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FACTSHEET

TITLE:  CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 15007 BOARD/COMMITTEE: Planning Commission
(R-3 and B-2 to R-4 Residential District)
(North 14th Street and Indigo Road)

APPLICANT: Clark Enersen Partners on            RECOMMENDATION: Approval  (6-1: Weber
behalf of M&W Holdings Harris, Hove, Beecham, Sunderman, and Lust voting

‘yes’; Corr dissenting; Scheer and Cornelius absent).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  OTHER DEPARTMENTS AFFECTED: N/A
Conditional Approval

SPONSOR: Planning Department OPPONENTS:   Yes (See #4 below)

REASON FOR LEGISLATION:   To change the zoning from R-3 Residential District and B-2 Planned
Neighborhood Business District to R-4 Residential District, on property generally located at North 14th

Street and Indigo Road.

DISCUSSION/FINDINGS OF FACT:

1. The purpose of this change of zone from R–3 and B-2 to R-4 is to permit a proposed community
unit plan for 22 dwelling units.  

2. The staff recommendation to approve this change of zone request is based upon the “Analysis” as
set forth on p.5-6, concluding that the proposed change of zone will achieve the desired density
allowable under R-4 zoning for Special Permit No. 15014.  

3. The testimony on behalf of the applicant is found on p.9-10.  The applicant did hold a neighborhood
meeting.

4. Testimony in opposition is found on p. 10-11. 

5. On April 1, 2015, the Planning Commission voted 6-1 to recommend approval of this change of
zone request.  

6. On April 1, 2015, the Planning Commission agreed with the staff recommendation for the
associated Special Permit No. 15014, and voted 6-1 to adopt Resolution PC-01444, to allow a
community unit plan for a mix of duplexes and triplexes, with conditions, on property generally
located at North 14th Street and Indigo Road.  The special permit has not been appealed to the City
Council as of this date.  
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LINCOLN CITY/LANCASTER COUNTY PLANNING STAFF REPORT
___________________________________________________
for APRIL 1, 2015 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

This is a combined staff report for related items.  This report contains a single background
and analysis section for all items.  However, there are separate conditions provided for
each individual application.

PROJECT #:  Change of Zone #15007

PROPOSAL: A request to change of zone from  R-3 and B-2 to R-4. 

LOCATION: N. 14th Street and Indigo Road.  

LAND AREA: 2.35 acres, more or less

EXISTING ZONING: B-2 Planned Neighborhood Business District and R-3 Residential

WAIVER /MODIFICATION REQUEST:

1. Reduce the front yard setback from 25 feet to 20 feet.
2. Reduce the minimum lot width from 50 feet to 22 feet.
3. Reduce minimum lot area from 5,000 sq. ft. to 2,500 sq. ft. 

The following are waivers to the Design Standards.
1. Concrete curb height
2. Roadway cross section.
3. Minimum centerline radius.
4. Centerline tangent length to intersection. 

CONCLUSION:

The proposed Community Unit Plan for 22 dwelling units is in general conformance with
the Comprehensive Plan and should have minimal impact on the surrounding
neighborhood. This project utilizes existing infrastructure and is an  infill development. The
waivers to reduce the lot width and lot area are typical of a townhome development. 
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RECOMMENDATION: Conditional Approval

Waivers/modifications: 

1. Reduce the front yard setback from 25 feet to 20 feet. Approval
2. Reduce the minimum lot width and minimum lot area. Approval

The following are waivers to the Design Standards.
1. Concrete curb height Approval
2. Roadway cross section. Approval
3. Minimum centerline radius. Approval
4. Centerline tangent length to intersection. Approval

GENERAL INFORMATION:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
Special Permit:
Lot 66 Irregular Tract and Outlot A, Prairie Ridge 7th Addition, located in the SW1/4 of Section
01, Township 10 North, Range 6 East, Lancaster County, NE

Change of Zone B-2 to R-4: 
That portion of Outlot A, Prairie Ridge 7th Addition zoned B-2  located in the SW1/4 of Section
01, Township 10 North, Range 6 East, Lancaster County, NE

Change of Zone R-3 to R-4
Lot 66 Irregular Tract and that portion of Outlot A, Prairie Ridge 7th Addition zoned R-3,
located in the SW 1/4 of Section 01, Township 10 North, Range 6 East, Lancaster County, NE

EXISTING LAND USE:  Undeveloped

SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING:  

North: R-3 Residential Single family house and vacant residential lots
South: R-3 Residential Single family attached and single family houses
East: R-3 Residential Single family attached and single family houses
West: R-1 Residential Church and single-family dwelling

HISTORY:
This area was changed from”G” Local Business District to B-2 Planned Neighborhood
Business District with the 1979 Citywide zoning update. 

