City Council Introduction: Monday, January 22, 2007
Public Hearing: Monday, January 29, 2007, at 5:30 p.m. Bill No. 07-15

FACTSHEET

TITLE: ANNEXATION NO. 06021, requested by Prairie SPONSOR: Planning Department

Home Builders, Inc., to annex approximately 27.24 acres,

more or less, generally located on the east side of North BOARD/COMMITTEE: Planning Commission
84" Street, north and south of Adams Street. Public Hearing: 12/20/06

Administrative Action: 12/20/06
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval, subject to an

Annexation Agreement. RECOMMENDATION: Approval, subject to an Annexation

Agreement (8-0: Esseks, Carroll, Strand, Taylor, Krieser,
ASSOCIATED REQUESTS: Annexation Agreement  (07R- Larson, Cornelius and Carlson voting ‘yes’; Sunderman
21) and Change of Zone No. 05054A, amendment to the absent).

Prairie Village North PUD (07-16).

FINDINGS OF FACT:

1. This request to annex approximately 27.24 acres was heard before the Planning Commission in conjunction with the
associated amendment to the Prairie Village North Planned Unit Development covering approximately 200 acres,
generally located on the east side of N. 84" Street, north and south of Adams Street.

”

2. The staff recommendation to approve the annexation, subject to an annexation agreement, is basedupon the “Analysis
as set forth on 6-12, concluding that the proposed annexation and the associated Planned Unit Development are
generally in conformance with the zoning and subdivision ordinances and the Comprehensive Plan. The staff
presentation is found on p.13.

3. The applicant’s testimony is found on p.13-15. The applicant proposed amendments to the conditions of approval on
the associated Planned Unit Development.

4. Randy Hoskins, AssistantCity Engineer, testified in opposition to the proposed right-in/right-out access points shown
on the associated Planned Unit Development (p.15). There was no other testimony in opposition.

5. On December 20,2006, the Planning Commission agreed with the staff recommendation and voted 8-0 to recommend
approval, subject to an annexation agreement (Sunderman absent).

EACTSHEET PREPARED BY: Jean L. Walker DATE: January 12, 2007

REVIEWED BY: DATE: January 12, 2007

REFERENCE NUMBER: FS\CC\2007\ANNEX.06021+




LINCOLN/LANCASTER COUNTY PLANNING STAFF REPORT

for December 20, 2006 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

**As Revised and Recommended for Conditional Approval
by Planning Commission: 12/20/06**

PROJECT #: Change of Zone No. 05054A PUD and Annexation No. 06021

Note: 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.

PROPOSAL.: This is a request to annexand change the zone from AG, Agriculture to R-3 and
R-5, Residential and to change from R-3 and R-5, Residential and O-3 Office
Park to B-2 Planned Neighborhood Business and from B-2, Planned
Neighborhood Business to O-3, Office Park, all Planned Unit Development for a
maximum of 1063 dwelling units and 600,000 square feet of commercial floor
area in the north east corner of N. 84" Street and Adams and 285,000 square
feet of commercial floor area in the south east corner.

LOCATION: Generally located on the east side of N. 84" Street north and south of Adams
Street.

LAND AREA: PUD over 199.67 acres; annexation of 27.24 acres, more or less.

EXISTING ZONING: Ag Agriculture, R-3 and R-5 Residential, B-2 Planned Neighborhood

Business, O-3 Office Park.

WAIVER /MODIFICATION REQUEST:
TITLE 26 SECTION 26.11.020 - TO WAIVE THE REQUIREMENTS FOR A PRELIMINARY PLAT. (This waiver is not
required.)

TITLE 26 SECTION 26.15.020 - TO WAIVE THE INFORMATION ON OR ACCOMPANYING A PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR
A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT. INCLUDING:

- GRADING AND DRAINAGE

- PAVING PROFILES/CROSS SECTIONS

- STORM WATER DETENTION & STORM SEWER CALCULATIONS

-LOT LAYOUT

- STREET CURVE DATA
*THE ABOVE INFORMATION SHALL BE SUBMITTED WITH FUTURE ADMINISTRATIVE AMENDMENTS.

TITLE 26 SECTION 26.23.130 - TO ALLOW BLOCK LENGTH TO EXCEED 1,320' FOR STREETS ABUTTING MURDOCK
TRAIL, STEVENS CREEK FLOOD PLAIN & THE COMMERCIAL SIDE OF N. 87TH STREET.

TITLE 2 CITY OF LINCOLN DESIGN STANDARDS - CHAPTER 2.00, SECTION 3, PARAGRAPH 3.6; REQUESTING
A WAIVER TO ALLOW SANITARY SEWER TO FLOW OPPOSITE STREET GRADES AS LONG AS SEWER DEPTH

DOES NOT EXCEED 15' AND LENGTH OF PIPE RUN OPPOSING STREET GRADES DOES NOT EXCEED 500'. (This
waiver is not required at this. Waivers to Design Standards can be approved administratively.)



TITLE 2 CITY OF LINCOLN DESIGN STANDARDS - CHAPTER 2.15, SECTION 3.3.3; TO WAIVE THE GEOMETRY &
DETAILS OF STANDARD SYMMETRICAL & OFFSET TYPE CUL-DE-SACS. (This waiver is not required at this
time. Waivers to Design Standards can be approved administratively.)

