.92 0.89 1.80
45-49 115 122 125 122 0.97 1.02 1.99
50-54 1.00 111 1.23 1.38 1.05 115 220
55-59 0.78 0.87 110 1.33 1.29 1.35 264
60-64 0.66 0.67 0.88 1.09 1.34 1.39 273
65-69 054 0.60 0.59 0.74 1.06 1.16 223
70-74 054 0.67 052 0.65 0.88 1.08 1.96
75-79 048 0.65 0.48 0.60 0.63 0.77 141
80-84 031 0.52 0.37 0.55 041 0.55 0.96
85+ 0.30 0.73 037 0.84 044 0.83 128
Totals: 15.60 16.14 16.05 17.02 17.11 17.68 34.78

2. Very little change in the young adult cohort (aged 14-29 years)
can be expected over time. Out-migration appears to be constant
unless major employers are attracted to the general area. No
margin of error can be assigned for two basic reasons. One, out-
migration of the young is a constant from all areas except certain
recreation/amenity locations and the central counties of
metropolitan areas. Two, retention of the young is accomplished
by opportunities in-place. Opportunities cannot be predicted with
any accuracy.

3. From 1980 to 1990 the young family and middle aged cohorts
represented the strongest growth age group. The data in Table 3-
7 indicate a downturn in in-migration for this group. The margin
of error is quite probably very high and is due to the inherent
weakness of using an age group model to forecast future events.
The young family and middle age group will naturally show a
decrease (statistically) because of the anticipated lowered birth
rates. From a common sense standpoint, the age group 30-49
depends on in-migration of new households more than any other
factor.
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4. There is little doubt that the upper age groups follow the
nationwide trend towards aging. For the next fifty years, at least,
the country and the world in general will age and the number of
very old will increase significantly.

5. In summary, age group data is most useful when analyzing
current populations and loses value for future forecasts in
metropolitan regions. It is most accurate in rural regions that show
continuous decline.

Persons 65 and Older

During the next 25-30 years Harvey County, the Wichita-Sedgwick MSA,
and Kansas as a whole will continue to "age" as the group of persons born
from 1930 to 1950 move through the population cycle into the oldest
years. The current median age of the County's population is 35.1 years -
or about one-half year older (34.4) than the national population. Over the
next few decades the median age of the population in Harvey County will
increase appreciably as the “baby boomers” age. From about 2010 to
about 2040, the largest single age group in counties with rural
characteristics will be persons aged 65 and older. The estimates for 1990
to 2000 suggest that Harvey County experienced growth at least double
that of the country as a whole in the 80+ age group.

In the near future, as shown in Table 3-8, the population of those 65 and
older will increase from 5,090 persons to 5,790 persons, between 2000 and
2010. In later years, the population of aged persons in Harvey County is
expected to increase 20.0 percent through 2020 to 7,430 persons. A
graphic representation of this increase is shown in Figure 3-2 for persons
65 years and older in Harvey County.

Figure 3-2: Population Projections of Persons 65 and
Older; 2000-2020
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Table 3-8
Population Projections of Persons 65 and Older,
Harvey County 1990-2020 (Thousands 000)

1990 2000 2010 2020

Male 1.99 217 241 3,04
Female 3.10 317 3.38 4.39
Total 5.09 5.34 5.79 7.43

Source: Woods and Poole 1998; U.S. Census Projections, 1997

Population Forecasts

Population forecasts for Harvey County, Figure 3-3, shows different
possibilities. Three separate forecasting models were used to project the
future population of Harvey County — the standard U.S. Census model, the
SMA Growth Model, and the Cohort Model.

The U.S. Census Model is based on historical trends adjusted for net domestic
and international in-migration. It assumes that the base population grows
incrementally over time and is based on an average growth per decade of the
past 30 years Incremental growth (the change in size per decade) is averaged
to account for upward and downward cycles over time. The linear model
indicates growth of just over 4,000 persons in Harvey County. The model
forecasts that the population will reach about 32,300 by 2000, 33,700 persons
by 2010, and 35,000 by 2020. This model must be adjusted in 2001 when the
final census counts for 1990-2000 are released since these data do not agree
with the 1998 census estimates.

The SMA Growth Model, also used by the U.S. Census Bureau, is also based on
linear forecasts, but assumes population cycling due to in and out-migration
within the Metropolitan Statistical Area. The data anchor for this model is
based on current Census estimates of the population. In 1998, the U.S. Census
estimates the population of Harvey County at 34,000 persons (approximate).
This data, released in March of 1999 includes 3,311 live births and 840 net
migrants from 1990 to 1998. The accuracy of this data can only be confirmed
with the adjusted 2000 Census release in 2001. If projections are based on this
model, Harvey County will experience a higher rate of growth over the next 20
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years. The data indicate a population increase to 34,361 by 2000, 36,700 by
2010, and 39,800 by 2020.

The final model, already discussed in this section under age groups, is the
cohort forecast method. This model uses the number of people per age group
from the past two censuses, established birth rates, death rates, and fertility
rates. The general weakness of the model is that it cannot accurately predict in
and out-migration and/or retirements. The most sensitive age groups are
those associated with child bearing years (ages 16 - 35). Slight changes in
migration in the child-

bearing years will have profound effects on the forecasted population within
20 years. Unlike the other two models, the projections based on age indicated
that the total population over the next two decades will remain constant or
increase only slightly. Based on the current age composition of Harvey
County’s population, the model indicates that the population is expected to
hover near 34,000 people through the year 2020.