March 1984 Change of Zone #2087 from B-2 to R-3 on 5,460 sq. ft. located
approximately at N. 14th Street and Indigo Road was approved
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by the City Council. 

November 1, 1999 Change of Zone #3175 from B-2 to R-3 on 0.33 acres located
approximately at N. 15th Street and Prairie Lane Road was
approved by the City Council 

October 20, 2008 Change of Zone #08046 from B-2 to R-3 on 2.7 acres was
approved by the City Council on land immediately north of this
application. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SPECIFICATIONS: 
The community’s present in frastructure investment should be maximized by planning for well-designed and
appropriately-placed residential and com mercial development in areas with available capacity. This can be
accomplished in many ways including encouraging appropriate new development on unused land in existing
neighborhoods, redevelopment of underperforming commercial areas into m ixed use redevelopment areas that
include residential, retail, office and entertainment uses, and encouraging a greater amount of commercial
space per acre and more dwelling units per acre in new neighborhoods. (p.2.7)

One of the essential elements of the com m uni ty and LPlan 2040 is housing. Ensuring safe, adequate, and
affordable housing is an important function in maintaining the vitality of neighborhoods and the city as a whole.
(P.7.1)

Distribute and preserve affordable housing throughout the community to be near job opportunities and to provide
housing choices within existing and developing neighborhoods. (p.7.2)

Provide a wide variety of housing types and choices for an increasingly diverse and aging population. (P.7.2)

Encourage a mix of housing types all within one area. (P.7.10)
Continue the City’s  growth policy of contiguous urban growth; urban development will occur in areas
immediately abutting the City that reflect a logical and timely extension of urban infrastructure. (p.11.2)

The land use plan displays the generalized location of each land use. It is not intended to be used to determine
the exact boundaries of each designation. The area of transition from one land use to another is often gradual .
The Comprehensive Plan also encourages the integration of compatible land uses, rather than a s trict
segregation of different land uses. (p12.1)

The 2040 Lincoln Area Future Land Us e Plan s hows the amended area as urban residential and commercial
(p.12.3)

UTILITIES:  All utilities are available

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS: 
N. 14th Street is a minor arterial. Indigo Road and N. 15th Street are local residential streets. 

PUBLIC SERVICE: 
The nearest fire department is located at N. 14th Street and Adams Street. 

The nearest elementary school is Campbell located at N.21st Street and Superior Street. 
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ANALYSIS:

1. This is a request for a Change of Zone from R-3 and B-2 to R-4 and a Special Permit
for a Community Unit Plan to develop 22 townhouse units. Each dwelling unit will be on
its own lot. 

2. Five of the dwelling units will take direct access off of Indigo Road. The other 17
dwelling units will have access off of a new street that will intersect with N. 15th Street.
There will be no access to N. 14th Street. 

3. Approximately 1.75 acres of the development is currently zoned B-2. This is the last
remnant of the B-2 that was originally 5 acres. Over the years the B-2 has been
changed to R-3, with the latest change  being approved in October 2008.

4. The applicant is requesting R-4 zoning rather than R-3 zoning to achieve the desired
density. The density shown is less than the allowed density under R-4 zoning. A
community unit plan with R-4 zoning allows a density of 13.93 dwelling units per acre;
which would be 37 dwelling units. Due to the small size of the parcel, the allowed
density is decreased by 20 percent resulting in a total density of 31 dwelling units. The
density for R-3 is 6.96 dwelling units per acre, resulting in 13 dwelling units after you
deduct the 20 percent penalty. 