TITLE 2 CITY OF LINCOLN DESIGN STANDARDS - CHAPTER 2.25, SECTION 3.6; TO WAIVE THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR PRIVATE ROADWAY CROSS SECTION. (This waiver is not required at this time. Waivers to Design
Standards can be approved administratively.)

TITLE 27 SECTION 27.67.030 - TO ALLOW PARKING IN THE REQUIRED SIDE YARD FOR THE B-2 AND O-3 ZONING.

TITLE 27 SECTION 27.67.030 - TO ALLOW CROSS PARKING BETWEEN LOTS LOCATED IN THE O-3 & B-2 ZONE
TO MEET MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS

TITLE 27 SECTION 27.15.080 - WAIVE AVERAGE LOT WIDTH FROM 50 FEET TO 35 FEET IN THE R-3 ZONING
DISTRICT

CONCLUSION: This application is generally in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances with conditions and the requested waivers are justified.

RECOMMENDATION: Conditional Approval
Waivers:
1. TO WAIVE THE INFORMATION ON OR ACCOMPANYING A PRELIMINARY PLAT Approval

FOR A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT. INFORMATION SHALL BE SUBMITTED
WITH FUTURE ADMINISTRATIVE AMENDMENTS

2. TO ALLOW BLOCK LENGTH TO EXCEED 1,320' FOR STREETS ABUTTING Approval
MURDOCK TRAIL, STEVENS CREEK FLOOD PLAIN & THE COMMERCIAL SIDE
OF N. 87TH STREET.

Conditional
3. TO ALLOW PARKING IN THE REQUIRED SIDE YARD FOR THE B-2 AND Approval
0O-3 ZONING. (See General Note 4.1.20)
4. TO ALLOW CROSS PARKING BETWEEN LOTS LOCATED IN THE Approval
0O-3 & B-2 ZONE TO MEET MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS
5. TO WAIVE AVERAGE LOT WIDTH FROM 50 FEET TO 35 FEET IN THE Approval

R-3 ZONING DISTRICT

GENERAL INFORMATION:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: See Attached Legal Descriptions

EXISTING LAND USE: B-2, O-3, R-5, R-3, Prairie Village Planned Unit Development




SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING:

North:
South:

East:
West:

Assembly Facility P Public
Agriculture AG Agricultural
Residences R-3 Residential
Agriculture AG Agricultural
Cemetery P Public
Proposed Development B-2 and R-3

ASSOCIATED APPLICATIONS: CZ05054A PUD and AN06021

HISTORY:
Dec 2006

Nov 2006

Mar 2005

Jun 2005

Mar 2005

June 2004

May 2002

City Council approved North 40 Plaza Planned Unit Development located at the south
west corner of N. 84" and Adams Street. This development consists of 140,000 sq. ft.
of commercial floor area and 74 single family dwelling units.

The 2030 Comprehensive Planwas adopted by the City Counciland County Board and
allows for Community Centers to have up to 600,000 square feet of commercial floor
space if they can meet the incentive criteria.

Prairie Village North Planned unit Development was approved by City Council.

Comprehensive Plan Amendment #05012 lost. This was anamendment proposed by
the Planning Director to return the “Community” size commercial center at 84" and
Adams, but did not include the previous industrial uses.

Change of Zone #05020, Annexation #05005, and Comprehensive Plan Amendment
#05012 submitted. The Planning Commission recommended denial to all three.

Comprehensive Plan Amendment #04012 was approved by the CountyBoard and City
Councilto eliminate the industrialand “Community” size commercial center on northeast
of 84™ Street and Adams Street and instead designated the area for future urban
residential with a smaller “Neighborhood” size commercial center.

The newly adopted 2025 Comprehensive Plan continued to designate over 250 acres
of land northeast of 84" and Adams as Industrial for a future “Employment Center” and
added the “Community” size commercial center.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SPECIFICATIONS:

1. The Future Land Use Plan shows this area as Commercial. (19)

2. The 2030 Comprehensive Plan shows this area designated for a Community Center.(41)

3. The ANNEXATION POLICY is found on page 152 of the Comprehensive Plan.



4.

CoMMUNITY CENTERS ©

Center Size

Community Centers may vary in size from approximately 250,000 to 600,000 square feet of commercial
space. Typically, new Community Centers will range from 300,000 to 400,000 square feet, with those
meeting the incentive criteria having up to 600,000 square feet. (43)

Description

Community Centers are intended to be smaller in scale and intensity of uses than Regional Centers and
serve a more targeted market and geographic area. Community Centers tend to be dominated by retail
and service activities, although they can also serve as campuses for corporate office facilities and other
mixed-use activities. When properly located, some light manufacturing or assembly when accessory to
an office function may be allowed. One or two department stores or “big box” retail operations may serve
as anchors (a single store over 50,000 sq. ft.) to the Community Center with numerous smaller general
merchandise stores located between any anchors or on surrounding site pads. (43)

Market Area

Community Centers can have a community wide appeal but primarily serve a geographic subarea within
Lincoln and surrounding areas within the County. Depending on the mix of stores and other shopping
opportunities in the area, existing Community Centers can have a market area that is quite extensive,
even rivaling some Regional Centers. (44)

Center Spacing

Community Centers should be located approximately 1 to 1 % miles apart, depending upon their size,
scale, function and area population. When located at intersections, they should also not be located
across an arterial street from a Neighborhood Center or another Community Center. (44)

