City Council Introduction: Monday, April 12, 2004
Public Hearing: Monday, April 19, 2004, at 1:30 p.m.

Bill No. 04-64

FACTSHEET
TITLE: CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 04014, a text
amendment to Title 27 of the Lincoln Municipal Code,
requested by Kent Seacrest on behalf of Ridge
Development Company and Southview, Inc., regarding
on-sale and off-sale alcohol as permitted conditional
uses in the B-2 Planned Neighborhood Business District
and the B-5 Planned Regional Business District.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval, with revision to
references to park land.

SPONSOR: Planning Department
BOARD/COMMITTEE: Planning Commission
Public Hearing: 03/17/04 and 03/31/04
Administrative Action: 03/31/04
RECOMMENDATION:
Approval of the staff
recommendation (8-0: Carlson, Carroll, Larson, Marvin,
Pearson, Bills-Strand, Sunderman and Taylor voting
‘yes’; Krieser absent).

FINDINGS OF FACT:
The applicant is requesting to change the sale of alcohol in the B-2 and B-5 zoning districts from a permitted use
1.
to a conditional use and to provide conditions under which alcohol is allowed to be sold in the B-2 and B-5 zoning
districts as a conditional use, at set forth on p.2. The proposed text is found on p.16-21.
2.

The staff recommendation of approval, with revision regarding the references to park land, is based upon the
“Analysis” as set forth on p.3-6, concluding that the treatment of alcohol sales in the zoning code has been
different in the B-2 and B-5 districts from the non-downtown, historically commercial districts in that alcohol sales
is a permitted use outside of the required separation distance from residential zoning districts. Development in
these two districts is also subject to stricter landscape/screening requirements, deeper building setbacks, and
site plan approval, and the nature of development patterns in the newer areas where these two districts are
located generally provides less opportunity for intrusion of commercial activity into residential areas. These
differences justify different treatment of alcohol sales in these two districts from the new regulations adopted by
the City Council. The applicant’s proposed amendments trade off a reduction of the 100' separation requirement
with the addition of parking areas as well as buildings that are subject to the proposed 50' separation, and adds
conditions to alcohol sales uses that meet the separation requirement which are not applicable today. In
addition, the amendments would delete current language in the zoning code that still allows the City Council to
waive (by “mitigation”) the separation requirements in the B-2/B-5 districts, which is consistent with the intent
that led the City Council to remove a similar provision that applied to the other non-downtown commercial
districts.

3.

The applicant’s testimony and testimony in support on behalf of the Nebraska Grocery Industry Association is
found on p.7-9. The applicant agreed with the amended language proposed by staff regarding park land; however,
he would prefer it be referred to as “dedicated” park land.

4.

Testimony in opposition is found on p.9, and the record consists of two letters in opposition on behalf of the
Vavrina Meadows Homeowners Association (p.27-29). The applicant stated that the developer will proceed with
the mitigation plan for Use Permit No. 89A to which the letters in opposition refer.

5.

After the applicant’s testimony, the Planning staff requested a two-week deferral to come to an agreement with
the applicant as to the interpretation of the proposed language regarding the parking requirements adjacent to
the building. A motion to defer for two weeks failed 1-7 (S e e Minutes, p.11-12). The staff will attempt to resolve
this issue with the applicant prior to the public hearing before the City Council.

6.

On March 31, 2004, the Planning Commission agreed with the staff recommendation and voted 8-0 to recommend
approval, with the amendment recommended by staff regarding references to park land, as set forth on p.6.
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LINCOLN/LANCASTER COUNTY PLANNING STAFF REPORT
_________________________________________________
for March 31, 2004 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
P.A.S.:

Change of Zone #04014

PROPOSAL:

