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Lancaster County Planning Commission dated September 7,
2011. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval of the Planning
Commission recommendation dated September 7, 2011

SPONSOR:  Planning Department 

BOARD/COMMITTEE:  Planning Commission
Public Hearing: 08/17/11, 08/24/11, 09/07/11
Administrative Action: 09/07/11

RECOMMENDATION: Approval, as revised and amended
(8-0: Partington, Francis, Larson, Gaylor Baird, Sunderman,
Esseks, Lust and Cornelius voting ‘yes’; Taylor absent).

FINDINGS OF FACT:  
1. The draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan (LPlan 2040) and the draft 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) were heard

at the same time before the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission action on the Comprehensive Plan is a
recommendation to the Lincoln City Council and Lancaster County Board of Commissioners.  The Planning Commission
action on the Long Range Transportation Plan is a recommendation to the MPO Officials Committee; however, the LRTP
is basically Chapter 10 of the Comprehensive Plan, entitled “Transportation”.  

2. The draft 2040 Lincoln-Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan (LPlan 2040) submitted to the Planning Commission on July
8, 2011, was the result of a broad-based community input process and over one year of intensive public outreach and
involvement, including the work of the LPlan Advisory Committee (LPAC), a 20-person citizen group appointed by the
Mayor, which included all nine members of the Planning Commission.  The committee met 26 times from June 23, 2010
to June 15, 2011.  The committee meeting materials and minutes may be found at
http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/committee/index.htm.

3. The Planning Commission held five workshops from July 13, 2011 to September 7, 2011, the notes of which may be found
at http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/hearings.htm under “Planning Commission Briefings and Workshops”.

4. The staff report issued on August 3, 2011, is attached hereto (p.2-4), which concludes that LPlan 2040 provides new
direction for Lincoln and Lancaster County, while continuing many key policies of the past that have served the community
well.  The Planning Commission recommendation represents a careful balance between many values and goals for the
community relating to future growth and development, quality of life in urban and rural areas, economic opportunity,
environmental stewardship and sustainability.  LPlan 2040 includes some important strategies for implementation and a
process for regular updates.  

5. The Planning Commission held three public hearings on August 17, August 24 and September 7, 2011, the minutes of
which are attached hereto (p.5-28).  The meeting materials and change documents referred to in the staff report and the
minutes may be found at http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/hearings.htm.

6. All public comments submitted as of the date of this Factsheet are found on pp.29-64.    

7. On September  7, 2011, the Planning Commission voted 8-0 to recommend approval of the staff recommendation as
revised on September 2 and September 7, 2011, as amended by Motion to Amend #2 (See Minutes, p.24-26) and Motion
to Amend #3 (See Minutes, p.26-27).  Motion to Amend #1 to increase the sidewalk rehabilitation program funding to $1.5
million annually, beginning in 2012-2013, failed 4-5 (See Minutes, p.18-24).  (Note: Taylor was present during the vote on
the amendments but was absent during the vote on the main motion.)

8. All of the staff recommended amendments as approved by the Planning Commission and the amendments made by the
Planning Commission have been incorporated into the LPlan 2040 document submitted to the City Council and County
Board dated September 7, 2011.  

9. The draft Comp Plan document has previously been submitted to the City Council and County Board under separate cover
and may be found on-line at www.lincoln.ne.gov (Keyword: LPlan2040).  

10. On October 3, 2011, the City Council and County Board were briefed at the City-County Common meeting.  Several
proposed amendments were discussed and will be provided as motions to amend to both the City Council and County Board
prior to the joint public hearing scheduled for October 18, 2011.  

FACTSHEET PREPARED BY:  Jean L. Preister DATE: October 4, 2011
REVIEWED BY:__________________________ DATE: October 4, 2011
REFERENCE NUMBER:  FS\CC\2011\2040 Comp Plan
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LINCOLN/ LANCASTER COUNTY STAFF REPORT
Lincoln-Lancaster County 2040 Comprehensive Plan – 

Draft of July 8, 2011

DATE: August 3, 2011

PROPOSAL: Adoption of the July 8, 2011 draft of “LPlan 2040," the new Lincoln City-
Lancaster County 2040 Comprehensive Plan, with amendments. 

RELATED ITEMS: Draft Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2040 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP).

APPLICANT: Marvin Krout, Director of Planning

CONTACT: Lincoln/Lancaster County Planning Department
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE 68508
(402) 441- 7491

The July 8, 2011 draft of LPlan 2040 was developed through a broad-based community input
process and  is the result of over one year of intensive public outreach and involvement.  This
included the work of the LPlan Advisory Committee (LPAC), a 20-person citizen group (which
included the nine members of the Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Commission) appointed by
the Mayor representing a broad range of interests in the City and County, who met bi-weekly to
provide guidance on the development of the Plan.  The draft LPlan 2040 is submitted by the
Director of Planning and is recommended for adoption to replace the 2030 Comprehensive Plan
for Lincoln and Lancaster County.  LPlan 2040 is proposed to be adopted with amendments noted
in the “Changes to July 8, 2011 Draft LPlan 2040" document,  which is a log of revisions dated
August 3, 2011 that were discussed with the Planning Commission at their workshop in July.  It is
anticipated that this change document may be updated with additional revisions based upon the
public hearings held by the Planning Commission.  