Location Criteria

The general location of future Community Centers should be indicated in advance in the Comprehensive
Plan. These locations are not intended to be site specific but rather to suggest a general area within
which a Community Center might be developed. The Plan recognizes the strong need to further and
support an evolving marketplace. Thus, the exact location of a Community Center should be designated
in the Comprehensive Plan as part of the development review process. The community will not require
market studies to determine the economic impact on existing development. However, new Regional and
Community Centers will be generally sited in the Comprehensive Plan so that the potential impact on
existing centers may be considered as part of the siting process. Community Centers should be
geographically well dispersed throughout the Lincoln urban area based upon the center spacing
guidelines noted above. (44)

Siting Process

The locations of the Community Centers shown in the plan are generalized. It is anticipated that the
center will develop somewhere within a ¥ mile of the location shown in the Plan. As part of major
development proposals that include proposed Community Centers, the exact location of the Community
Center for that area should be determined and a Comprehensive Plan Amendment forwarded for
consideration. (44)

Floor Area Incentive

New Community Centers will typically range from 300,000 to 400,000 square feet, and should have a
minimum of 10% of their total floor area in office use. However, centers that follow most, if not all, of the
incentive criteria listed at the end of this section, may be appropriate to develop with up to 200,000 sq.
ft. of additional space (as long as at least 20% of the total space in center is in office space) for a total
of 600,000 square feet. A desirable example, for the total space in the center might be divided into a mix
such as 120,000 SF in office space (minimum 20%), 360,000 SF of anchors (maximum 60%) and
120,000 SF in smaller stores. (45)



UTILITIES: The timing of infrastructure improvements and availability of utilities will be determined
within the annexation agreement.

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS: The Comprehensive Plan identifies North 84" Street as a Principle Arterial
and Adams Street as a Minor Arterial, both now and in the future. (102) The future east bypass is
expected to have an interchange at the Adams Street intersection. (106)

The Comprehensive Planidentifies North 84" Streetas a six-lane arterial with 140 foot of right of way.
(105, 112) The Plan shows Adams west of North 84™ Street remaining as a 2 lane plus center turn
lane roadway, while the portion east of North 84" Street is improved to a 4 lane plus center turnlane
cross-section. (108)

Traffic projections submitted by the Applicant show substantial future traffic in this area. A summary
table of trip generation as well as an analysis based on the proposed increased commercial square
footage ofthe developmentis attached. The timing of improvements and responsibility of the applicant
will be determined with the annexation agreement.

PUBLIC SERVICE: This area will be served by Fire Station #5, located at 3640 Touzalin Avenue.

REGIONAL ISSUES: With both the North 40 Plaza P.U.D. and Prairie Village North Increased traffic
in the region continues to be an issue.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: There is existing flood plain to the south, east and northeast of
the plat.

ANALYSIS:

1. This is a request for a conceptual Planned Unit Development for a mix of commercial, office,
and residential uses spanning two sides of a major intersection. The underlying zoning districts
are proposed to be R-3 and R-5 Residential, B-2 Planned Neighborhood Business, and O-3
Office Park. Unless modified, the regulations of each underlying district shall apply. Although
the O-3 and B-2 districts are ones that require a use permit, an approved P.U.D.

2. This proposal still includes land on both sides of Adams Street, east of 84" Street. However,
this request differs from the previous one in several key ways:

2.1 The P.U.D. boundary area no longer includes that portion of the property located within the
flood plainand flood prone area exceptfor a small section south of Adams inthe O-3 and B-
2. This area is proposed to be filled for development. The area located in the flood plain will
be brought into the P.U.D. in future phases of the development.

2.2 Two big box sites are now shown, where previously there was one.

2.3 The residential component of the proposed P.U.D. consists of a smaller number of acres
thanthe existing P.U.D. The proposed number of dwelling units is 540 with 1063 allowed by
DesignStandards. The R-5 must have a minimum of 267 dwelling units to meet the incentive
criteria or the over allresidentialcomponent, the R-5 and R-3, must total 15 dwelling units per
acre. The proposal would allow an increase up to the maximum allowed.
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2.4 The change in current commercial designations on these corners from two separate
Neighborhood Commercial Centers to one Community Center on the northeast corner and
one Mixed Use Office Center on the southeast corner increases the permitted square
footage on the northeast corner to 600,000 ( 480, 000 square feet of retail and 120,000
square feet of office) and 285,000 square feet of commercial on the southeast corner (
213,750 square feetof office and 71,250 square feet of retail). The total increase in square
footage is 116,250 for retail and 183,750 for office.

2.5 The objective of combining two separate Neighborhood Centers into a single Community
Commercial Center is to allowtwo retailanchors to bookend a town center that will integrate
pedestrian oriented design elements and allow trips generated to take place in one
comprehensive center.

2.6 The whole Prairie Village development as approved in March 2006 has 3,073 Net PM
Peak Hour Trips. The new November 2006 Traffic Study for the whole Prairie Village
development shows 3,249 trips for Net PM Peak Hour Trips. This is an increase of 176
trips or 5.7 % compared to Prairie Village as approved.

The most significant difference in the attached traffic analysis from the previous traffic
studies is the inclusion of a Town Center concept as well as apartments and town homes
being designed adjacent to non residential uses. This new traffic analysis shows the
addition of right in/ right out access points at 1/8 mile spacing on N. 84" Street. The
applicants position is that these serve as relief to the main site drives and provide access to
pad sites and higher traffic generating uses adjacent to 85" Street. Public Works
recommends that the site plan be redesigned in a manner that relieves internal congestion
rather than include the right in/ right out access points. Public Works advises that control of
access was previously purchased along 84th Street for the frontage of Prairie Village North.
The right turn in and out driveways shown require breaks in this control. Public Works
objects to these breaks. The control of access was purchased by Lancaster County as a
requirement of the Nebraska Department of Roads when the present paving was
constructed. 84th Street is on the National Highway System and designated as a “principal
arterial.”