5. The applicant is requesting waivers to lot area, lot width and front yard setback. Since
townhomes are not permitted in the R-4 District, except in a CUP, the area and height
requirements for townhomes fall under “other allowed uses.” Other allowed uses
require 50' lot width and 5,000 sq. ft. lot area, same as a single family dwelling. The
site plan shows the smallest lot at 22' width and 2,816 sq. ft. lot area. Two-family
dwellings in R-4 zoning require 25' lot width and 2,500 sq. ft. of lot area. Planning does
not object to the waivers due to the lot width and lot area being similar to two-family
dwellings. 

6. Other townhome lots on Indigo Road have a lot width of 40 feet and 46 feet. Townhome
lots on Turtle Creek Drive, northwest of this development, have lot widths of 27', 22'
and 33 feet.  

7. The applicant is also requesting waivers to street design standards. Public Works and
Utilities does not object to the requested waivers of concrete curb height, roadway
cross section, minimum centerline radius and centerline tangent length to intersection. 

8. The proposed site plan leaves limited curb space along the south side of Makers
Street and there is no parking allowed on Indigo Road. The plan does show 4 parking
stalls for guest parking. The northern stall closest to the street will need to be removed
because a vehicle parked in this spot would impede vehicles backing out of the drives
on Lots 6 and 7. There is curb space along the street for 2 parking spaces, so a total
of 5 guest parking stalls.. In similar townhome developments providing enough on
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street or guest parking has been an issue. In some developments vehicles are parked
across the sidewalk or the parking spills over into adjacent streets. If the lots were
developed at the minimum 25' wide lot size, there would be more space on the street
for parking. Since the applicant has requested a waiver to reduce lot width, the plan
should be revised top provide at least 8 guest parking spaces. The 8 stalls are based
on having at least one guest stall per every two dwelling units. There are 17 dwelling
units on Makers Street. 

9. The applicant is proposing that the north side of Makers Street can be used for on
street parking. This is a temporary solution since when the land to the north develops
the north side would be for their on street parking and driveways. There could be a
townhome development similar to this one built on the north side of the street which
would leave zero to minimal parking. 

10. Each dwelling unit shall have at least one window per story facing the street as
described in note 18 of the site plan. The design of the dwellings does not allow for the
front door to face the street. This is due to the size of the lots and having the garages 
dominating the width of the lot. 

11. The Comprehensive Plan encourages utilizing existing infrastructure by utilizing unused
land in existing neighborhoods. This development maximizes the infill use of vacant
land and should not significantly impact the character of the neighborhood.  

12. The “Guiding Principles” of the Neighborhood and Housing Chapter of the 2040
Comprehensive Plan stresses the importance of providing different housing choices
throughout each neighborhood for an increasingly diverse population. This application
meets this principle. 

Prepared by

Tom Cajka
Planner

DATE: March 19, 2015
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APPLICANT: The Clark Enersen Partners
1010 Lincoln Mall Suite 200
Lincoln, NE 68508
402-477-9291

OWNER: M&W Holdings
PO Box 81615
Lincoln, NE 68501

CONTACT: Tim Gergen
The Clark Enersen Partners
1010 Lincoln Mall Suite 200
Lincoln, NE 68508
402-477-9291
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CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 15007

CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 15007, FROM R-3 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT AND B-2
PLANNED NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS DISTRICT TO R-4 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT,
ON PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATED AT NORTH 14th STREET AND INDIGO ROAD,

April 1, 2015

Staff Recommendation: Conditional Approval

AND

SPECIAL PERMIT NO. 15014, TO ALLOW A COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN (CUP), TO
ALLOW A MIX OF DUPLEXES AND TRIPLEXES CONSISTING OF 22 DWELLING
UNITS ON APPROXIMATELY 2.35 ACRES OF PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATED AT
NORTH 14TH STREET AND INDIGO ROAD.  April 1, 2015

Staff Recommendation: Conditional Approval

There were no ex parte communications disclosed on these two items. 