LPlan 2040 Major Assumptions
The 2030 Comprehensive Plan served as the starting point for LPlan 2040, which retains many of
the same visions, goals and strategies based on the foundation that Lincoln and Lancaster County
comprise one community.  Some fundamental assumptions of LPlan 2040 include:

• By 2040, the population of Lancaster County will increase by 126,000 to over 412,000.
• 90% of the population is projected to be within the City of Lincoln, 6% in the rural areas of the county and 4%

in small towns. 
• The Tier I growth area for Lincoln includes 34 square miles in multiple directions, but with an emphasis on

growth to the east and south; the city is expected to grow from about 91 square miles to about 125 square miles
by the year 2040. 

• 47,500 additional residential units are projected within the Lincoln area by 2040, with an additional 4,500 in
the balance of the county. 

• The City of Lincoln will continue to implement policies of growth based upon drainage basins with gravity-
flow sewer and new development that is contiguous to the existing City limits.
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New or Enhanced Concepts in Lplan 2040
• Mixed Use Redevelopment.  LPlan 2040 identifies the potential for 8,000 new dwelling units to be located

within the existing built-out portion of the City by 2040.  Infill and redevelopment is encouraged in a new
chapter called “Mixed Use Redevelopment,” which focuses on redevelopment of underutilized commercial and
industrial areas in “nodes and corridors.” These “nodes” are commercial centers that are encouraged to be
redeveloped into walkable residential mixed use centers, and “corridors,” which represent areas to encourage
mixed use redevelopment of commercial strips, connections between nodes, and priorities for future public
transportation enhancements.

• Transportation.  The transportation chapter of LPlan 2040 is also reflected in a separate document known as
the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), which is a related item noted at the top of this staff report.  The
LRTP is required for the City and County to receive federal transportation funds, and it must be adopted by
the Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), a separate agency with representation from the City,
County and State. 

LPlan 2040 and the LRTP look at all modes of transportation:  walking, bicycling, driving and transit.
Considerable additional detail was required with this update to consider expected funding and develop a
“Financially Constrained” transportation plan.  The plan also include “Illustrative” or unfunded projects that
represent transportation needs for future consideration. 

• Placemaking.  A new chapter called “Placemaking” combines urban design and historic preservation as tools
to preserve and enhance the community’s unique character - its sense of place.  The chapter carries forward
historic and cultural resource considerations from the 2030 Plan, identifies key entryways for protection, and
includes strategies for improving urban design standards.  

• Energy Element. A new section in LPlan 2040 in the Energy & Utilities chapter addresses energy as an
important consideration in planning the future of Lincoln and Lancaster County. A new state statute mandates
all comprehensive plans now include an energy element. This new section includes an assessment of energy
use, evaluates the utilization of renewable energy sources, and describes efforts to conserve energy in the
community.

• Other Elements.  LPlan 2040 carries forward, clarifies and enhances the many sustainability elements found
in the 2030 Plan, including encouraging compact growth, infill and redevelopment, and local food production.
Additional strategies encourage the implementation of the Salt Valley Greenway with new emphasis on the
prairie corridor extending from Pioneers Park to Audubon Spring Creek Prairie. 

Public Outreach and Involvement
As noted above, an extensive and inclusive public process was carried out throughout the
development of the draft LPlan 2040.  This process is described in detail beginning on page 10.21
of the Transportation chapter.  Over the past year, thousands of comments that were gathered and
shared with the LPlan Advisory Committee (LPAC) helped to shape the development of the Plan.
The links below include written comments from individuals on three online comment boards available
during various periods over the past year, and four staff reports provided to LPAC that summarize
written comments from the public received on specific sets of issues discussed during the process:

Draft LPlan 2040 & LRTP Comment Board
http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/comment_draft.htm

General Comment Board
http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/comment_gen.htm
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Growth Scenario Comment Board
http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/comment_gs.htm

Transportation Preferences Survey Report
http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/survey/transrpt.pdf

Transportation Goals Survey Report
http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/committee/110223/survey.pdf

Growth Scenario Public Input Report
http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/committee/101117/pi_rpt.pdf

Bright Ideas Report
http://lincoln.ne.gov/city/plan/lplan2040/committee/101103/BrightIdeas.pdf

Three public hearings have been scheduled and advertised before the Planning Commission to
encourage the public to continue to offer input and suggested changes to the Plan.  The public
hearings will be held in the Council Chambers in the County City Building, at 555 S. 10th St.: 

• Wednesday, August 17th from 5 – 7 pm
• Wednesday, August 24th during the regular meeting, which begins at 1 pm
• Wednesday, September 7th during the regular meeting, which begins at 1 pm

As of the date of preparation of this staff report, the July 8, 2011 draft LPlan 2040 is recommended
for approval with the revisions identified on the attached change document.  However, it is noted
that the purpose of these hearings is to seek additional public input, and that further changes may
be recommended based upon this input. 

CONCLUSION: 
The proposed LPlan 2040 provides new direction for Lincoln and Lancaster County, while
continuing many key policies of the past that have served the community well.  The proposed
Comprehensive Plan represents a careful balance between many values and goals for the
community relating to future growth and development, quality of life in urban and rural areas,
economic opportunity, environmental stewardship and sustainability.  LPlan 2040 includes some
important strategies for implementation and a process for regular updates.  The Plan is
recommended for adoption with changes as noted below.  

RECOMMENDATION: Approval, with the revisions noted on the attached change document
called “Changes to July 8, 2011 Draft LPlan 2040," dated August 3, 2011.
(Additional revisions may be recommended as a result of the public
hearings before the Planning Commission).  