Table 3-9
Harvey County Population Forecasts; 2000-2020
%
1990 2000 2010 2020
Change
Linear 31,028 32,371 33,713 35,056 13.0%
Exponential 31,028 32,838 34,753 36,781 18.5%
*Cohort 31,028 31,760 31,975 31,928 2.9%
*Source: Kansas Statistical Abstract, 1997
60
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Figure 3-3: Population Forecasts; 2000-2020
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External Evidence for Population Change

Some external evidence is available to support the forecasts indicating
moderate population growth in Harvey County over the next 20-25 years. As
such, the evidence is not conclusive, but does tend to sustain the proposition
that Harvey County will continue to share in regional growth.

1. From a national perspective, there is no evidence to support
the idea that the 30 years trend of deep rural to metropolitan
migration will cease over the coming decades. As a metro
fringe county, Harvey County will continue to benefit from this
trend.

2. Kansas population dynamics are built around the growth
triangle formed by Interstates 70, 35 and 135. Harvey County,
with its interstate location and metro fringe position is ideally
situated. There is also good evidence that regional "county
towns" such as Newton, with population sizes between 25,000
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and 50,000 persons, will be the future winners in the "smart
growth"” movement of the first quarter of the 21% Century.

3. Affluence is a demographic indicator of wealth, employment,
and confidence. Forecasts indicate that Harvey County will
experience continued gains in personal wealth and non-farm
income over the next 20 years. In 1990, Harvey County
residents had an adjusted wealth index (Woods and Poole,
1998) equal to 92 percent of the national average. Over the
next 20 years, the index is expected to increase to 96 of the
national average (adjusted, constant 1992 dollars).

4. Employment projections are a good indicator of residents'
confidence in their local place. U.S. Department of Commerce
(USDoC, 1997) estimates an increase of approximately 25
percent (approximately 6,000 new jobs) in all sectors over the
next 20 years. This growth in the economic sector is
consistent with 4,000 - 5,000 person population gain when
adjusted for the loss in farm employment.

Identification of Issues

Population demographics are the most dynamic of all factors used in the
future planning process. Although constantly changing, the rate of change is
usually marginal from decade to decade unless there is a high order impact to
the local economy. Significant international in-migration, or the loss of a
major employer are examples of high order impacts with the ability to rapidly
change demographic factors. The following demographic topics should be
considered key issues over the next 20 years.

1. First, the data presented in this section is consistent with the
nationwide trend towards sprawl occurring outward from
metropolitan areas. Our awareness of sprawl is not recent - in
fact, it began in the 1950's. However, our knowledge of the cost
of near metro sprawl is relatively new. For our Kansas region, we
estimate that a more compact form of growth, better mixed use
development, and concurrent facilities, if given sufficient time to
develop over 50 years, would result in a 5 percent savings in the
cost of schools, a 20 percent savings in utilities, and a 25 percent
savings in roads and support infrastructure. Based on this
assumption alone, the wealth gained from Harvey County's
projected population increase nearly equals the savings that
would result from a highly compact growth form and dramatically
restrictive rural controls on development. With its linear growth
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form, Newton would be a prime candidate for urban growth
boundaries.

2. Harvey County, in terms of the well being of its population, is
doing "well." But, this condition should be considered marginal.
Over dependence on the retail sector is evident, since the wealth
index should be at or slightly above the U.S. average. The County
should focus on sustainable economic growth, exploit its location,
size advantage, and capitalize on the benefits of the four county
area.

3. Harvey County will age appreciably over the next 25 years. For at
least the first quarter of the 21* Century, the median age will rise
past 40 years. With this change will come the need for altered
services. The smart growth trend suggests that a new focus for
partnerships with health care, transportation, amenities, and
residential construction will be required.

4. SW.OT - The major strengths/weaknesses of Harvey county bear
repeating; these are:

Table 3-10
Major Strengths, Major Weakness, and
Possible Opportunities Based on Harvey County Demographic

Possible Opportunities,

Major Strengths Major Weakness based on demographics

Regional location B Little opportunity for retirement B Education/training

destination development development
Interstate influence ] Lovy opportunity for B High tech and fabrication tech
tourism development development
B Sufficient distance from metro
Population stability B Costs of sprawl core for stand alone
development
Critical mass of B Heavy regional W Transportation
population competition orientation
Work ethic W Bi-polar commercial
productivity development

Slow, but steady
increase in affluence

Conclusions

Geographically, Harvey County is part of the Wichita Kansas - Oklahoma
Economic Area; a part of the Wichita - Hutchinson Plus DMA (Demographic
Metropolitan Area); and, the Wichita Metropolitan Statistical Area. It is near-
metro, and thus very convenient for major services, but essentially retains
rural characteristics. Its growth rate, although by no means high, positions it
to be among the most sustainable communities in Kansas. The County is not
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overly dependent on industrial or government jobs, but highly dependent on
service sector employment. It faces threats from an aging population and a
shrinking base of youth, but it has a strong and vital family and middle age
in-migration. Its population mass allows it to possess excellent, second tier
retail, health care, governmental, and labor force characteristics. Currently
(March of 1999) the unemployment rate is 2.6 percent with 50 percent of the
residents in the regional civilian labor force, and 13,357 persons as youth or
retired. State benchmarks, shown in Table 3.11 place Harvey County in the
upper quartile of Kansas for critical indicators of vitality.