To amend the conditions under which alcohol is allowed to be sold in the B-2 and
B-5 zoning districts to include the following:
1. Makes the sale of alcohol in the B-2 and B-5 districts a conditional use, and eliminates City
Council authority to waive the yard, parking location, and door opening location requirements.
2. The B-2 side yard separation will be 50' where the building containing the licensed premises
abuts a residential district.
3. Off-street parking will not be allowed within 50' of the side or rear property lines where the
building containing the licensed premises abuts a residential district.
4. The licensed premises will be at least 100' away from a day care facility, church, state
mental health institution, park (not including trail) or residential district unless there is an
intervening exterior wall, in which case it will be measured along the base of the building to the
door. The exterior door will be 100' away from a day care facility, church, state mental
institution, park, or residential district as measured by the shortest, most direct distance unless
there is an intervening exterior wall. In that case, the distance is measured from the exterior
door opening along the exterior base of the building. (**As revised by staff on March 31,
2004**)
5. Any exterior door facing a residential district must be more than 150' away from the
residential district as measured by the most direct, perpendicular distance.
6. Define the exterior door opening as any door used for public or membership access, but to
not include emergency doors or loading doors that are not used for public access.
7. Vehicle stacking for a drive-thru window shall not be located in any required building setback
from a residential district.
8. There shall be no amplified outside noise sound or noise source within 150' of a residential
district.

CONCLUSION:

The treatment of alcohol sales in the zoning code has been different in the B-2
and B-5 districts from the non-downtown, historically commercial districts in that
alcohol sales is a permitted use outside of the required separation distance from
residential zoning districts. Development in these two districts is also subject to
stricter landscape/screening requirements, deeper building setbacks, and site
plan approval, and the nature of development patterns in the newer areas where
these two districts are located generally provides less opportunity for intrusion of
commercial activity into residential areas. These differences justify different
treatment of alcohol sales in these two districts from the new regulations adopted
by the City Council. The applicant’s proposed amendments trade off a reduction
of the 100' separation requirement with the addition of parking areas as well as
buildings that are subject to the proposed 50' separation, and adds conditions
to alcohol sales uses that meet the separation requirement which are not
applicable today. In addition, the amendments would delete current language in
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the zoning code that still allows the City Council to waive (by “mitigation”) the
separation requirements in the B-2/B-5 districts, which is consistent with the
intent that led the City Council to remove a similar provision that applied to the
other non-downtown commercial districts.
RECOMMENDATION:

Conditional Approval

GENERAL INFORMATION:
RELATED APPLICATIONS: CZ#04003 - A text amendment to Sections 27.63.680 and 27.63.685
of the Zoning Ordinance relating to the sale of alcoholic beverages for consumption on and off the
premises. This application was approved by the City Council on March 15, 2004.
UP#89B - An amendment to Use Permit #89 - Pine Ridge, to allow the sale of alcoholic beverages
for consumption on the premises less than 100' away from a residence and a residential district.
Submitted by the same applicant as this text amendment, it was placed on pending by the Planning
Commission at their 10/2/02 hearing.
ANALYSIS:
1.

The Zoning Ordinance regulates the sale of alcohol depending upon the district as follows:
1. On-sale is allowed by special permit in the B-1, B-3, H-1, H-2, H-3, H-4, I-1, I-2 and
I-3 districts.
2. Off-sale is allowed by special permit in the B-1, B-3, H-1, H-2, H-3, H-4, I-1, and I-3
districts.
3. On and off-sale are allowed as permitted uses in the B-4 district.
4. On-sale is allowed in residential districts where such use is an accessory use to a
golf course or country club.
5. On-sale in a restaurant is allowed by special permit as part of a use permit in the O-3
district provided the locational requirements of 27.63.680 are met or waived by City
Council.
6. On and off-sale alcohol are allowed as permitted uses in the B-2 and B-5 districts
provided the locational requirements of 27.63.680 are met or are waived by City
Council.

2.

During the February 18, 2004 Planning Commission public hearing, Kent Seacrest stated that
he felt a distinction could be made between B-2/B-5 and the other districts that allowed the sale
of alcohol. Because they are use permit districts, he felt that adequate mitigation was already
built into the process by way of increased setbacks, landscaping, and area requirements. He
went on to note however, that in spite of the heightened development standards, any request
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in the B-2 or B-5 that did not provide the required 100' separation was still subject to Council
approval. This request addresses concerns raised by Mr. Seacrest, and only modifies the
conditions under which alcohol sales are allowed in the B-2 and B-5 districts.
3.