Submitted by:

Marvin Krout
Director of Planning
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2040 LINCOLN-LANCASTER COUNTY 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

(LPlan 2040)
and

2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)

SPECIAL PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE PLANNING COMMISSION: August 17, 2011

Members present:  Gaylor Baird, Cornelius, Esseks, Francis, Lust, Partington, Lynn Sunderman and
Taylor (Larson absent).

There were no ex parte communications disclosed.  

Staff presentation:  Nicole Fleck-Tooze of Planning staff explained that the Comprehensive Plan
and the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) represent a vision for Lincoln and Lancaster
County and the community in the year 2040.  This is a major update, which is done every 10 years,
to look at where people will live, work, shop and travel around the community and to provide the
infrastructure and services needed for the next 30 years.  We anticipate 125,000 additional people
by 2040.  

Fleck-Tooze advised that these two plans are the result of more than a year-long public process
which started with the formation of the LPlan Advisory Committee (LPAC) in June of 2010, which
is a 20-person citizen committee of which the Planning Commission was a part.  Throughout the
summer, the Planning Department hosted a series of workshops on important topics and received
over 95 “Bright Ideas” that were submitted in five different topic areas.  At one of the workshops,
the members and citizens were invited to examine options for direction and type of growth.  That
workshop, plus the input from LPAC was used to develop the three scenarios for future growth.
Based on the input received from the broad public outreach, the staff and LPAC developed a
preferred draft growth map and future land use plan, which was the basis for the detailed
transportation planning that began in the first part of this year.  

Fleck-Tooze also pointed out that during the course of the development of the draft plan, there were
about 12 public meetings and workshops; and the staff met with many neighborhood groups,
interest groups and organizations.  The Department received input from hundreds of people through
on-line surveys, e-mails, virtual town hall and social media, with 11,000 individual Web visits
representing about 3,000 individuals.  

Fleck-Tooze advised that there will be two more public hearings on the Comprehensive Plan and
LRTP at the end of the regularly scheduled meetings of the Planning Commission on Wednesday,
August 24th, and Wednesday, September 7th.  

Fleck-Tooze also advised that a set of recommended changes were provided to the Planning
Commission on Friday, August 12th.  Those changes fell into four categories:  1) feedback from the
individual LPAC members representing multiple changes throughout the document; 2) some
changes to reflect recommendations from the Nebraska Capitol Environs Commission and the
Urban Design Committee to restate and add some emphasis on areas of importance to those
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groups relating to design standards, public buildings, the Downtown Master Plan and the work of
the Urban Design Committee; 3) some changes to reflect feedback from the Mayor’s Neighborhood
Roundtable and the Mayor’s Aide for Stronger Safe Neighborhoods, to emphasize the importance
of protecting existing neighborhoods and directing infill development; and 4) some changes based
upon feedback from agencies relating to transportation, including the Federal Highway
Administration, Nebraska Department of Roads and MPO.  Further changes are anticipated based
on local funding that is occurring at this time, and those additional changes will be prepared and
submitted on August 24th.  

Fleck-Tooze announced that as a result of today’s workshop prior to this public hearing, there is a
recommended change to the Parks & Recreation chapter relating to the renovation of neighborhood
pools, i.e. a strategy to:

Renovate the five neighborhood pools (Air Park, Ballard, Belmont, Eden and Irvingdale) to bring
the pool basins and bathhouses into compliance with accessibility guidelines, contingent upon
adequate funding for annual operations and for repair/renovation costs.

Public Testimony

1.  Mike Carlin, 2800 W. Paddock Road, President of the Hitching Post Hills Neighborhood
Association and Board member of the Friends of Wilderness Park, stated that he is testifying on his
own behalf.  He believes this is a pretty impressive draft plan.  It is obvious that a lot of work and
dedication went into it.  However, he was surprised to find that there is a rather radical reduction
to the amount of land designated for regional and community parks in new growth areas.  The
current Comprehensive Plan requires a level of service (LOS) of 2.5 acres for regional parks and
2.9 acres for community parks per 1,000 residents.  The draft plan proposes to reduce the LOS to
no set goal for regional parks and 1.3 acres for community parks.  The combined effect cuts the
guaranteed LOS from 5.4 acres to 2.4 acres, a 75% reduction that will be concentrated in new
developing areas.  Carlin believes that this is in direct conflict with the guiding principles cited at the
beginning of the chapter:  

Parks and open space enhance the quality of life of the community’s residents and are central
to the community’s economic development strategy–the community’s ability to attract and retain
viable businesses, industries and employees is directly linked to quality of life issues, including
indoor and outdoor recreational opportunities.  

The proposed plan will reduce the city-wide LOS for community parks from 2.9 to 2.4 acres, not a
huge change as an average, but pretty significant when you consider that the decreases will be
concentrated in the new growth areas.  With a higher percentage of new development areas paved
and roofed, the amount of stormwater runoff will increase at the same time that the percentage of
permeable park land decreases.   With more stormwater, the costs will be higher and ultimately it
could cost the city more in stormwater management costs.  There is no guarantee that those extra
developed acres will generate any tax revenues, as they could become the home of a mega church
with a mega parking lot with mega runoff, with no tax revenue to pay for it, for example.  
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The proposed changes submitted last Friday add some verbage on this subject attributing the
change largely to financial reasons.  Carlin pointed out that if we are looking to the short range in
the next few years, the financial reasons are probably accurate, but this is a 30-year plan.  If the
LOS is lowered, we won’t be able to raise it again in the future.  