Table 3.11
Harvey County - Selected Factors
And Benchmarks at a Glance

Rank in
Category Years Value Kansas

Counties
Population growth rate 1970-2000 +0.53% 21
Population rank 2000 16
Employment growth rate 1970-2000 1.41% 26
Employment change 1970-2000 +4,044 (est.) persons 18
Population change 1970-2000 +7,064 (est.) persons 15
Percent aged 0-19 2000 28.77% 39
Percent aged 65+ 2000 16.67% 69
Income per capita 2000 $28,478 (current $) 15
Median Income 1998 $34,902 (current $) 12
Household retail sales 2000 NA 31
Percent manufacturing jobs 2000 16.20% (est.) 18
Percent service jobs 2000 33.03% (est.) 2
Percent farming jobs 2000 4.30% (est.) 91
Percent government jobs 2000 10.18% (est.) 104

Source: Woods and Poole, 1998; U.S. Census Estimates, 1998; U.S. Department of Commerce, 1998

SECTION 3.2

County Housing Trends

Residential Construction Trends: 1990-1998
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The trend of population growth in Harvey County is reflected in new housing
construction within the county. In the unincorporated portions of the county,
single family home! construction has averaged 39 new homes per year
between 1990-98, although 18 of these homes are classified as manufactured
or modular. A total of 354 new single-family homes were built in
unincorporated areas during that period, compared with 527 in the five largest
incorporated places. According to local real estate agents, property south of
U.S. Highway 50 is in greatest demand because of its proximity to Wichita.
Subdivisions in the unincorporated areas of the county are locating generally
in the eastern one-third of the county, near the Interstate 135 corridor,
Highway 96, and near Newton.

Among incorporated places, Newton has experienced the greatest total
growth, averaging 31 new single family homes between 1990-98. Beginning
in 1993 Newton saw a substantial increase in new single family homes. The
number of new homes built in 1993 was more than double that for 1992 and
has maintained a higher level of growth throughout 1998. Hesston had the
second largest annual average new home construction in the county, with 14
new homes per year built during the same period. The figure for Hesston is
likely inflated due to home reconstruction following a 1990 tornado. However,
new home construction has remained relatively high compared other locales
in the county.

Sedwick’s location near Wichita and Interstate 135 makes it an attractive area
for residential development. The Hilands subdivision, platted in 1996 within
the city limits, is one of the largest new developments in the county. Although
a greater distance from Wichita, Halstead has also begun attracting
metropolitan spillover. The final plat for a new subdivision within the city limits
has 52 lots.

! The term single family home includes site-built, manufactured, mobile, and
modular homes.
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Table 3-12
New Residential Construction, Harvey County,

J

1990-1998

Location Housing Type 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 | Total
Single Family 19 17 37 38 26 21 29 28 31 246
Unincorporated Manufactured 9 12 9 10 16 16 8 15 13 108
Harvey County Duplex & Triplex 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Four or More Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single Family 14 11 21 46 43 38 31 30 48 282

City fof Newton Duplex & Triplex 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 1 0 j/{ Comment [JPH1]: Note the increase since

Four or More Units 0 0 0 0 9 0 2 0 0 11 about 1993 in the text
. Single Family 4 7 9 4 8 9 13 6 7 67
City of North Duplex & Triplex 1 7 0 0 0 0 2 0 70 17
Newton 3

Four or More Units 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Single Family 32 8 8 12 17 12 15 9 16 129
City of Hesston Duplex & Triplex 1 0 3 1 6 1 2 5 6 25
Four or More Units 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 7
Single Family 0 0 3 5) 1 2 5 0 2 18
City of Halstead Duplex & Triplex 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Four or More Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single Family 4 4 2 2 1 0 5) 3 10 31
City of Sedgwick Duplex & Triplex 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Four or More Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 100 81 84 107 130 114 124 83 125 948

Source: County and Municipal Building Permit Records

Inventory of Buildable Lots

It appears that much of the new unincorporated residential development is

taking place outside of planned subdivisions. Table 3-12 shows that the larger

subdivisions were platted prior to 1990 and few of them have vacant lots

available. Of the five largest subdivisions, only 7 lots are known to be available.

Only three small subdivisions have been constructed during the 1990s.

Observations of the Housing Market

Local real estate and development professionals were surveyed in order to
acquire insight regarding the current housing market in Harvey County. The
survey emphasized 1) market drivers, 2) characteristics of new resident
households, and 3) prime areas for future development. These three topics
are addressed individually below.
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Market Drivers

Those interviewed were asked to respond to possible factors that are
influential in attracting new residents to Harvey County. The five factors
considered were convenient access to Wichita, rural atmosphere, school
systems, affordable land and housing, and other.

m  The two most important factors are believed to be the
attraction of the rural atmosphere and the county’s school
districts. Given that areas south of Highway 50 are in greatest
demand, proximity to Wichita is also an important factor.

m  Affordable housing may be considered of less importance.
One Realtor indicated that new housing prices in smaller
incorporated places are comparable to those in Wichita and
Newton.

m  Harvey County would likely attract more new residents if
zoning regulations were changed. Many prospective buyers
are interested in 5-10 acre tracts of land, but the subdivision
of land tracts of this size are limited by current zoning
practices.

m It was also noted that there might be an increase in the
purchase of larger tracts of land, 40 acres or more, which are
purchased for rural residential use and recreation.

®  The number of new residents is also limited by a lack of rental
housing. One informant replied that there is tremendous
demand for rented single family houses, but there simply is
not enough available at this time.