A comparison between the current, applicable requirements from LMC for the B-2 and B-5
districts and the proposed amendments are as follows:
LMC Requirements:
A. Setbacks Front

Side

Rear

B-2

50'

20' when abutting
residential

50' when abutting
residential

B-5

50'

100' when abutting
residential

100' when abutting
residential

B. Off-street parking is not allowed in the front or side yards of either district, but is
permitted within the rear yards of both.
C. The 100' separation is measured from the nearest point of the licensed premises.
D. The definition of an access door which must be more than 150' away from a
residential district also includes loading and unloading doors.
E. Required screening includes a 60% screen from 0' to 10' in height along the property
line. Required landscaping includes four trees and 400 square feet of shrubs for every
10,000 square feet of floor area.
Proposed Amendment:
A. Setbacks from the premises where alcohol is sold Front

Side

Rear

B-2

50'

50' when abutting
residential

50' when abutting
residential

B-5

50'

100' when abutting
residential

100' when abutting
residential

B. Off-street parking is not allowed in the front, side, or rear yards of either district.
C. The 100' separation is measured from the exterior door opening unless there is an
intervening wall, in which case the distance is measured from the door along the base
of the building (see attached Exhibits A-D).
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D. The definition of an access door which must be more than 150' away from a
residential district includes only those doors that provide public or membership access,
and not loading and unloading doors (see attached Exhibit E)
E. No change to the screening or landscaping is proposed. However, the additional
restriction on parking in the rear yard means this area will typically be left as green open
space.
4.

If approved, the following impacts would be considered more restrictive:
A. City Council’s authority to waive conditions would be eliminated.
B. Parking would not be allowed within 50' of the rear property line in B-2.
C. The side yard separation in the B-2 would be increased from 20' to 50' when abutting
a residential district, with no parking allowed within 50' of the side property line.
Additionally, no parking would be allowed within the rear yard in the B-5.
The following would be considered less restrictive:
A. The 100' separation would be measured from the nearest point of the licensed
premises unless there is an intervening wall, in which case the distance is measured
from the door along the base of the building.
B. Loading and unloading doors will not be required to be at least 150' away from a
residential district.

5.

The applicable screening and landscaping standards were designed to promote compatibility
with surrounding uses, and only apply to B-2 and B-5 when adjacent to a zoning district of
substantially different character.

6.

The minimum site area for B-2 is five acres, and thirty acres for B-5. The B-2 and B-5
commercial centers are generally found at major intersections, and the buildings are oriented
towards major streets and away from surrounding residences. These factors prevent the
situation often encountered in the older neighborhoods, where the commercial districts are
small and lacking depth. It also ensures there is adequate area to maintain screening and
landscaping, and that buildings and traffic are oriented towards major streets and away from
residential uses.

7.

As noted previously, CZ#04003 was approved by the City Council. It included a substitute
ordinance that refined the definition of park to exclude golf courses and hiker/biker trails. This
request should be amended to contain language consistent with that ordinance.

8.

This request was presented to the Mayor’s Neighborhood Roundtable at their March 11,
2004 meeting.
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CONDITIONS:
1.

Change “DEDICATED CITY OR COUNTY PARK LAND” to “PARK (EXCLUDING GOLF
COURSES AND HIKER/BIKER TRAILS)” throughout the proposed ordinance.

Prepared by:

Brian Will
441-6362
bwill@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Planner
March 3, 2004

CONTACT:

APPLICANT:

Kent Seacrest
1111 Lincoln Mall Suite 350
Lincoln, NE 68508

(402) 535-6000

Ridge Development Company
PO Box 22296
Lincoln, NE 68542-2296

(402)421-1627
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CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 04014
PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE PLANNING COMMISSION:

March 17, 2004

Members present: Larson, Carroll, Sunderman, Carlson, Taylor, Marvin, Pearson and Bills-Strand;
Krieser absent.
Staff recommendation: Deferral until March 31, 2004, due to revised application.
Ex Parte Communications: None.
There was no testimony in support or in opposition.
Carlson moved to defer, with continued public hearing and administrative action scheduled for
March 31, 2004, seconded by Taylor and carried 8-0: Larson, Carroll, Sunderman, Carlson, Taylor,
Marvin, Pearson and Bills-Strand voting ‘yes’; Krieser absent.
CONT’D PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE PLANNING COMMISSION:

March 31, 2004

Members present: Pearson, Carlson, Sunderman, Taylor, Larson, Carroll, Marvin and Bills-Strand;
Krieser absent.
Staff recommendation: Approval, provided “Dedicated City or County Park Land” is changed to
“Park (Excluding Golf Courses and Hiker/Biker Trails)” throughout the proposed ordinance.
Ex Parte Communications: Bills-Strand and Pearson indicated that they had discussions with Kent
Seacrest regarding the exhibits. Carlson indicated that he attended the Neighborhood Roundtable
meeting when this ordinance was discussed.
Brian Will of Planning staff submitted two letters in opposition from individuals with the Vavrina
Meadows Homeowners Association.
Additionally, Will submitted written clarification of Item #4 on page 1 of the staff report which
summarizes the proposal:
“4. The exterior door will be 100' away from a day care facility, church, state mental
institution, park, or residential district as measured by the shortest, most direct distance
unless there is an intervening exterior wall. In that case, the distance is measured from the
exterior door opening along the exterior base of the building.”
Proponents
1. Kent Seacrest appeared on behalf of Ridge Development Company and Southview, Inc.
Seacrest stated that he appeared previously to discuss the administration’s proposal to remove
mitigation on liquor special permits. The City Council approved that legislation, which is basically
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the “one size fits all” where we now have the 100' rule from any point of the building measured back
to the residential district line. That ordinance now applies uniformly, no matter what the zoning
might be.
Seacrest proposed that certain zones have unique characteristics, such as B-2 and B-5, which are
the subject of this text amendment. B-2 and B-5 have a use permit process, which is a distinction
from special permits. “Special permit” assumes that it is not a good land use for that zoning. “Use
permit” has the opposite assumption–these are uses that we do want in this zone, but the use
permit provides site review. It is assumed that alcohol is an accepted use in the B-2 and B-5
district. The next distinction is the setbacks. B-2 and B-5 are the modern commercial zones which
provide a lot more protection and buffering than the older B-1 and B-3 zones. To begin with, there
are larger setbacks. Additionally, the B-2 and B-5 are in the newer areas and are bigger sites than
those found in the B-1 and B-3. Seacrest believes it would seem more appropriate to go with a set
of rules unique to these two use permits zones, B-2 and B-5.
Instead of measuring the distance requirement from the building, the proposal in B-2 and B-5
measures the distance requirement from the front door because that is where the activity to the
neighborhood starts. The activity also ends up in the parking lot, so it’s not just the front door
measurement but also the parking lots. The proposal suggests that the impact starts at the door
and ends at the parking lot. This proposal measures from the front door and pushes the parking
lots further away than they are today. The cars would be at least 50' back and not right on the
property line. Today the side yard setback is 20' in the B-2. This proposal requires 50' setback,
making it tougher and a clearer standard.
Seacrest then explained the exhibits attached to the staff report. The measurement to the front
door is measured around the base of the building as opposed to through the building. If there are
two doors serving the business, both doors must meet the 100' distance measurement.
Seacrest then referred to the letter of concern from the Vavrina Meadows neighbor. He was
shocked to see this letter because he talked with the author of the letter before the Neighborhood
Roundtable meeting, and he called her after the Neighborhood Roundtable meeting. At that time,
she lead him to believe that she was in support. As recent as last Sunday, she said that she liked
what was being done. Seacrest stated that the applicant is going forward with the mitigation plan
to which the letter refers.
Carlson asked whether the applicant is acceptable to the amendment proposed by the staff
regarding reference to park land. Seacrest indicated that he is comfortable, although he would be
more comfortable including “dedicated” park land.
Carlson asked the applicant to explain the measurement of the door facing the residential district at
150'. Seacrest explained that the existing ordinance requires a door facing the neighborhood to be
150' away. This amendment does not change that requirement. This amendment clarifies that the
150' means when it is “facing” the neighborhood, and Seacrest considers “facing” to be a
perpendicular line, and that is what is being proposed.
Carlson noted that the current ordinance provides that the 150' includes the loading and unloading
in the rear. Seacrest does not believe the loading door is the issue. The loading doors need to be
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in the back. If you agree that it should be in the back, then you have to have a door back there. If
you allow the public to go through the back door, then you have to meet the requirements. If the
back door is not for public entry, but only deliveries, then you can have the back door and not meet
the 100' test.
Carroll observed that if you have a big box store with the doors in the center, you could use up 100'
almost across the face of the building, meaning that the setback in the rear would be 50' in the B-2