Carlin recommends that the LOS remain as it is today.  Parks and trails were listed as a major
factor for Lincoln being the #1 city to live in for college graduates.  

Esseks stated that he shares Carlin’s concern, and suggested to Carlin that the Planning
Commission needs as much information as possible in the terms of studies either for Lincoln or for
peer communities that can demonstrate the relationship between really good parks and trails and
the attraction of people that invest and work in the community.  

2.  Dr. Earl Lampshire, 7208 Van Dorn, Apt. 224, testified about the widening of O Street.  In 1955,
he purchased 11 acres out by Hillcrest Country Club, facing O Street.  It was all flat and for 25
years, he operated a Christmas tree farm on the property.  At that time, he planted Christmas trees
over the entire 11 acres.  As the years went by, houses were built to the south of his property and
they began to put the driveways in and the water began to come down through his property.  Then
they located Southeast Community College and some other things to the west.  The rains came and
the water came and dug the creek deeper and deeper, and now it’s almost a river.  The city had told
him there was nothing they could do.  Dr. Lampshire quit the Christmas tree business and sold the
property.  

Dr. Lampshire pointed out that the water cannot get under O Street because of the small overpass.
About 11 years ago, Dr. Lampshire contacted the State and he was told that there are plans to
widen O Street and the creek.  He was also told that when O Street is widened, the state will take
some of this property and fill it in.  Nothing has happened to O Street.  He would hope the Planning
Commission would realize that Lincoln has an opportunity to go east and O Street was supposed
to be widened about five or more years ago.  Nothing has been done.  Is there anything in this plan
that will tell me what is going to happen to O Street and whether something is going to be done to
save the property from the water in that creek?  Lampshire wants the city to be able to move further
east.  

3.  Dale Arp, 426 Steele Avenue, testified on behalf of the Great Plains Trails Network (GPTN) to
show support and appreciation for the process.  The GPTN has followed the entire update process
with a committee of members attending the meetings and activities, and they contributed a number
of ideas.  The GPTN has a membership of over 800 citizens who advocate a network of trails.  The
GPTN supports the acquisition, development and wide availability of trails by securing funds from
private sources, working cooperatively with government agencies, by providing opportunity for
persons to learn more about trails through education and organizing trail related events.  The GPTN
has accomplished raising over two million dollars for trails.  Arp expressed appreciation to the staff
and task force for this high quality work.  This has been a wonderful learning experience, and the
GPTN is quite satisfied.

4.  Jim Cook, 3339 South 40th Street, also testified on behalf of the GPTN and agreed with Arp’s
testimony.  They did attend a number of the meetings and were very impressed with the work done
by the staff and the task force.  The GPTN is in support of adoption of the plan.  There are a lot of
strategies supportive of the goals of the GPTN and they endorse the balance of the plan that
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appears to address all forms of transportation, including pedestrian and bicycle transportation.  The
GPTN will be urging the decision makers in the future not to just write and talk about it, but to
actually implement many of the things that are in the plan to make pedestrian and bicycle
transportation more convenient.  There is an energy problem in this country.  Whatever we can do
to reduce vehicular traffic will be to the benefit of the street system and to the benefit of all of us
individually.  We have to have facilities that will make it convenient.

Cook further advised that the GPTN would like to see all of the bicycle and pedestrian related
facilities that are in the needs based plan implemented, but they also recognize choices had to be
made for a financially constrained plan, and the GPTN concurs with the choices that have been
made.  They will be encouraging more of the needs based facilities in the future.  

In addition, the GPTN recommends adoption of the Complete Streets concept referenced in the
plan, the use of which was submitted by GPTN in the “Bright Ideas” exercise, and recommends that
the city implement that Complete Streets policy before the next update of the plan.  

5.  Lisa Lee, 9145 Wishing Well Drive, moved to Lincoln from Kansas City about a year ago.  She
stated that she has slowly gotten more involved and has only attended a couple of the
Comprehensive Plan meetings.  She is here to suggest that there should be language in the
strategies in the residential section in developing communities that is already in the plan in other
sections.  For example, relating to residential energy use, it would be good to encourage a passive
solar type of design to reduce residential energy costs.  It would be helpful to have that in the
residential section for new residential development.  It is a no cost way to produce energy.  She
does not see anything in the residential strategies that goes toward reducing energy costs.  The
community section includes a lot of very good language about energy costs and our relationship
to the rest of the world and how there is pressure to reduce energy costs.  She suggested that
energy costs could also be addressed in commercial buildings.  She suggested that this should
become part of the building codes and zoning laws.  She believes this is a fantastic community, but
until the building codes reflect what you want to see, you may or may not see it.  She knows there
is a sensitivity for the market to drive development, but she is not sure the attitudes understand the
options that are out that.  Some builders are doing it because it is nice niche, but most do not want
to spend the extra money.  This would level the playing field for the builders.  If everyone has to
spend the same amount of money, it makes it easier.  It would be beneficial to the builders to
increase those standards.  

Esseks asked for an explanation of a “passive solar facility”.  Lee explained, e.g., lots should be
north/south as opposed to east/west.  Most of Lincoln’s lots are laid out facing east and west.  It is
very common knowledge that east and west exposure increases your energy costs.  The streets
could be laid out such that the majority of the lots would be wider to the south and north so that the
big windows would have the south exposure.  