Characteristics of New Residents

Typical new residents are families with school-age children and retirees. It is
the experience of the interviewees most of the inquiries for new housing are
from those qualified to purchase middle and upper income-level housing.

Prime Areas for Future Development

Currently most inquiries for new single family housing are for tracts south of
Highway 50. There is interest in property located outside of incorporated
places, but there is more interest in property located in or near cities. Paved
roads are preferred and should be considered prime areas for development.
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Proximity to Hutchinson and McPherson may lead to future in-migration from
those cities as well. Tim Wagner, Harvey County Sanitarian has observed a
recent increase in the number of requests for septic systems in the western
portion of the county. Although there are concerns about water quality in
western Harvey County, Wagner does not believe it is currently hindering
residential development.

The eastern half of Harvey County is viewed as preferred market location
because of proximity to Wichita and interesting terrain. According to Tim
Wagner and officials at Rural Water District No. 1, the District is nearing its
capacity to adequately serve new users. Some plans for new subdivisions
within Rural Water District No. 1 have not moved forward due to an
inability to provide rural water service at desired prices.

Table 3-13
Inventory of Buildable Residential Lots, Harvey County
Year . Total No.  No. of Vacant
Name Platted Zoning of Lots Lots
Robert’s First Subdivision 1993 R-S 3 NA
Prairie Meadows 1994 A-R 5 3
Betty Sandstrom Addition 1983 R-S 5 0
Albertson’s Subdivision R-S 0
Wolf’s Subdivision 1959 4 0
Schreiber Addition 1984 R-S 2 2
Rosfield Addition 1985 R-S 2 0
Nickels Subdivision 1976 R-S 17 0
Sand Creek Subdivision 1977 R-S 0
Schmidt Subdivision 1978 R-S 3 0
Moorlands West 1974 R-S 14 0
Hidden Meadows 1983 R-1 43 1
Moorlands East 1993 A-R 4 1
Lazy Creek 1986 R-1 52 6
Essex Heights 1974 R-S 6 0
Essex Heights Second Addition 1977 R-S 13 5
Country Meadows Subdivision 1981 R-S 9 1
Wilderness Acres 1983 R-S 5 1
Sunset Acres Subdivision 1971 R-S 35 NA
Royer West R-R
Sugar Grove R-S
Millers R-S 1
Koehn R-S
Farmington 1970 R-S 15
Total: 227 20
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SECTION 3.3

Rural Water Service

Introduction

Public water supplies in Harvey County are taken exclusively from groundwater
sources, as shown in Table 3-14. The main source of water of groundwater is
the Equus Beds Aquifer, which underlies the western half of the county. The
eastern half of the county is not regarded as a major source of water supply. A
key planning issue is the maintenance of the supply and quality of the aquifer
for multiple uses, including drinking water, industrial use, and agriculture. In
recognition of the need to manage this water source, the Equus Bed
Groundwater Management District No. 2 was formed in 1975. The map on the
following page shows the geographic boundary of the Equus Bed

Groundwater Management District No. 2.

Table 3-14
Inventory of Water Systems in Harvey County

Name Population Primary Source of Water
Served
City of Burrton 866 Ground Water
City of Halstead 2,015 Ground Water
City of Hesston 3,012 Ground Water
City of Newton 17,011 Ground Water
City of North Newton 1,262 Purchased Ground Water
City of Sedgwick 1,438 Ground Water
City of Walton 284 Purchased Ground Water
Countryside Christian School 50 Ground Water
Garden View Christian School 40 Ground Water
Harvey Co. RWD No. 1 1,650 Purchased Ground Water
Harvey Co. RWD No. 2 5 Purchased Ground Water
Harvey Co. West Park, East Well 2 26 Ground Water
Harvey Co West Park, West Well 1 26 Ground Water
Heartland Family Resort, Inc 25 Ground Water
Wedgewood Public Golf Course 45 Ground Water
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Source: Environmental Protection Agency

Included in the District's management goals are monitoring water quantity and
quality, managing the Equus Beds Aquifer on a “safe yield” principle, improving
recharge, preventing deterioration, and cooperating with local, state, and
federal agencies and organizations. Because the Equus Beds Groundwater
Management District regulates use within its boundaries, planning for rural
water service must incorporate its goals and regulations.

Figure 3-4
Equus Beds Groundwater Management District No. 2 Boundary Map
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Managing groundwater supplies under a “safe yield" principle simply means
that a balance between removal and recharge will be maintained. One
method of maintaining that balance is the regulation of new wells and
groundwater withdrawal, which requires planning by the Groundwater
Management District, rural water districts, municipalities, and other users. The
proportion of water removed from the Aquifer in Harvey County by the three
major users is shown in Figure 3-5.
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Figure 3-5
Removal of Equus Beds Water by Major Users,

1981-1993
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Rural Water District No. 1

This water district serves the eastern one-third of Harvey County, as well as
adjacent portions of Butler, McPherson, Marion, and Sedgwick counties. The
District purchases its water from the City of Newton.

Demand for rural water is approaching the limits of existing infrastructure to
meet that demand. Kansas Water Office estimates show a water usage
increase of over 50 percent for the District during the next 20 years. However,
this is not consistent with the average number of new users added to the
District between 1990-98. Roughly 25 new users have been added annually to
the entire district during that period, which is not indicative of such a large
increase in demand. Nevertheless, due to existing infrastructure limitations, a
new water tower and lines are being constructed north of Newton.