3. Incentive Criteria Details

The Plan is to submit the more specific site plan at a later date. By that time, incentive
criteria will be applied to the site plan. The site plan for the Community Center will have to
show that it has met the incentive criteria to develop additional square feet above 400,000
square feet. The incentive criteria from page 49 of the proposed 2030 Plan states:

° The center shall be located in a neighborhood with greater residential density, than is typical for a
suburban area, and the center itself contains higher density residential uses (density above fifteen dwelling

units per acre) integrated within the development. This criteria is mandatory for any center proposing to
utilize the incentive.

Plan Conforms: The proposed R-5 zoning district on the north end of the
development consisting of a maximum of 29 dwelling units per acre with a total



area of approximately 17.79 acres, a minimum of 267 units shall be required. Both
pedestrian and vehicular access must be provided from the residential to the
commercial areas of the center.

Provide a significant mix of uses, including office, service, retail, residential and open space — far
more than typical single use centers. Multi-story buildings are encouraged, including residential
above stores.

Plan Conforms: The plan shows 333,750 square feet of office space and 551,250
square feet of retail. The O-3 Office District specifically provides for uses such as
restaurants, healthcare facilities, recreational facilities and private schools. Open
space is provided by reserving park space and open space in the flood plane in
phase 2 of this project. The residential component is met by providing apartments,
townhouses and single family units around the Community Commercial Center.

Integrate some light industrial or manufacturing uses within the center (does not apply to
neighborhood centers).

Not Applicable: Because of the proximity of the residential to the commercial
center, industrial and manufacturing uses would be inappropriate for this
development.

Provide public amenities such as recreational facilities, significant open space, plazas, public
squares and other types of public facilities or meeting areas.

Plan Conforms: A plaza is provided in the town center. The boundary of this
P.U.D. does not include the flood plain area to the east of the development, but
does reserve 4 acres of land within the flood plain adjacent to the P.U.D. for a
neighborhood park in the next phase of the development. It also provides for the
dedication of a 20 foot wide trail easement within the Stevens Creek flood plain.
Pedestrian ways will be constructed to provide access from the commercial area
to the residential area. One or more connections from the development to the
Murdock Trail will be made.

Are supported by a street network with significant traffic capacity in the future, rather than on streets
that already have significant commercial development.

Plan Conforms: N. 84" Street has capacity and has been modeled for future
commercial development at this site. However, Developer shall work out with the
City an annexation agreement that addresses the phasing of development with
road improvements.

Provide for even greater pedestrian orientation in their layout, physical arrangement of buildings and
parking —buildings shall be oriented to pedestrians. Utilize “Floor Area Incentive Pedestrian
Standards” from the Lincoln design standards.

Some Changes Needed: The Site Plan provides for the dedication of a 20 foot
wide trail easement within the Stevens Creek flood plain. Pedestrian ways will be
constructed to provide access from the commercial area to the residential area.
One or more connections from the development to the Murdock Trail will be made.
Pedestrian circulation shall conform to Chapter 3.105 Design Standards for
Pedestrian Circulation in Commercial and Industrial Areas. (See General Condition
4.1.4)
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4.

. Provide a “town center” orientation to the overall center plan. This emphasis is to create a quality

shopping environment by having design elements such as a “main street” environment with a row of
parking on both sides, slower traffic speeds, most the parking at the rear with buildings, sidewalks,
benches and other amenities oriented to customers walking from store to store.

Plan Conforms: The Plan shows a town center with a plaza/ fountain for public
gathering. The on street parking is shown as well as parking in the rear of the retail
shops. A note should be added to the site plan specifying that all retail shops will
front on N. 86" Street and Drive B. (See General Condition 4.1.13)

. Plan traffic and pedestrian circulation and utilities layout to permit a future intensification of the

center, if parking needs and requirements are reduced and traffic capacity allows for additional space
in the center in the long term.

Some Changes Needed: Show where future building pads could be located if

parking needs and requirements are reduced and traffic capacity allows for
additional space in the center in the long term. (See General Condition 4.1.14)

. Locate 1/4 to ¥ mile from major intersections in order to facilitate traffic movements.

Some Changes Needed: The main traffic entrance from N. 84™ Street will be

approximately 1/4 mile from Adams Street and 1/4 mile from Fremont Street. Both
Fremont and Adams Streets will provide access to the Development.

. Provide for transit opportunities in the center design.

Plan Conforms: Site Specific Note #20 states a transit stop will be provided for in
the Community Commercial Center.

Public Works - Engineering Services Division review comments:

Sanitary Sewer - The following comments need to be addressed:

Pubic Works approves the concept of a waiver of design standards for construction of
sanitary sewer opposite street grades contingent on a more detailed review of specific
locations identified in subsequent submittals. Public Works reserves the right to object to
specific waiver locations once detailed plans are submitted.