6.  Rick Krueger, 8200 Cody Drive, appeared on own behalf.  He supports the idea of local food
production and suggested the simple statement that, “anybody who wants to garden in any zoning
district and wants to sell that produce can do it”.  

Relating to sustainability, Krueger stated that he has an alternative view and believes we are
sustainable.  We generally call it “production” out in the industry, i.e. more productive in doing more
with less.  He challenges the thought that the earth is running out of energy.  He submitted an article
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entitled, “Potential Gas Committee”, from the Colorado School of Mines in Golden, Colorado,
indicating that we have more recoverable gas today than at any other time in our history.  That’s
just one example.  In terms of LES, we can already see the new generation of light bulbs coming
on.  In addition, we know that heating and air conditioning equipment efficiencies are increasing.
Krueger submitted that the verbage in the plan relative to running out of fuel and foreclosing options
for our future should be removed from the plan.  

Krueger also submitted an article published in the Seattle Times which states that, “Seattle green
jobs program falls short of goals.”  After one year, just 14 jobs have emerged from the program,
almost all of which are administrative.  They are not getting things done.  Krueger thus suggested
that the market is taking care of itself in all of these areas.  The reason is because we need density,
but he does not believe the densification will be acceptable by the public in Lincoln.

Krueger also shared a report he had from Steve Henrichsen of the Planning Department dated in
2009 which shows that we have more park space in Lincoln than we have industrial ground.  

Krueger would like to see some language in the business portions about the liberal interpretation
of business zoning.  The policy of planning appears to be that when you interpret a land use, you
do it in the most conservative manner.  He thinks it needs to be in the most liberal manner, so the
developer can allow capital to form to get the job done.  

Krueger is opposed to design standards on any of the business zoning areas.  They are a hindrance
to people creating the capital and getting things done.  

Krueger encouraged the need to simplify zoning.  For example, early on in this process the staff
was promoting the old Richman Gordman site as an area for mixed use development.  The zoning
was changed because a new buyer wanted some office use, some retail use and some
manufacturing.  The key is to go for more wide range business zoning.  “Simplify” and give more
rights to the people who want to do things like that, especially in redeveloping areas.

The same goes for mixed use redeveloping -- simplify, simplify, simplify.  They talk about pedestrian
connection, but what we really want to do is integrate those mixed use developments into the
neighborhoods.  It is better to have a commercial street system with the residential.  He does not
think we should have design standards.  He is also critical of the idea of assigning this task of mixed
use to Urban Development or some advisory committee.  He wants to look at the underlying zoning
and get the job done without going through a process.  “We do not need any more cooks in the
kitchen.”  

Krueger is also opposed to stormwater utility.  That would be very negative.

Taylor asked Krueger to explain his statement about pedestrian connections.  Krueger stated that
the plan has a predisposition to try to have more pedestrian movements, and that’s fine; but, in the
commercial realm, it doesn’t matter.  It is more important to have the proper street connections.
90% of the people do their trips in cars.  That’s the market that has to be served.  

7.  Travis Davis, 1621 G Street, Apt. 4, appeared on his own behalf.  It may be true that 90% of
the people make trips in cars, but he thinks you encourage trips in cars by the type of planning that
is done.  If you are encouraging easier pedestrian connection throughout the city, that encourages
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that type of transportation, as opposed to catering to the historical use of the vehicle.  
 
He is encouraged to see talk about raising public awareness of the impacts of global issues on the
local environment and economy in the plan.  If the public feels like they are instigating the change,
it gains momentum.  Raising public awareness creates the political demand for well informed
change.  When people feel like it is their idea and not the government telling them what to do, it
starts to gain a lot more momentum.  

8.  Adam Hintz, 1611 Van Dorn Street, appeared on behalf of the Friends of Wilderness Park, a
nonprofit organization dedicated to preservation of Wilderness Park and all natural areas in Lincoln
and Lancaster County.  The Friends of Wilderness Park advocate natural area preservation.  They
would like to see the city-wide level of service remain the minimum of 2.9 acres of community park
per 1,000 residents. 

Hintz then stated that he is testifying on his own behalf with regard to sustainability.  He is pleased
to see that the proposed plan includes a large amount of sustainability.  There are things in the plan
that could be better, but it is such a wonderful huge step towards a place that he feels comfortable
leaving to his children.  He expressed appreciation for all of the work that has been put into this
issue in the plan.  He has a vision of what he sees for his children growing up – local foods, riding
bikes, walking, less and less trash, and more nature.  This plan reflects that vision in a large way.
(**As amended on 8/23/11**)

***Break***

Meeting was reconvened at 6:50 p.m.

There was no other public testimony.

The Clerk submitted a letter received from the Near South Neighborhood Association.  

Cornelius expressed appreciation to the members of the public who testified and gave some
direction, and he is hopeful to see more in the future.  

The Clerk then announced that these items will have continued public hearing on Wednesday,
August 24th, and Wednesday, September 7th, at the end of the regular meeting of the Planning
Commission, which begins at 1:00 p.m.  Any written comments may be made by e-mail to
plan@lincoln.ne.gov; on-line at LPlan2040.lincoln.ne.gov; or mailed to the Planning Department,
555 S. 10th Street, Room 213, 68508, all of which will be put in the public record and considered by
the Planning Commission.
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CONT’D PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE PLANNING COMMISSION: August 24, 2011

Members present: Taylor, Esseks, Partington, Larson, Lust, Sunderman, Francis, Gaylor Baird and
Cornelius.