Anticipated future water supply problems have also prompted the formation
of a wholesale water district. The cities of Newton, North Newton, Sedgwick,
and Halstead initiated the wholesale water district in order to obtain more
water rights and to improve the quality of water to the cities of Sedgwick and
Halstead. Construction of new wells and other infrastructure is under way,
and the project is anticipated to be completed in late 1999 or early 2000. The
wholesale water district is projected to meet the needs of the member cities
and Rural Water District No. 1 through the next fifty years.

Rural Water District No. 2

This rural water district was created in 1976 to serve only a few
families. It currently provides water to five customers and the water
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lines are too small to add new customers. According to the manager
of the District, there are no problems with water quality or water
pressure.
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Section 3.4

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Equus Beds Groundwater

Though Harvey County has only doubled in population over the past 100
years, the population growth rate has remained relatively stable, unlike other
rural parts of Kansas where counties have actually experienced recent
population losses. Only 15 percent of Kansas counties retained population or
showed population growth during the same period.

Only through the 1930’s did Harvey County actually lose population. Since
then, the county has experienced alternating decades of modest growth and
strong growth, but population growth, nonetheless. Local and regional
population growth, along with increased center-pivot irrigation since the
1970s, has at times placed a strain on the Equus Beds Aquifer. A brief
description of the Equus Beds Aquifer and major issues surrounding its future
are provided below.

The Equus Beds Aquifer is the easternmost extension of the High Plains aquifer
in Kansas (See map on page 73). The Equus Beds are alluvial deposits and
have a saturated thickness of up to 250 feet. Depth to groundwater ranges
from less than 10 feet to 110 feet. The aquifer is recharged naturally by
infiltration of surface water and precipitation. The Aquifer is recharged
annually at rates that range from 3 inches per year to 6 inches per year,
depending on location.

The Wichita Well Field was developed to pump water from the Equus beds to
supply water to the City of Wichita. The Wichita Well Field consists of
approximately 55 wells that lie between the Arkansas and Little Arkansas
Rivers. The Wichita Well Field lies mostly in southwestern Harvey County, with
a smaller extension into northern Sedgwick County. The Equus Beds
Groundwater Management District No. 2 was created in 1975 to manage
groundwater supplies in the region. The primary planning issues regarding the
aquifer are as follows:

Maintaining Water Supply Levels in the Aquifer

The aquifer has been a major source of water for cities in Harvey County and
also for the city of Wichita since 1940. It has been the major source for
irrigated agriculture since the early 1970s. The combined effects of urban and
agricultural uses, in addition to periodic drought, have resulted in levels of
water withdrawal that exceed natural recharge. For the entire Groundwater
Management District No. 2, which includes multiple counties, crop irrigation
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accounts for about 50 percent of all aquifer water usage, while municipalities
consume about 34 percent, and industry consumes about 15 percent. For
Harvey County crop irrigation and municipalities dominate usage.
Municipalities use an average of 50-60 percent, while crop irrigation accounts
for the bulk of the remainder of all water withdrawn from the aquifer.
Industrial and other uses account for less than one percent of all water used.

In the Wichita Well Field, the volume of water decreased by 110,000-acre feet
between 1940 and 1998, which includes a period of increased volume between
1993-98. That translates to water-level declines of over 40 feet for some wells
in the Wichita Well Field. The period of increase between 1993 and 1998 was
caused by a period of adequate precipitation for recharge and a shift in water
supply policy by the City of Wichita in 1993. In 1993, Wichita began taking a
larger proportion of its water supply from the Cheney Reservoir. Prior to the
period of increase from 1993-98, many wells experienced their lowest water
levels between 1991-93 due to drought. “At their lowest in January 1993,
water-level declines resulting from city and agricultural withdrawals
encompassed an area of about 190 square miles, extending from the Arkansas
River to the Little Arkansas River in the vicinity of Halstead and Sedgwick.” The
peak of ground-water depletion in the Wichita Well Fields occurred in January
1993 when the aquifer had declined by 255,000 acre feet. Figure 3-6 shows
the peak depletion level in 1993 and the subsequent increase in water level

since 1993.
Figure 3-6
Change in Equus Beds Aquifer Level, 1940-1998
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Maintaining Water Quality

Decreasing water levels in the aquifer may result in contamination of the water
supply. The Equus Beds became an important supply of water for Wichita
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because of its high quality. If water levels continue to decline, however, it is
possible that water quality in the aquifer will suffer as a result of intrusion from
oil fields (brine) and water (saline) from nearby rivers. According to the Equus
Beds Groundwater Management District, oil field brine has contaminated
portions of western Harvey County to levels that are unsuitable for most uses.
Oil field brine contamination is typically associated with high concentrations of
iron. During the period of maximum decline in the early 1990s the flow of
underground water actually shifted briefly. It is important to maintain aquifer
levels in order to prevent contamination.

Artificial Recharge of the Aquifer

Projected water demand for Wichita is expected to eventually exceed the
combined supply of water from Cheney Reservoir and the Wichita Well Field.
The Aquifer Storage and Recovery Program is designed to use artificial
recharge techniques to recharge the aquifer by diverting water from the Little
Arkansas River in Harvey County. The first phase, which will divert water to
several recharge points to the west of the Little Arkansas River, is projected to
be functional in three to five years and is expected to improve the water
supply situation.