Staff Presentation

Tom Cajak of the Planning Department reported that these two applications are being
considered north of 14th Street and Superior Streets.  Referring to the site plan, Cajak
explained that the request is for a change of zone from R-3 residential and B-2 Planned
Neighborhood Business District to R-4 Residential for the development of a community unit
plan consisting of 22 dwelling units.  Cajak reviewed the layout of the proposed development
stating that 5 of the 22 units will have direct access to Indigo Road and the remaining 17 units
will be from the new street (Maker’s Street) to 15th Street, which curves and dead ends going
to the north until such time the parcel to the north is developed, at which time the road would
continue on north.  The R-4 density would allow up to 31 units by density calculations.  The
applicant is requesting waivers for lot width, lot area, and front yard setback from 25 feet to
20 feet.  The reason for the waivers is that the R-4 zoning does not allow town homes as
defined by the zoning code of three or more attached units; the R-4 zoning is limited to two
attached units unless done through a community unit plan.  Cajak noted that because R-4
zoning does not allow town homes, you need to look under “Other Allowed Uses”, which
calculate the setback and lot size.  The waiver of lot width, lot area and setbacks are in
alignment with a 2-family dwelling unit; Cajak noted that Planning is not opposed to the
waivers.  
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Staff Questions

Corr asked for clarification regarding the reference to reducing the 20 percent penalty as
indicated in the staff report.

Cajak explained that it depends on the size of the parcel, as the zoning code indicates that
there are reductions or penalties for a community unit plan, i.e. if between 5 and 10 acres,
there is a reduction of 10 percent of the allowable density, and if less than 5 acres, there is a
20 percent reduction.  

Beecham asked about the placement of sidewalk and walking lanes and guest parking for the
development 

Cajak indicated that sidewalks are proposed along both sides of Maker’s Street.  The
Planning Department has included a condition that the developer provide eight guest parking
stalls.  Staff is recommending that one of stalls shown on the site plan be removed due to
interference with cars backing of the adjacent driveway. With the elimination of that stall, the
developer is showing five guest stalls, including two stalls on the street.  

Applicant’s Testimony
  
Tim Gergen, Clark Enersen Partners, representing M&W Holdings, reported that they met with
city staff a number of times and also met with the neighborhood.  The applicant is in
agreement with all staff conditions, including the parking.  Gergen indicated that the neighbors
did voice concerns regarding the parking, and they want to be good neighbors.  He explained
that they are in agreement with providing parking but do not agree with how the parking will
be provided.  Gergen indicated that Maker’s Street is a public street and that the city is
interested in tying into the future development to the north. They are proposing to
accommodate parking as much as possible by showing that the development would not have
any driveways on the north side which would allow for ten parking stalls.  However, if the lots 
develop into single-family homes with individual driveways, they would be reduced to eight
stalls, providing for sufficient parking.   He believes that the Planning Department is concerned
that if the future development of the property to the north is developed into town homes, it
would eliminate the parking on the north side of the roadway.  The developer is showing that
if the development consists of single-family homes, there would be a condition that the
developer would be limited to two driveways off this street and would need to get approval by
the Planning Commission.  Gergen also noted that they have received neighbor concerns
regarding access off of Indigo as well.  He noted that the layout of the proposed units are put
back from the street farther that the existing homes and this will enable them to accommodate
more off-street parking.  For the property to the north, Gergen indicated that they are fairly
confident that because of a steep grade change, the homes will have driveways coming off
of the north/south bound streets so the homes will face east and west, as there is a high-
powered overhead line and it  is unlikely that they will want it in the their front yard.  If this is the
case, it would not reduce the number of parking stalls on the public street for their proposed
development.  

11



Lust asked for clarification is terms of the condition that is being requested by the developer.

Gergen indicated that they are requesting a modification to Condition 2.8 of the staff report
to show a minimum of eight parking stalls on the property or Makers Street with the condition
of the property to the north only being allowed to have two driveway access onto Makers
Street to allow them to accommodate the eight parking stalls.  Another option would be to
eliminate Condition 2.8.  

Lust expressed concern about putting conditions on a future development that is not before
them at this time.  

Corr asked how many bedrooms these units will have and whether they will be owner-
occupied.  

Gergen reported that they will be 3-bedroom units, which will be sold.  

Corr asked if it would impact the number of allowable units if they went to R-3 zoning rather
R-4 zoning.  

Gergen stated that it would and this would very likely cause the application to be pulled due
to not being able to meet the project cash flow.  They are allowed quite a few more units than
they are requesting, as identified in the staff report.  

Lust referenced the map showing the parking and asked how many stalls could be
accommodated on the south side of Makers Street.