Although the general sanitary sewer concept shown is satisfactory for this submittal,
specific aspects of the sanitary system will require revision and additional information in
subsequent administrative amendment submittals. Some issues include but are not limited
to the following comments:

The existing 15" sanitary sewer that crosses this property serves a substantial area
upstream of this plat. This plat proposes to relocate the existing sewer. A plan will
need to be submitted, to the satisfaction of Public Works, detailing how the
reconstruction will take place while maintaining service to all properties upstream.

The future Stevens Creek Trunk Sewer alignment and associated easements will
need to be shown.



Water Main - The following comments need to be addressed:

The 16" proposed water main in Adams Street from west of 84" Street will need to be in
place or under construction prior to the approval of any final plat in this PUD.

The water mains shown in the area designated as ‘Towncenter’ are not acceptable as
public facilities as they are proposed to be located nearly entirely under proposed parking.
If required, these water mains need to be shown as private with the appropriate water
meter structure.

Grading/Drainage - The following comments need to be addressed:

Detailed detention and drainage calculations, in accordance with the Drainage Criteria
Manual, will be required with administrative amendments prior to the approval of any final
plat of this PUD. If the proposed detention areas shown on this submittal are later found to
be inadequate, the street layout may need to be revised.

Streets/Paving - The following comments need to be addressed:

The conceptual street layout for the residential component of the development is
satisfactory for this submittal. Street grade profiles, cross-section details, dimensions, and
other information required with preliminary plats will need to be submitted, to the
satisfaction of Public Works, with subsequent administrative amendments prior to the
approval of any final plats for this PUD.

Desired waivers to design standards can be approved administratively and should not be
requested until future administrative amendments include detailed design information are
submitted. If the waivers are to be approved with this PUD, more detailed information
regarding the specific waiver locations and justification for the waivers need to be provided.
(See General Condition 4.1.16)

The Comprehensive Plan shows 84" Street as a future six lane divided roadway with 140
feet of right of way and 150 feet of right of way near the Adams Street intersection. There is
additional right of way shown to be dedicated with this development, however, dimensions
are not shown and it cannot be determined if the correct amount of right of way has been
shown.

The site plan needs to be revised to show the recommended improvements in 84" Street
at Adams Street, Drive ‘B’, and Fremont Street. The financial responsibility for the
improvements at Adams Street will need to be assigned in a development agreement prior
to this P.U.D. going to City Council. The improvements to Drive ‘B’ and Fremont Street are
the responsibility of the developer.

It is assumed that the City has purchased control of access along 84™ Street except at the
existing drive returns. It is the recommendation of Public Works that this access control not
be relinquished. The previous version of this development was approved at Planning
Commission without the need for the additional right in/right out driveways. The inferred
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justification for the additional driveways was to relieve internal congestion due to the
internal circulation road being located too close to 84™ Street. It is the recommendation of
Public Works that the site plan be redesigned in a manner that relieves internal congestion
rather than introduce unnecessary conflict points on what will be a high speed and high
volume major arterial street. If the proposed driveways are ultimately approved against
Public Works’ recommendation, right turn lanes with sufficient length for deceleration and
storage need to be shown on the plans and will be the responsibility of the developer.

Additional review comments:

City Recycling would like an agreement to establish a recycling drop-off center within this
development to serve this area of Lincoln.

Emergency Communications found the following insufficient on the site plan:
The street name Thunder Road should not be used because Thunder exists at
approx N. 80th/Leo Ln. as Thunder Bay.

Dusty Dr. sounds to similar too Rusty Ln.

Drive A, Drive B and Drive C were previously denied. First City ordinance
requires a street type suffix and most importantly, A, B and C Streets already
exist. Public will NOT include Drive as a part of the street name and result in
Emergency Responders incorrectly being sent to S. 84th and A St.

Building and Safety -It appears most information is conceptual and future amendments
needed before final plan approval for development. Front yards for residences are less
than 20 feet. Parking would not be possible in front driveways of the buildings without the
vehicle sticking into the ROW. (See General Site Note 4.1.26)

Fire Department -The only issue the fire department has is the lack of fire facilities in the
area which does not allow us to provide the type of emergency response that our citizens
have grown to expect.

Health Department - Health Department has concerns over noise pollution when
commercial and residential uses are adjacent to one another. They suggest creative site
design to minimize conflicts, such as locating dock areas, trash compactors, and other
noise generating sources as far as possible from the residential area. LLCHD also
recommend that the Health Department provide consultation relative to the location of dry
cleaning or laundry establishments prior to their construction.

LES - As identified under item 17 in the General Site Notes, any relocation of existing
facilities will be at the owner/developer's expense. The second sentence concerning
addressing the relocation cost in the Annexation Agreement should be deleted.

Public Works Watershed Management - Any portion of this development resulting in

grading in the floodplain must be submitted for review with future amendments to this
P.U.D. Stormwater detention is required for this development. Stormwater detention
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calculations and detention locations must be submitted for review with future amendments
to the P.U.D.

The annexation policy in the Comprehensive Plan is met with this application. This land is
contiguous to the current City limits, and is urban in character since it is surrounded on
three sides by urban development. Provisions for City services will be addressed in the
annexation agreement.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.:

Annexation #06021

ANNEXATION CONDITIONS:

1. Prior to scheduling the request on the City Council agenda the applicant shall sign an
annexation agreement to the satisfaction of the City. However the Planning Director may
forward the annexation to the City Council if the City Staff and the applicant cannot reach an
agreement.