One concern about this project is the potential for poorer water quality. For
example, agricultural chemicals from non-point runoff may be introduced to
the drinking water supply. One study has demonstrated that chloride and
atrazine levels in diverted water exceed minimum EPA standards at times of
peak runoff. This led to increased concentrations of the substances in some
wells following recharge demonstrations, although test levels taken from the
wells did not exceed minimum drinking water standards. Mr. Mike Dealy,
Manager of the Equus Beds Groundwater Management District, believes there
needs to be a more detailed study of non-point pollution sources in the Little
Arkansas Watershed. Dealy also supports the formation of a regional
committee that can implement a watershed plan to improve the quality of
water that will be used to recharge the aquifer.

Private Water Systems

According to Tim Wagner there has been a recent increase in ground water
nitrates throughout the county. He indicated that areas east of Newton have a
pronounced problem with both nitrates and mineral content.

Other groundwater contamination problems have been identified in the
eastern portion of the county where oil field waste has been discharged. Brine,
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a by-product of oil and gas production, was discharged or injected into pits
that have since infiltrated back to the Equus Beds Aquifer. Two areas have
been given special attention with regard to studying and monitoring oil-field
brine contamination. The Burrton Intensive Groundwater Control Area,
established in 1982, has been replaced by the Equus Beds Oil and Gas Brine
Committee. The Equus Beds Special Water Quality Use Area overlies the
Hollow-Nikkel Oil Pool. Special management practices have been
recommended for both of these areas in eastern Harvey County.

Private Septic Systems

Tim Waggner estimates that there are about 40 failed septic systems per year
in Harvey County. Typical causes for failure are aging septic systems and
unsuitability for local soil conditions. Waggner believes current septic system
codes are adequate. Lot suitability for private sewerage systems are approved
on a site by site basis. Lots must meet setback requirements and absorption
area requirements.

Hazardous Sites

The Kansas Department of Health and Environment and the Environmental
Protection Agency both provide information about contaminated sites in
Harvey County. The 1997 report published by the KDHE Bureau of
Environmental Remediation listed twelve contaminated sites in Harvey County.
Most of the sites are located in urban areas, except for the following sites.

Table 3-15
Inventory of Environmental Remediation Sites in Harvey County, 1997

Contaminated

Site Name Contaminant Media Source
Hay & Forage Volatile organic Groundwater/ Underground Storage
. compounds/Heavy ;
Industries metals Soil Tank
KSU Agronomy - Groundwater/ .
Farm (Hesston) Pesticides Private Well Spill
PNG Burrton ) Groundwater/ Underground Storage
Station Refined Petroleum Soil Tank, Spill, Pipeline

The Environmental Protection Agency lists four Superfund Sites in Harvey
County, including Halstead Public Water Supply #5.

Floodplain
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Harvey County participates in the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP), which is administered by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA). FEMA has provided the county with detailed technical
reports and a Flood Boundary and Floodway Map. Local management of
the floodplain is achieved through zoning, which is used to prohibit and
regulate development in designated flood hazard areas. Zoning is
supplemented by subdivision regulations, which provide an administrative
review to ensure that a project meets specified development standards.
The use or application of cluster development or planned unit
development is useful for the flood fringe area where certain kinds of
development are acceptable. Cluster development or planned unit
development can permit a site to be developed at a higher land use
intensity than would otherwise be permitted, thus leaving the remainder
of the site as open space.

The map on page 72 shows the FEMA 100-year and 500-year flood
boundary floodway. The floodway is the channel of a river or watercourse
and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved to discharge the one-
percent probability flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface
elevation more than a designated height, generally one foot.
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Map__

Harvey County
FEMA Floodplain Map
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Map__

Harvey County
Equus Bed Aquifer
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SECTION 3.4

City Growth Plans & Policies

Introduction

This section analyzes the comprehensive plans of the incorporated cities in
Harvey County to understand how they view long-term growth and
development within their spheres of planning influence. Understanding the
planning goals, objectives, and policies of the cities helps to ensure that the
county plan acknowledges municipal plans.

Rural conservation will be more sustainable if municipal and county
government have a clear understanding of regional planning goals and
policies. Even though Harvey County has planning authority for the
unincorporated areas of the county, the cities identified below have planned
for future growth beyond their current city limits.

City of Newton & North Newton

The cities of Newton and North Newton prepared a new comprehensive plan
in 1998. As of June 1999, the plan has not been officially adopted, although
public hearings are expected during the summer. One of the future land use
issues identified in the plan is the coordination of land use planning in the
urban fringe. The concern for Newton and North Newton is to coordinate
future urban growth with Harvey County to ensure land use compatibility in
the urban fringe and to accommodate annexation of growth areas by the
respective cities.

Several policies encourage city and county planning coordination of the urban
fringe. The plan also identifies areas where urban growth in the
unincorporated areas of the urban fringe is expected to occur. Both cities plan
to accommodate growth in the urban fringe and ensure that adequate public
utilities and services are available or can be extended.

A key point of the land use plan is to give the cities a voice in land
development occurring in growth areas adjacent to the cities. City policy
makers believe that they should be involved in land use decisions that will
impact the growth and development of their communities. The rationale
behind the city's growth areas is based on their ability to extend sewers into
the urban fringe. The city of Newton sewer utility is planned "as far east as the
city-county airport, as far south as the factory outlet mall and as far west as the
Royer West subdivision along the west ridge of the Mud Creek basin”. The
underlying premise of the plan is the cities' ability to extend sewers into major
drainage basins, creating the rationale for extraterritorial land use regulation
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and annexation by the cities. According to the plan, "the development
demands of the late 1990's require multiple strategies, a rational annexation
plan linked to rural sewer service extension policies; and city-county
cooperation on extraterritorial land use regulation."