Gergen indicated that they originally showed five stalls on the south side.  They are struggling
with finding the three additional parking stalls.  They are trying to preserve their green space
and landscaping rather than add pavement for additional parking.  Each unit has a 2-stall
garage, 2 stalls in front of the garage, which would allow each unit up to six parking stalls.  In
terms of modifying Condition 2.8, they could strike “south side”.  

In response to a question of inviting the owner of the property to the north, Gergen indicated
that the owner was invited but did not attend the meeting.  

Lust asked about the attendees of the meeting.

Gergen stated that two to three property owners, including the owner of the property at 15th

and Indigo, attended the meeting as well as the neighborhood association president.     

Opposition

Danja Pegram Siders, 4900 North 14th Street, owner of the property to the north of the
proposed development.  She stated that this property has an historical preservation
designation.  If they alter the property, it would need to go before the Historic Preservation
Committee.  She noted that there is no future development planned for this property because
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in order to do make the connection to Morton Street, it would need to go across her home. 
She indicated that she was unable to attend the neighborhood meeting due to the death of a
family member.  She has an entrance off of the 14th Street to her property and a minor hop that
people try to use.  She is concerned about the grade levels and the historic preservation of
her property.  Her property is well maintained with lots of green space and the adjacent are
very happy with their property.  

Chairman Lust directed Ms. Pegram Siders to visit with Mr. Gergen regarding her concerns. 

Proponent

None.

Opposition

Todd Loseke, President of Prairie Ridge Homeowners Association, 5120 North 20th Street. 
Loseke indicated that most of the neighbor concerns have been addressed but noted that the
primary concern is that of parking.  The development on Indigo consists of duplexes and town
homes that are primarily rented to college students.  The parking is full along this street.  By
putting in 3-unit town homes in this area, this will only compound the problem making it more
difficult to get in and out of the area.  He stated that most of the garages are not used for
parking but rather for parties.  The neighborhood is also concerned about traffic.  Future
development shows Makers Street connecting to Morton Street and then intersecting with 14th

Street.  Based on the historic preservation designation and the testimony of the property
owner, this is likely not going to happen any time soon; therefore, you have to use Prairie Lane
to 20th Street to get out to Superior Street or go to Hilltop.  

Questions of Staff

Beecham asked what would happen if a condition is put on the parking to the north and
questioned whether this can be done.

Cajak indicated that it is not likely this could be done, as there might be some legal
ramifications.  He noted that even though the developer is showing a conceptual layout of the
development as single-family with parking, there is no guarantee this will occur. There is no
condition that the property owner to the north develop the property that way.  The Planning
Department always includes a condition that requires a developer to show that they would not
impact future development.    He indicated that you cannot predict when a property may be
developed.  There was a similar situation where it was believed that future development would
not occur for some time but a proposal was submitted within a couple of months.  Cajak
indicated that he does not support the proposed amendment to the conditions.  

Harris asked how it would be possible to add three stalls.

Cajak stated that they would likely loose a unit and illustrated how this might look.
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Harris asked about parking along 15th Street.

Cajak replied that the property is too close to the intersection and parking is prohibited within
a certain number of feet of an intersection.  In terms of access management, Cajak indicated
that it is planned that some day Morton Street would go through to 14th Street.  

Sunderman asked who would be responsible for paying for the new road?

Cajak reported that the developer would cover the costs.  He explained that it is normal to put
restrictions on the use of the roadway even though the developer is covering the costs.  

Harris asked if there is anything that prevents someone from parking in the space that is
proposed to be deleted. 

Cajak indicated that they can put up no parking signs but people could still park there.  It would
be up to the homeowners association to regulate that because it is on private property.  

Beecham asked if the community unit plan allows for increased density?  

Cajak indicated that is true even with the reduction of one unit to accommodate for the
parking.   R-3 zoning would allow for 13 dwelling units.  

Corr asked if the drainage issues have been addressed to satisfaction by Public Works.  
Cajak stated that this is a question for the developer but indicated that when the final plans are
submitted and reviewed, the developer would have to meet the conditions for approval.  
Weber asked about the potential use of the strip of right-of-way land and whether or not there
is room for angled parking   

Cajak explained that the right-of-way can be used for curb, sidewalks, etc. and this would be
considered a standard residential street.  