Prepared by:

Christy Eichorn
Planner
DATE: December 6,2006
APPLICANT: Prairie Home Builders, Inc
2045 S. Folsom Street,
Lincoln, NE 68522
OWNER;: Dubois LLC,
Prairie Home Builders, Inc,
Prairie Village North LLC
2045 S. Folsom ST
Lincoln, NE 68522
OWNER: Jacoby Farms
RR 1 Box 268
Bridgeport, NE 69336
OWNER: Lyle D and Eileen Hall
12240 Havelock Ave.
Lincoln, NE 68527-9301
CONTACT: Civil Design Group, Inc.

3901 Normal Blvd., ste 203
Lincoln, NE 68506
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ANNEXATION NO. 06021
and
CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 05054A,
AN AMENDMENT TO THE PRAIRIE VILLAGE NORTH
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE PLANNING COMMISSION: December 20, 2006

Members present: Cornelius, Taylor, Esseks, Carroll, Strand, Larson, Krieser and Carlson; Sunderman
absent.

Staffrecommendation: Approvalofthe annexation, subjectto anannexationagreementand conditional
approval of the amendment to the PUD.

Ex Parte Communications: None.

Staff presentation: Christy Eichorn of Planning staff explained the proposed amendment to the
Prairie Village North Planned Unit Development (PUD) located at North 84" and Adams Street. One
of the major differences is thatthis proposal takes advantage of the incentive criteria implemented in
the new Comprehensive Planto allowup to 600,000 square feet of commercial space. This proposed
development now includes two big boxes of 175,000 square feet each, book-ending a “town center”
type retail area proposed to be pedestrian friendly.

Eichorn explained that one of the major issues is the right-in/right-out being requested bythe applicant.
She suggested thatone of the things to keep in mind is that this whole development is still conceptual
and the site layout can be moved around. Public Works has taken the position that the developer
should do a different job of rearranging to where theymight notneed the right-in/right-out because there
will be an increase in traffic due to the increase in square footage for the commercial.

Proponents

1. Mike Eckert of Civil Design Group appeared on behalf of Prairie Village Homes. This is the
proposal that follows through with the Comprehensive Plan Amendment on this same property where
they shifted a neighborhood center on the south side of Adams and on the north side of Adams to
become a community commercial center on the south side of Adams. The primary difference is the
design, i.e. the two large retailers on each end of the development that would “book-end” the “town
center” with a main street style shopping experience.

Eckert explained that the goal of doing a town center and all the changes that have been made was
two-fold: 1) to create a more pedestrian oriented environment — there are nine criteria and this
proposal is in conformance with almost all of them; and 2) to try to internalize more of the traffic trips.
The idea now is that we have both of these boxes in a town center and some frontage pad sites allin
one area to reduce the number oftrips. He believes they have achieved this goal. The pm peak hour
trips only went up 5%, with anincrease of 300,000 square feet on both sides. They have deleted over
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400 apartments inthis plan. They were able to end up with a minimal increase in trip generation both
by design and by removing some ofthe apartments. Of the 300,000 square feet added, only 116,000
was retail. A big chunk was office for the mixed use office use on the south side.

Eckert advised that Bob Gibbs, the Planning consultant that made a presentation in Lincoln a while
back, was integral in helping tweak some of these design elements that he has seen working on a
national level.

Eckert submitted proposed amendments to the conditions of approval as follows:

4.1.7 Make revisions consistent with Public Works - Development Services
Division comments, with the exception of two items: 1) To remove the
objection to the right-in, right-out movements as shown at Drive “A” and
Drive “C” with the understanding that the turn-lanes to accommodate
these drives will be the responsibility of the developer and that a sufficient
length for decelerationand storage will need to be provided per AASHTO
standards; and 2) To amend the language in the “Water Main” section of
the memo (2.1) to state that the proposed 16" water main in Adams
Streetfrom west of 84" Street will need to be in place, under contract, or
under construction prior to the approval of any final plat in the PUD.

With regard to deleting Condition #4.1.9, Eckert stated that there is a note on the site plan that talks
about the consolidation of two different power lines on North 84" Street. The previous annexation
agreement for this property states thatall parties would contribute to the relocation of this line. Eckert
would prefer to leave this language in the existing annexation agreement.

With regard to deleting Condition #4.1.30, the right-in/right-out issue, Eckert explained that Drive A is
located approximately 665’ from the intersection and Drive C is about 640' from the quarter mile point.
They believe they are providing really good spacing. Eckert referred to other comparable examples
where these right-in/right-outs have been allowed, such as South Pointe, North 27" and Superior
Street, 27" & Yankee Hill Road (Wilderness Hills Addition and Williamson Honda), and 48" & O
Street. Bob Gibbs has suggested that the right-in/right-outs are key — it is important for people to have
those access points when they are not going to do anything in the town center. Deleting the right-
in/right-outs destroys the town center concept. If we have to move the intersection further back into the
center or make much more adjustment, we would probably destroy any kind of east-west main street
effect with only one main street effect going north/south. Based on Bob Gibbs’ recommendation, along
with the fact that we have them all over town, Eckert requested to amend Condition #4.1.7 as stated
above, and to delete Condition #4.1.30.

Larsoninquired about the big box users. Eckert confirmed that the boxes would be limited to 175,000

square feetand they are committed to maintaining office users on the north side of Adams as well as
on the south side against 87" Street. This is in agreement with the church.
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Larson believes the citizens have spoken and he does not want either of the two large pad sites to
accommodate a Walmart. Eckert’s response was that the only limitation now is a square foot limitation
per box.