and 100' in the B-5. With a 30' depth store, the neighborhood would only be 80' from the front door.
Seacrest agreed. His theory is that retailers do not want a lot of depth, so you do not want to force
the building out front, creating dead space in the back (sprawl).
Carroll then referred to a strip mall in B-2 with 20' side yard that wants liquor sales, but the mall is in
that side yard. How do you handle that? Seacrest stated, “you don’t”. Carroll then inquired about
pre-existing solutions. Seacrest believes that if it is there today, they are fine, but in the future, they
need to met the 50' setback requirements. Similarly, if you have parking there today and you
decide to put liquor in, you have to move those parking stalls out. This is an attempt to get the
balance of having the neighbors protected and not create a lot of dead zone space in the back.
Carroll confirmed that the non-parking provision for rear and side yards does not include loading
trucks. Seacrest confirmed that driveways and loading areas do not apply. It is purely the patron
parking. Employee parking would also not be allowed in the loading area.
2. Kathy Siefken, Executive Director of the Nebraska Grocery Industry Association, testified
in support “because it is better than what we’ve got”. The City Council passed the 100' rule, so in
the B-2 and B-5 there is the extra dead space in the back of the stores where things happen that
we don’t want to have happen. We don’t want employees parking in the back of the store. We
need enough room to drive the truck behind to load and unload. We don’t want people back there.
Another concern is the pre-existing situation – what happens to a grocery store that has some
catastrophic event – can you rebuild and still retain that liquor license? This ordinance won’t take
care of those stores in the older parts of town, but as far as future growth, they will be able to
compensate and build according to these ordinances. This ordinance does fix about half of the
grocery industry’s problems.
Opposition
1. Mike Morosin, testified as past president of Malone Neighborhood, suggesting that in some
ways this does clean up a little bit of the problems but in the older neighborhoods it spills away from
the parking lot into the neighborhoods. When you have to pass these ordinances you have to look
deep inside to what the ramifications are going to be. He suggested that surveillance cameras can
take care of that extra 50' behind the store. The buffer zone would work well for the residential
areas. We’ve worked hard to get the 100' that the City Council finally passed. We’re getting too
much alcohol availability. Once it gets away from the stores and the parking lots, it spills into the
streets, residential areas, etc.
Marvin Krout, Director of Planning, does not believe the explanation of the ordinance amendment
regarding the parking adjacent to the building matches the language that is proposed. The staff did
not interpret it the way that Seacrest has explained it to the Commission. This may need to be
deferred.
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Staff questions
Marvin inquired as to how the 150' is measured now if it is not perpendicular, as proposed. Rick
Peo of City Law Department believes the term used now is “facing” rather than “perpendicular”, and
“facing” is not defined. He believes that “facing” is generally and broadly construed to mean
basically in the same direction, so you wouldn’t necessarily have to be totally perpendicular. It’s
more like a block frontage type facing. Marvin wondered whether “perpendicular” might allow
games to be played with the front door in terms of the architectural design. Peo agreed that if
“perpendicular” is based from the door versus the building frontage, you could probably change the
direction slightly.
Bills-Strand pointed out that when the Commission voted to recommend denial of the original
ordinance that was passed by the City Council, the existing grocery stores were never addressed.
Would it be appropriate to add some grandfathering language to this proposal to address the
existing conditions? Peo suggested that if the Commission wishes to add any provisions other
than what is proposed, it would require readvertising. Currently, under the ordinance, if a liquor
store was pre-existing prior to 1979, it would be considered a pre-existing use and allowed to
continue. If it were pre-existing between 1979 and this date, it would become nonconforming and
allowed to continue as is, but would require a special permit to rebuild in event of change. A
change in terminology would require some readvertising.
Brian Will of Planning staff approached the Commission to request a two week deferral. The
applicant’s presentation describing to which areas the prohibition of parking and increased
setback would apply is a different interpretation than that of staff. Staff interpreted the language to
mean that parking would not be allowed in the entire side and rear yard as shown on the exhibit.
Will requested a two week deferral to meet with the applicant and address these interpretations.
Upon further discussion about attempts to address pre-existing conditions, staff suggested that it
should be a separate application and reviewed on its own merits as it would most likely apply to
more than the B-2 and B-5 districts. Carlson agreed. He believes it is a separate issue and he
does not want to add that to this applicant’s proposal.
Response by the Applicant
Seacrest attempted to explain the discrepancy between his interpretation and that of the staff. He
drafted the language as pertaining to a building that contains a premise. When he answered the