There were no ex parte communications disclosed.

Staff presentation:  Nicole Fleck-Tooze of Planning staff briefly described what was discussed in
the workshop preceding this meeting:

--several comments from the Near South Neighborhood Association relating to
redevelopment; the number of dwelling units anticipated city-wide for infill in areas of existing
residential zoned land; and concerns about neighborhood pools; 

--suggestion for an appendix listing the various task forces and committees that have
contributed over the years to the development of the Comprehensive Plan  and other plans
recognized in the Plan; 

--comments received related to importance of strong library system;

–comments from the Mayor’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee supporting the
vision and goals set forth in the LRTP, noting that the intent to focus on place making, mixed
use redevelopment and sustainability supports walking and biking; this group is also in
support of Complete Streets and the items in the needs based plan;

–changes to the Neighborhoods & Housing chapter relating to rural areas regarding the
strategy for transfer of development rights referring to respecting property rights by
compensating owners who agree to the transfers;

--changes relating to the guiding principles as discussed at the August 17th meeting;

–additional changes proposed to reflect some of those suggestions encouraging public
investment in neighborhood infrastructure and services; continuing policies that maintain a
mix of single-family and multi-family housing and support home ownership and sustainability;

–changes to Parks, Recreation & Open Space relating to neighborhood pools, i.e.
renovation of five neighborhood pools to bring in compliance with accessibility guidelines;

–new strategy to consider incentives to encourage higher densities;

--some minor changes for clarification that were proposed for the water elements by Public
Works.

David Cary of Planning staff then explained the proposed amendments to the Transportation
chapter and the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), all of which have been posted on the
Web site, including a summary page which attempts to break down the funding changes that 
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have occurred during the process, with a related list of projects for roadways and a corresponding
map.  

The newly proposed changes to the draft LRTP and the Transportation chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan are a result of the City’s budget process that was just completed and adopted
on August 22nd.  There is an additional influx of 7.1 million dollars for transportation purposes.  We
are required to have a financially constrained transportation plan.  We can only have enough
projects and programs funded in the transportation plan related to the revenues coming in.  

There is additional funding equating to approximately 2.5 million more per year to put towards
existing spending on the capital program for roadways to be newly constructed and paved or to be
widened.  That will bring up the amount of available funding in 2040 to a higher amount overall, with
15 more capital roadway projects.  This additional funding will also contribute to the costs of the
South Beltway.

Another major change is that 4.6 of the 7.1 million dollars is specifically going toward street
rehabilitation.  This gets very close to the 12 million dollar number that was identified in the draft
plan released in July.  The new funding allows that shift to occur almost immediately as the revenue
comes in over the next three years.

We have talked about the sidewalk rehabilitation program as being an important need that is being
underfunded.  At this time, we are able to get $500,000 per year, which is what is being spent
currently.  This is a result of some of the commitments made in the budget process to allocate the
new funding toward other items.  

Fleck-Tooze also noted a change to the priority growth tiers map to show some additional areas
within the existing city limits in northeast Lincoln, in the area of North 84th and Adams and further
south as Tier I, Priority A.  

Esseks inquired whether the increased funding for road rehabilitation and new construction will
result in some improvement in sidewalks.  Cary believes that it will because there is going to be
increased funding for rehabilitation of existing streets, and there are often times improvements to
the sidewalks at the time of that rehabilitation of the street, including curb ramps for ADA and
crossings of existing streets.  There is an opportunity to do more of the sidewalk improvement in
the future with this additional roadway rehabilitation planning.  

Cornelius commented that through the process of the LPAC, a needs based projection for what the
LRTP would require was developed, i.e. what would be required to meet the transportation needs
of Lincoln and Lancaster County as we move forward into the future toward 2040.  We identified
or determined that the important priority for Lincoln would be maintenance of our existing
infrastructure.  He is happy we got this windfall, but he is disappointed that we have taken a hit in
the already severely underfunded bicycle and pedestrian rehabilitation line item.  While small
compared to the others, it is underfunded by a greater percentage than any of the others.  He is
happy that we do have the needs based plan that points out that we are failing to maintain this
infrastructure.  Where can we look for that funding, and what can we do moving forward to achieve
the goals that we identified through the LPAC process?  Cary suggested that it is an ongoing
process.  The Plan is updated on a regular basis.  There is also the annual review process that
allows  opportunity to try to affect that discussion.  In the implementation section of the
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transportation plan, we have added new strategies to say we need to continue the discussion so
that we don’t forget about it.  

Gaylor Baird agreed with Cornelius.  She hears a little disconnect – we have to find funding and to
have this kind of huge windfall and not have a piece go to something we have identified as
important shows that it is not very high on the priorities.  She feels very much less confident that
there will be money for sidewalks anytime in the future if not a cent of it goes to the bike and
pedestrian rehabilitation.  

Lust expressed concern about voting on the entire Comprehensive Plan based on the premise that
we want denser growth in the city whereby we need to encourage people to walk and get exercise,
encourage neighborhoods that are walkable, etc.  She is concerned about the fact that we are not
providing funding for the very thing that makes that possible.  She is worried how that will affect the
rest of the plan.  This wasn’t just about, “should we fund sidewalks”.  This is an overall
Comprehensive Plan.  We started with the premise that people what denser growth and new
urbanism.  She suggested that under-funding the rehabilitation of the pedestrian system that we
have by a factor of five is going to have a significant detrimental effect on the overall plan that the
Commission will be asked to voted upon in a week.  