Opposition

1. Randy Hoskins, Assistant City Engineer, testified in opposition to allowing the right-in/right-out
accesses. He reminded the Commission that the recently adopted Comprehensive Plan does contain
stronger language about access management than the past plan. With regard to “Principal Arterial”,
the Comprehensive Plan states that:

Managing and controlling access to these types of roadways is very important. This access
must respect and reflect the land uses and development context adjacent to each principal
arterial. For example, managing and controlling access to and from a roadway in the “built
environment” differs from that in developing locations, because of the varying character of
these areas.

84" Street in this area is a principal arterial and it has been looked at as a 6-lane roadway at some
pointinthe future. With regard to Mr. Eckert’s reference to 48" & O as an example, Hoskins stressed
that 48" and O was not a virgin site where you can do a lot of things. They previously had access to
that site so it was more or less figuring out a way to get the best access and maintaining the access
it had in the past.

Inaddition, Hoskins advised thatwhen 84" Streetwas built, it was built with federal funding. Atthe time
that right-of-way was purchased, access control was also purchased. At that time, they looked at
quarter mile access points where the median breaks exist now. In order for development to add
access points, notonly will they need to purchase, but they will also have to have approval of the FAA.

As near as he can tell, Hoskins believes that the whole purpose for these two right-in/right-out
driveways seems to be the internal site access. Public Works is looking at what that impact is onthe
84™ Street traffic already moving up and down the road, which will be increased by these
developments. The revised traffic study talked about 85" Street and Driveway B on the plan. With the
right-in/right-out driveways, thatoperates atlevel of service B, and operates at C or D without the right-
in-/right-out driveways. Thatis an internal site driveway with C and D impacts. Their traffic study shows
C, D and E impacts on 84" Street itself.

In addition, Hoskins observed that there will be more throughtraffic thanright-turns, so the green time
for through traffic will exceed what is needed for right turns. There will be no signal impact.

Hoskins also suggested that the right-in-/right-out at the North 40 Plaza is for a different purpose
because the residents that lived next to the golf course did not want to be inconvenienced by lights
flashing into their homes. However, Public Works also opposed that. At this location, however, there
are none of those similar characteristics. There are no residents being impacted by the lights.

Larson asked Hoskins to explainwhatPublic Worksis advocating. Hoskins clarified that Public Works
IS requesting thatthe quarter mile access points thatwere originally set up for access to and from those
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locations be maintained as the access points and that no other access points on 84" Street be
granted.

Esseks inquired about the configuration for Walmart at Highway 2. Hoskins stated that it ended up
being approved with quarter-mile spacing, which he is advocating for this proposal. Highway 2 at that
location, however, should have been maintained at %2 mile spacing.

Dennis Bartels of Public Works stated that the applicant’s proposed amendment to Condition#4.1.7
is satisfactory. It relates to the final plat. They will need water mains in place before they can get
building permits, which are in the CIP now.

Eichorn agreed with the applicant’s request to delete Condition #4.1.9.

With regard to the right-in-/right-out issue, Carlson observed that, based upon the Comprehensive
Plan, everyone is in favor of the town center concept. Eichorn suggested that the key is that this is a
conceptual plan and what you see here is not necessarily exactly how it will be laid out. Until we have
more site plan amendments, we do not know whether those right-in/right-out driveways will be
necessary.

Larson does not understand why a full intersection would ruin the town center concept. Eckert
explained thatthey are trying to avoid the amount of traffic coming in and out of the main entrance, and
the amount of stacking that would be required might move the intersection further in and it would get
into the area for the optimal location of the town center.

Esseks believes that this development will get a lot of their customers at the end of the day heading
north, but they do present a traffic hazard. Is there any engineering solution such as asking them to pay
for an entire lane, such as a fourth lane on the east side? Hoskins didn’tthink thatwould be aterrible
idea, but a “right turnlane in” would get most of the traffic out of the way. If the lane is long enough, you
will nothave traffic slowing down inthe 50 mphtraffic. The greater concern would be those folks exiting
out into 50 mph. If we were to put in an extra lane running the entire way that would afford folks the
opportunity to better get up to speed prior to moving out into the through lanes, so it could help out from
that standpoint.

Response by the Applicant

Eckert noted that there is a large segment in the Comprehensive Plan that encourages more
pedestrian-oriented development and thatis whatthey are trying to achieve here. The location of this
site dictates that most of the movements coming out of the shopping center are going back south. As
far as the right-out movement creating a hazard, the peak hour site trips are 34 trips going outand 196
going in; the south right-in/right-out shows only 12 peak hour trips going back north but 249 utilizing it
on the way in. Most of this traffic is coming from the south and would have to go back out through the
major points. Allowing them two extra access points frees up that much more in-traffic.

The idea of doing a full turn lane, if justified by the traffic study, might have some merit, but it clearly
does not justify it. We want to protect what we have designed. This is not Hwy 2. This is not a state
highway. Itis an internal urban arterial. Eckert believes the right-in/right-outs are a critical component
of this town center development.
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Strand asked Eckert whether his client would object to adding an extra acceleration/decelerationlane
going into the two right-in/right-outs? Eckert indicated that they would be willing to evaluate the
acceleration lane out, depending on the distance. Strand observed thatshe has also witnessed 70th
& Pioneer where people use the deceleration lane as a way to go around on the right and it is quite
a hazard. She also pointed out that Mr. Gibbs also commented that these town centers often cause
a little controversy for traffic engineers. Eckert stated that itreminds him of new urbanism — there are
good planning ideas which do not always fit perfectly with the standards of Public Works.