The fringe area is referred to as the PLURAL area, which stands for Planning
and Land Use Regulatory Area Layer. The acronym promotes cooperative
regulatory authority among the two cities and the county. The future land use
plan recognizes that the outer fringe of the PLURAL area is a long-term
development prospective given the amount of available land for development
and the projected rate of growth. The plan states two low-density residential
development patterns should be allowed in the near-term. The first is sell-offs
in the A-Ag Zoning Districts at densities of approximately one non-farm
residence per forty acres. The second is to accommodate large lot residential
development at densities of one dwelling per 5-10 acres.

"The PLURAL area should be planned for coordinated growth under the
influence of the cities of Newton and North Newton to maximize local
municipal coordination of services." The plan proposes formation of a new
"Regional Planning Commission" appointed by the cities and the counties, and
governed by one set of rules instead of two. Also, building codes could be
extended to the PLURAL area once the cities exercise administrative control, as
provided by the Kansas State statute.

City of Hesston

The City of Hesston prepared Phase I of their Comprehensive Community Plan
in 1998. In general, the plan recommends a compact urban form with new
neighborhoods contemplated on the west and east sides of Hesston.
Commercial development is anticipated to take advantage of I-135 access and
visibility.

The plan focuses on the development pattern in the 3-mile extraterritorial area
and provided the following finding. "The data summary for the extraterritorial
study area indicates a generally low density development throughout, but with
substantial elements of residential expansion, amounting to between 500 and
600 acres of land."(p. 15). The plan states that the rural development pattern
around Hesston shows an increase in non-farm residential development.

This phase of the Hesston plan does not show a future land use plan for the
extraterritorial area or identify specific policies on how the City of Hesston
envisions guiding development of the unincorporated area around the
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community. The plan does identify the need for Hesston to annex fringe areas
to promote orderly growth for the city. A recommendation of the plan is that
fringe areas should be under the jurisdiction of the city.

City of Halstead

In 1991, the City of Halstead adopted the Comprehensive Development Plan for
the Halstead Area for the period 1990-2010. The plan covers the city of
Halstead and a planning area around the city that is two miles north/south and
2.15 miles east/west. The plan encourages new development within the city
limits or close to the city where public utilities can be readily extended.

The plan specifies several land use goals that describe how the city views the
planning of the unincorporated area around Halstead. The goals listed below
are identified because they appear to be directed towards development in the
rural planning area.

®  Continue to concentrate urban development around the city so as to
avoid scattered "urban sprawl" and, thereby, maximize the efficiency
and economy of providing services.

B Preserve good farmland from the intrusion of unnecessary non-farm
uses, that detract from the productivity and amenities of the rural area.

B Petition the County for extraterritorial zoning and subdivision
jurisdiction.

Concerning future land use outside the city, the comprehensive plan states, "In
effect, the County is implementing the City's plan by encouraging urban-type
residential development to plat and connect to public utilities."

Conclusion

The four major incorporated municipalities in Harvey County [Newton, North
Newton, Hesston, and Halstead] identified similar concerns that typically arise
from uncoordinated fringe development. Plans prepared by each of these
communities identified the need for policy and planning cooperation in the
form of joint control or extraterritorial zoning and subdivision.
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SECTION 3.5

Existing Zoning and Land Use

Introduction

This section analyzes the existing land use and zoning pattern of Harvey
County. The basic idea is to understand the general location, extent, and
character of current and probable development patterns in the county.
This information will promote better decision-making for future land use
choices and patterns. Information and data used to prepare this section
include the current county zoning map, 1986 aerial photographs, and a
windshield survey of the county.

Rural Residential Land Use

The general residential development pattern in rural Harvey County can be
categorized under two or the three classic forms experienced throughout the
United States in rural and/or metropolitan fringe areas. The first is scattered,
non-farm dwellings that exploit land sales opportunities. The second is rural
residential, usually on large lots [5+ acres], within platted subdivisions. A
recent trend, noted by the County Planner, is the purchase of 20 and 40-acre
tracts for the sole purpose of building a single family dwelling unit.

Historically, this was not a common event. However, with the strong economy
of the 1990's, depressed rural land prices, and desire of urban households to
locate in a rural setting, there is a definite trend towards the purchase of larger
initial tracts. There is also a strong likelihood that the owners these tracts will
request splits to smaller lots in the very near future.

Rural Subdivisions

Rural subdivisions are authorized under the R-S, Residential-Suburban zoning
district. The R-S zoning district permits single family dwellings and
manufactured homes, subject to a 20-acre minimum tract with individual lots
at a minimum three acres. A complete listing of platted subdivisions in the
unincorporated area of the county is located in Table 3-13 on page 64. The
development pattern of rural subdivisions adhere to following these location
characteristics:

1. I-135 Corridor: There are several suburban residential
tracts/subdivisions within the I-135 Corridor from the City of
Newton to the Segdwick County line. Most of these tracts and
subdivisions take advantage the convenient access provided by
Kansas Road (Old Highway 81).
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2. Newton Urban Fringe: Several rural subdivisions have
developed around the outer fringe of the cities of Newton and
North Newton. An established node of residential development
is located approximately ¥ mile west of Newton on North West
Road. Again, most of these subdivisions are located near or
adjacent to a paved county road.

3. Hesston Urban Fringe: Four subdivisions ranging from 5 lots to 35
lots have been built around the outskirts of Hesston. These
subdivisions are not located on a paved county road, but are located
within a half mile.