question indicating that certain parts would lose their parking and others would not, he was seeing
it as two buildings. He interpreted that parking adjacent to the building with the liquor permit would
have to be 50', but the other building that did not have liquor could be 20'. He believes that staff
and the applicant have a contrary view. With one building there is usually one ownership. If it is two
buildings and different ownership, it is not fair to have one business say they want liquor and force
the parking measurements on the adjoining building. Seacrest indicated that he would agree to a
delay, but he does not want to see it interpreted any other way. The parking adjacent to the
licensed building would be 50'. If we had a pad site, the question then is, what is adjacent parking?
He believes it would be a decision of the Building & Safety Department.
Carlson confirmed with Seacrest that his preference is the language as written in the proposal.
Seacrest concurred.
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Motion. Taylor moved to defer two weeks, seconded by Larson.
Pearson is not sure why we would want to wait for two weeks because she thought the applicant
said that their proposal represents “perpendicular” and staff does not believe it should be
“perpendicular”. The applicant is clear on what he is requesting. The applicant is saying
“perpendicular” to the front door. He does not disagree with that interpretation. Seacrest stated
that perpendicular would be at right angle to the opening of the building. If you don’t do
perpendicular and if facing means something else, then it is the 180 degree rule. Remember, it is
the impact of the noise coming out.
Carlson observed that the applicant’s proposed parking language is more stringent than is currently
required. Seacrest concurred.
Marvin stated that he will vote against the deferral. Sunderman also indicated that he is ready to
vote today.
Pearson asked for staff clarification as to the different interpretations. Hill stated that the proposal
is not making the parking more restrictive except around the back of the building. The staff has
interpreted that the side yard would apply to the entire property as well as the rear year. If you take
the applicant’s interpretation of “adjacent”, you could have parking right up to the property line in
part of the rear yard, and that is not more restrictive than it is today. Staff is suggesting that if you
are allowed to park in the rear yard outside of the perpendicular part of the building, you could have
people parking right next to the residential area. The staff needs two weeks to get this worked out.
But, Pearson observed that the B-2 currently has a 20' side yard. Hill agreed, and you cannot park
in that side yard. What is being proposed is not the same. There is a misunderstanding between
the applicant and the staff as to where you can park in the side and rear yards.
Carlson noted that the ordinance requires that parking shall be in conformance with the parking
section of the ordinance. The only difference is that if it is adjacent, the parking standard becomes
more restrictive. He does not believe they are asking the parking standard to change except where
it abuts the licensed premises, and in which case it would be more restrictive. So how are we
lowering the threshold? Hill believes the proposal increases the threshold in two areas. If you allow
people to park next to the residential area, you are not giving them any more protection than they
have now.
Seacrest entered the discussion, suggesting that there is a lot of case law on “adjacent”. Seacrest
explained his interpretation at the map. The parking will probably be defined as “down the middle
between the two buildings”. He believes he is increasing the setbacks for parking with this
proposal.
Peo stated that we do not define “adjacent”, but we do define “abutting” as adjacent or contiguous.
He believes the word “adjacent” means abutting and contiguous, so he would think that it has to run
the length of the building itself and anything beyond the length of the building is no longer contiguous
or abutting and therefore no longer adjacent. If you want to get the entire premises you are going to
have to revise the language to change the word “adjacent” or else define it.
Motion to defer two weeks failed 1-7: Taylor voting ‘yes’; Pearson, Carlson, Sunderman, Larson,
Carroll, Marvin and Bills-Strand voting ‘no’; Krieser absent.
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Motion. Marvin moved approval, with the change regarding park land as recommended by staff,
seconded by Larson.
Marvin believes the Commission is losing focus. This ordinance will apply to 5-acre to 30-acre
tracts with really large buildings. Measuring from the front door on a 80,000 sq. ft. building and
excluding the back loading dock as a point of entry makes sense. There is no comparison to a
corner gas station selling alcohol. These distance setbacks need to be treated differently because
these are giant properties. To make the same measurement distances for these large buildings
that you do for an old converted gas station selling alcohol doesn’t make sense. This treats the two
properties differently and recognizes that the stores are different.
Motion for approval, with the change recommended by staff regarding park land, carried 8-0:
Pearson, Carlson, Sunderman, Taylor, Larson, Carroll, Marvin, and Bills-Strand voting ‘yes’;
Krieser absent. This is a recommendation to the City Council.
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