Response by the Applicant

Tim Gergen reminded the commission that the property is currently zoned B-2, which would
allow for a gas station to go in there today.  They are proposing to down zone to a residential
district and trying to make this commercial land fit in with the pro forma of commercially zoned
land.  The right-of-way width is wider than typical, which is burdening the property. They are
trying to work with city staff and the neighbors in the area.  The property owner to the north
testified that they are not interested in developing the property and they are not really
interested in connecting to the property.  The developer’s initial proposal was to allow for a
private street with a cul-de-sac which would enable them to dictate driveways to the north,
parking, etc. The city desires for connectivity to neighboring properties so they
accommodated this by allowing for a public street, which created the issue of parking.  He
showed the original plan, showing the private street as initially proposed with 20 units but this
was never an official submittal.  By providing for connectivity, it does allow for a couple more
units.  
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Hove asked if the developer is opposed to eliminating one of the units to create additional
parking.

Gergen indicated that the developer is opposed to this.  They feel that the street will provide
adequate parking along the north side.  The cost estimate to build a private street versus a
public street is about 15 to 20 percent more for a public street.      

Hove asked about why the cul-de-sac doesn’t make sense.

Cajak indicated that the biggest issue is lack of connectivity.  He further stated that every
private street in the city has public access easements over them.  The property to the north
would have access rights to the private street.  In addition, they would not recommended
approval for adding two units at the end of the cul-de-sac, and they would be not allowed to
count the end of the cul-de-sac for permanent parking.  The city is trying to get away from
private streets because some times homeowner associations dissolve and are not able to
maintain the streets, etc.  
 
Response by the Applicant:

None.

ACTION BY PLANNING COMMISSION: April 1, 2015

Beecham moved to recommend approval of this application; seconded by Lust for discussion
purposes.  

Corr indicated that she has a lot of issues with the proposal, primarily related to the parking
situation.  There are already issues along Indigo Road with nuisance calls and parking issues;
this will compound these problems.  She also feels that this is considered spot zoning, as
everything around it is zoned R-3.  She does not support the change of zone to R-4.  

Beecham stated that she is concerned about the parking as well.  If the density is going to be
increased in the area, they need to make sure they are not creating problems for the area. 
In addition, they cannot mandate what is going to happen to the property to the north.  
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Lust stated that she believes that these applications are a good compromise for this area and
that R-4 zoning is a good fit.  The main concern is parking and by having the condition to
provide parking on the south, she believes that they will only lose one unit.  Lust noted that she
is not supportive of private streets.  As a matter of process, Lust stated that they need to vote
on the change of zone first and then on the special permit, which includes the parking
condition.  If the condition is not eliminated or modified, they will need to provide parking on
the south side, which would result in the elimination of one unit.  

Corr asked a procedural question regarding what would happen if they don’t approve the  R-4
zoning since it goes onto City Council but Planning Commission approves the community unit
plan.  

Lust stated that the CUP would not happen.

Corr indicated that there is already a problem with parking one block away and she believes
that this will be a disaster.  In addition, she believes there is a strong possibility that four or
more unrelated people will be living in them, which is in violation of city code.  

CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 15007, FROM R-3 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT AND B-2
PLANNED NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS DISTRICT TO R-4 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT,
ON PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATED AT NORTH 14th STREET AND INDIGO ROAD,

April 1, 2015

Staff Recommendation: Conditional Approval

Beecham moved to recommend approval of this application; seconded by Lust for discussion
purposes.  The motion for recommending approval carried 6-1;  Lust, Hove, Harris, Beecham,
Weber, and Sunderman; Corr dissenting; Scheer and Cornelius absent.   

AND

SPECIAL PERMIT NO. 15014, TO ALLOW A COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN (CUP), TO
ALLOW A MIX OF DUPLEXES AND TRIPLEXES CONSISTING OF 22 DWELLING
UNITS ON APPROXIMATELY 2.35 ACRES OF PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATED AT
NORTH 14TH STREET AND INDIGO ROAD.  April 1, 2015

Staff Recommendation: Conditional Approval

Beecham moved to recommend approval of this application; seconded by Lust for discussion
purposes.  The motion for recommending approval carried 6-1;  Lust, Hove, Harris, Beecham,
Weber, and Sunderman; Corr dissenting; Scheer and Cornelius absent.   
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