Large Tract Non-Farm Housing

Harvey County adopted a set of zoning regulations in 1975 designed to
control land use development, protect agricultural operations, and prevent
haphazard development in the rural areas of the county. The A-2, Agricultural
Transition District and A-R, Agricultural Residential District require that no
more than one single family dwelling structure be allowed per quarter-quarter
section (40 acres). The A-2 district permits a five-acre dwelling site under
certain conditions and limitations. The R-S, Residential District was designed
to control the subdivision of land in the unincorporated areas of the county by
requiring a 20-acre minimum tract. The stated purpose, and indeed the effect
of these regulations, has been to limit scattered non-farm housing in Harvey
County by requiring the purchase of large tracts (either 40 or 20 acres).

Over the past nearly 25 years, these regulations have generally accomplished
their objectives. It is important to remember that these zoning regulations
were not intended to prohibit non-farm housing, but to control it's
proliferation.

As the name "scattered" implies, there are not easily identifiable location
characteristics, except the following broad trends.
m  Many of the tracts are located on or near a paved county road.
m  TheI-135 corridor contains a concentration of suburban homes.

m  Generally, the eastern one-third of the county shows a greater
number of suburban homes than the western two-thirds.

Commercial Land Use
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The amount of commercial land use and zoning in the unincorporated portion
of the county is limited. Several commercial developments are present along
Kansas Road (Old Highway 81) and U.S. Highway 50. However, the
commercial development along U.S. Highway 50 and Kansas Road does not
constitute "strip highway commercial" development. Many of the retail
services (gas stations and hotel) that developed along old Highway 81 are
vacant, which is most likely a result of traffic shifting to Highway I-135.

The Factory Outlet Mall, located at I-135 and SE 36" Street, is the major
commercial use within the I-135 corridor. The City of Newton extended a
sanitary sewer and water line to the mall site, and annexed the property. A gas
station (Total) and fast food restaurant (Burger King) are located immediately
north of the mall site.

Overall, commercial development in the unincorporated areas of the county

has been kept in check and not allowed to create a haphazard land use
pattern.

Industrial Land Use

Industrial activity in the unincorporated areas of the county is restricted to a
limited number of sites. The Newton City County Airport, approximately two
miles east of the City of Newton on East 1¥ Street, is zoned I-1, Light Industrial.
The amount of business/industry at the airport is limited, although a joint
city/county funded project financed the extension of a municipal sanitary
sewer line to the airport. This infrastructure improvement now makes it
capable of stimulating development at the airport and along East 1% Street. A
parcel immediately west of the airport on First Street received county industrial
zoning, but as of 2000 no development plans have been implemented.

There are several industrial uses within the I-135 Corridor, but they are all
located adjacent to Kansas Road. An outdoor storage yard for an oil/gas
business and an outdoor storage yard for a tractor repair business is located at
the Segdwick county line. There are two auction businesses along Kansas
Road. There is a large tract zoned industrial adjacent to I-135, but the
landowner has not pursued his original plans.

Another industrial node of activity is located at Highway 50 and the
Burlington/Santa Fe railroad tracks at the southwest edge of Newton. This is
an older industrial park that is not connected to the Newton sanitary sewer
line; thus the businesses have individual lagoons.
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Conclusions

There are several important findings or land use issues identified that should
be considered by the county. These findings and issues are as follows:

1. How effective has the control of suburban subdivisions and
scattered non-farm housing been over the past 25 years?

2. Is the development of suburban subdivisions occurring at
appropriate places, densities, and distances from cities?

3. Is the county approved development (residential, industrial,
commercial) in the urban fringe of cities negatively impacting
the potential for city growth and expansion?

4. As development pressures move northward from the City of
Wichita and southward from the City of Newton, is the I-135
Corridor developing into an urban/suburban corridor the
county envisions and desires?

5. Does the county desire to promote and encourage industrial
development east of Newton near the airport?

6. There are several vacant tracts in the unincorporated areas
around the smaller cities in the county that may no longer be
necessary or appropriately zoned. According to the County
Planner, when the 1975 comprehensive zoning map was
adopted the county rezoned several tracts to be in compliance
with the future land use map. The county should evaluate
downzoning these tracts.

7. There are several commercial and industrial tracts along Kansas
Road that the county should evaluate the merit of downzoning.

An analysis of the existing polices and patterns of rural development in Harvey
County leads to several conclusions. First, the regulatory scheme promoted by
the county was developed nation-wide in the 1960's to preserve rural
character by dispersing residential and commercial development throughout a
wide area on large tracts. The thinking at this time was that scattering
development would preserve the open space characteristic of rurality, limit
local government liability in service needs, and promote limited access to rural
lands because of high initial land costs. The system still works in rural counties
have margin growth characteristics and remote, scattered farm patterns.

In general, the social patterns and economy that made rural development
popular in the 1960's have now given way to affluence and land market driven
by a growth economy fully recovered from the recessions of the early 1980s.
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Aggressive sales of marginal crop lands, the decline of family farming, and the
ability to trade modest urban homes for large rural tracts have contributed to a
development pattern that is costly, wasteful, and eventually destructive of the
way of life it seeks to promote.

The metro fringe and rural growth models of the 1990s and next millennium
are based on a new form of compact development and appropriate growth.
The compact form of development promotes smaller, well-designed lots
within medium sized subdivisions. All subdivisions are located within the
current or anticipated service areas of municipalities or within benefit districts
organized by the rural governments.
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