Larson confirmedthatthere are decelerationlanes on 84", but notaccelerationlanes. Eckert agreed.
For the vehicles proceeding northward, there will be a taper segment and thena 300’ turnlane. As you
come out, it is a merge into the existing two lanes.

ANNEXATION NO. 06021
ACTION BY PLANNING COMMISSION: December 20, 2006

Carroll moved approval, subject to an annexation agreement, seconded by Strand and carried 8-0:
Cornelius, Taylor, Esseks, Carroll, Strand, Larson, Krieser and Carlson voting ‘yes’; Sunderman
absent. This is a recommendation to the City Council.

CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 05054A
ACTION BY PLANNING COMMISSION: December 20, 2006

Carroll moved to approve the staff recommendation of conditional approval, with the amendments
requested by the applicant, seconded by Strand.

Strand assumes thatthe AASHTO standards may dictate thatthere needs to be an acceleration lane.
Carlson expressed appreciationto the applicant for working with Mr. Gibbs. He thinks this will provide
retail in that part of town that will be attractive and good for everybody.

Motion for conditional approval, with amendments, carried 8-0: Cornelius, Taylor, Esseks, Carroll,
Strand, Larson, Krieser and Carlsonvoting ‘yes’; Sundermanabsent. This is arecommendationto the

City Council.
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LIMITS OF ANNEXATION

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF A PORTION OF LOTS 41, 42, 43 AND 23 OF IRREGULAR TRACTS, ALL LOCATED iN SECTION
11 TOWNSHIP 10 NORTH RANGE 7 EAST OF THE SIXTH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, LANCASTER COUNTY, NEBRASKA. SAID
TRACT OF LAND SHALL BE MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED BY METES AND BOUNDS AS FOLLOWS.
BEGINNING AT THE W1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 11 TOWNSHIP 10 NORTH RANGE 7 EAST OF THE SIXTH PRINCIPAL
MERIDIAN AND CONTINUING ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 10
NORTH, RANGE 7 EAST NORTH 80 DEGREES 33 MINUTES 21 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF 1439.80 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 20 MINUTES 52 SECONDS EAST, A DISTANCE OF 49,95 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING,

THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 20 MINUTES 52 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF 420.86 FEET,;

THENCE SOUTH 89 DEGREES 59 MINUTES 48 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF 301.42 FEET;

THENCE S0UTH 00 DEGREES 10 MINUTES 17 SECONDS WEST FOR A DISTANCE OF 468.97 FEET,

THENCE SOUTH 00 BEGREES 10 MINUTES 17 SECONDS WEST FOR A DISTANCE OF 1261.87 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 58 DEGREES 26 MINUTES 49 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF 763.34 FEET,

THENCE SOUTH 50 DEGREES 30 MINUTES 49 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF 550.19 FEET,

THENCE NORTH 89 DEGREES 18 MINUTES 20 SECONDS WEST FOR A DISTANCE OF 514.10 FEET;

THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 128.00 FEET AND AN ARC |LENGTH OF 94,66
FEET, BEJNG SUBTENDED BY A CHORD CF SOUTH 15 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 46 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF
9484 FEET;

THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A RADIUS OF 620.00 FEET AND AN ARC LENGTH OF 151.96
FEET, BEING SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF SOUTH 10 DEGREES 06 MINUTES 34 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF
151.58 FEET;

THENCE NORTH B8 DEGREES 18 MINUTES 20 SECONDS WEST FOR A DISTANCE OF 109.79 FEET:;

THENCE SCUTH 00 DEGREES 19 MINUTES 18 SECOMNDS WEST FOR A DISTANCE OF 59tl.11 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 8% DEGREES 18 MINUTES 20 SECONDS WEST FOR A DISTANCE OF 450.17 FEET,;

THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A RADIUS OF 300.0¢ FEET AND AN ARC LENGTH OF 219.78
FEET, BEING SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF NORTH 68 DEGREES 19 MINUTES 05 SECONDS WEST FOR A DISTANCE OF
214.90 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 23 DEGREES 16 MINUTES 21 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF 77.93 FEET,;

THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 811.00 FEET AND AN ARC LENGTH OF 346.44
FEET, BEING SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF NORTH 08 DEGREES 16 MINUTES 51 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF
343.81 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 01 DEGREES 48 MINUTES 24 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF 50.28 FEET;

THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF §36.50 FEET AND AN ARC LENGTH OF 167.68
FEET, BEING SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF NORTH 11 DEGREES 29 MINUTES 02 SECONDS WEST FOR A DISTANCE
OF 167.20 FEET.

THENGCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A RADIUS OF 1283.50 FEET AND AN ARC LENGTH OF
42581 FEET, BEING SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF NORTH 08 DEGREES 22 MINUTES 34 SECONDS WEST FOR A
DISTANCE OF 423.80 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 16 MINUTES 43 SECONDS EAST FOR A DISTANCE OF 955.37 FEET,

THENCE SOUTH 89 DEGREES 39 MINUTES 26 SECONDS WEST, A DISTANCE OF 132.26 FEET; TO THE POINT
OF BEGINNING AND CONTAINING A CALCULATED AREA OF 1,016,925,11 SQUARE FEET OR 23.34 ACRES MCRE OR
LESS.
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