Public Testimony

1.  Jon Carlson offered congratulations to the new chair and vice-chair, and expressed
appreciation to Lynn Sunderman for his services as Chair.  

Carlson stated that he is here to speak based on the feedback, calls and comments he has received
from different neighborhood associations through his various roles with the city.  He is excited about
the plan and the components of the plan keeping the center of the city vital and the center of
downtown strong. 

Carlson believes that most of the comments raised by the Near South neighborhood individuals
have been addressed by the changes that have already been recommended by the staff, but there
are three left:

1) the notion of “obstacles to redevelopment”;
2) reducing size of the planned unit development (PUD); and
3) the 1,000 infill units called for in the plan in existing neighborhoods.  

Obstacles to Redevelopment.  Carlson understands there was a long process to identify issues.
But the feedback he gets from neighborhoods is that they are seeing a draft plan that contains
bullets that indicate to them that neighborhoods represent an obstacle or obstruction or that
neighborhood associations are somehow not valuable.  He knows that is not what the plan is trying
to communicate, but the majority of the neighborhood associations are not satisfied.  He
acknowledged that staff has made some changes to this section but perhaps there needs to be an
additional section based on neighborhood brainstorming exercises.  Carlson suggested that at
some point, it seems like we can work too hard to try to fix what is not really a problem.  Carlson
suggested that the section labeled “obstacles to redevelopment” should be removed from the plan.
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The strategies can continue to exist.  There is no other section that has the comments of a few
constituents.  The strategies are in there and can live independent of the individual comments that
the neighborhoods find offensive.

Esseks agrees that the current language needs to be changed, but it may be healthy to have a
section on obstacles so that we are frank with ourselves and our community that there are obstacles
that have to be dealt with.  Esseks proposed rewording in such a way that no group has been
slighted but that we do realize there are economic and political obstacles.  

Carlson stated that he did try to rewrite the section but it doesn’t make it any better.  The strategies
are the important part.

Larson stated that in looking back on all of the discussion and actions we have had in the last two
to three years about density, including the move to downzone so many of the neighborhoods, he
believes that he was mistakenly thinking that neighborhoods were opposed to additional density
when actually what they were opposed to was additional density with poor design.  He wishes there
was some way to strengthen the design standards and make that part of the Comprehensive Plan.
It is not the number of people, but the design standards of the new infill development.  Carlson
agreed.  The strategies that follow cover that.  

But, Sunderman does not know what it means if the strategies remain in place and the obstacles
of redevelopment are removed.  Carlson suggested changing it to “Strategies for Encouraging
Redevelopment.”  Sunderman thinks the obstacles are real and need to be addressed.  There are
reasons developers work on the fringe, and that is because it is easier and more predictable.  The
concerns of the developers (the people who will be working on increasing our density) need to be
addressed.  Carlson agreed, but he suggests that the way they are addressed are by the 20+
strategies that follow.  Sunderman disagrees.  He thinks the obstacles need to be put on the table.
He is talking about unpredictability.  

Gaylor Baird suggested achieving both goals by adding a short summary instead of bullets, i.e. that
we have heard that the cost of land assembling, lending practices, zoning issues and consensus-
building are challenges.  In other words, discuss strategies without making it look like a list of
complaints as opposed to a quick study on the issues.  

Larson also suggested that the plan recommend consideration of the impact fee structure based
upon the actual cost to the city for whatever infrastructure costs come about from this.  He can see
that a developer probably doesn’t put too much more time into a 20-unit development on the edge
than he does to one vacant lot development in the inner city, and the cost to the city is hardly
anything for the infill but considerable for the development on the edge.  This could be another
incentive for developers.  Cornelius pointed out that this issue is bulleted in section 6.    Larson
thinks there is an injustice there that needs to be looked at.

Cornelius asked Carlson to respond to the rewording that staff has proposed.  Carlson stated that
he appreciates that and it encouraged him to sit down and try to do more rewording and he
eventually got to the point where he was working it to death.  Cornelius wondered how Carlson felt
about removing the main heading about obstacles and suggested “strategies for encouraging infill
or redevelopment” with a short paragraph about the obstacles.  Carlson would like consensus-
building there as opposed to obstacles.  
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Taylor stated that he has problems with the idea of projecting the problem without solutions.  That
should be part of the process.  Cornelius pointed out that the strategies include the solutions.
Taylor thinks the process should be reversed.  

Reducing the size of Planned Unit Development.  Carlson pointed out that prior to 2004, the PUD
was basically never used.  It existed but it was very highly regulated.  In 2004-05, the regulations
were liberalized and essentially we created a “write your own zoning overlay” to facilitate some
creativity.  He recalls the discussion was to try to make sure there was a minimum size to provide
enough space to make the creative solution work, but also to try to direct and make sure we weren’t
creating an end-run around zoning.  The language “consider reducing” makes sense.  The plan
itself is meant to give guidance for future action and this notion about reducing the size of the PUD
is going to take some discussion to include more neighborhood individuals and more developers.
Carlson believes that “reduce” the size of the PUD creates a mandate.  “Consider” reducing the size
of the PUD says this is a tool we want to look at.  

Lust wondered about removing the word ”consider” throughout that page because it seems when
we are talking about strategies, that’s what we are doing (considering).  None of these things are
going to be done for sure.  There are a lot of things in here that are out of our control, such as
building and zoning fees.  Given that this is a strategy section, Lust believes it would make more
sense to eliminate any kind of fuzzy language.  

1,000 infill units.  Carlson stated that he applauds the Planning Department because early on they
understood immediately that neighborhoods would be very interested on “where it is and how will
it look”.  There has been a lot of attempt to be very specific, i.e. we don’t mean tearing down
houses.  The development is intended to be on vacant lots and accessory dwelling units.  The
neighborhoods understand that, for the most part, but Carlson relayed the comment he has heard
and suggested that the only way it can work is if this Planning Commission and future Planning
Commissions really do honor the plan to the extent that that notion of these 1,000 infill units is
closely tied to the idea of design standards.  He wants to create a plan that gives guidance that will
say, “here is what the plan meant and here’s where it meant.”  We have done a lot of work to create
design standards that will build the product and make it appropriate.  We need to be able to tie the
dwelling units to tough, tight design standards.  The infill needs to enhance the neighborhood.  

Lust noted that the staff has revised some of the language about existing neighborhoods and infill
and wondered whether Carlson thought it was strong enough.  Or does it need to be even more tied
to well designed and appropriately placed dwelling units?  Carlson stated that the Comprehensive
Plan has that interesting tension between “the plan is viable” and “the plan is a guide.”  It should not
include the exact standard and the exact design specification.  Alluding to “well designed” and
“appropriately placed” is the key.  He does not know how much is enough.  

Gaylor Baird asked the Planning staff to take one more look at tightening the linkage between
redevelopment and infill in existing neighborhoods and the importance of design standards.  She
agrees that it is important to older and established neighborhoods.  She would like to see language
that links them more closely without changing the 1,000 units.  

There was no other public testimony.  
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The Chair reminded the public that there is additional hearing taking place at the end of the
Planning Commission’s regular meeting on Wednesday, September 7th, which begins at 1:00 p.m.,
followed by action on the draft Plan and the draft LRTP also on September 7th.  

CONT’D PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE PLANNING COMMISSION: September 7, 2011

Members present: Taylor, Partington, Francis, Larson, Gaylor Baird, Sunderman, Esseks, Lust and
Cornelius.  

Ex Parte Communications:  Cornelius reported that each Commissioner was  individually contacted
by Rick Hoppe of the Mayor’s office, presenting the same information to each individual
Commissioner which was also presented in an open meeting held use before this session.  

Gaylor Baird disclosed that she contacted Rick Hoppe as a courtesy when she developed a
proposed amendment to let him think about it and give feedback.  She also contacted several of
the other Commissioners for the same purpose.  

Staff recommendation: Approval, as revised in the change documents dated September 2 and
September 7, 2011.

Staff presentation:  Nicole Fleck-Tooze of Planning staff briefly summarized the additional
information provided to the Commission since the last meeting held on August 24, 2011, referring
to the change document dated September 2, 2011, as follows:

--additional public comments, as well as a response to those comments from Esseks relating
to Parks;

--comment received today regarding the importance of light rail; 

--additional revised staff recommended changes to the plan, the majority of which are fairly
minor grammatical changes or clarifying language, relating to  redevelopment, transportation,
commercial centers, level of service for parks and other minor revisions;

--revision to County Land Use Plan in the Waverly jurisdiction to reflect the updated version
of the Waverly Comprehensive Plan;

–motions to amend prepared at the request of Gaylor Baird relating to challenges of
redevelopment, strategies for PUD, and to increase the sidewalk rehabilitation funding to 1.5
million annually (with a parallel amendment prepared for LRTP) and an exhibit describing
how that would change the roadway capital projects.

Fleck-Tooze also submitted an additional change to the staff recommendation as a result of this
morning’s briefing session to amend the strategy related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities,
specifically sidewalk rehabilitation as follows:
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The Mayor and City Council should examine funding options prior to the 2012-13 city budget
year that more closely match funding with identified needs in the sidewalk rehabilitation
program.  (Chapter 10, Transportation:  Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities:  Strategies).

Public Testimony

1.  Barb Fraser, 3210 Laredo Drive, Chair of the Pedestrian/Bicycle Advisory Committee (PBAC),
testified to reinforce the position on funding for sidewalk maintenance and repair.  When the PBAC
originally provided a letter of support, the Plan invested one million dollars in sidewalk maintenance
and repair, which is a better approach to fixing the current sidewalk problem.  The PBAC would
prefer to see the “needs based” plan funded, which includes 2.5 million.  The PBAC stated that the
current funding of $500,000 is insufficient.  The PBAC supports the Complete Streets approach as
we move forward with transportation projects.  

2.  Rosina Paolini, 1850 Dakota Street, pointed out that there is a lot of language in the Plan
regarding fiscal constraint and the ability to tax as we look toward the year 2040.  In her mind, those
are things/issues that whoever is in office is going to have to deal with – they are budgeting issues,
which is separate from the issue of what this city needs for growth.  When we limit the amount of
park space that we will have in the future or limit the potential number of pools that we may revise,
refurbish, etc., Paolini suggests that to be a budgetary issue separate from a “what does our
community need” issue.  We know that crime rates for adolescents go down when we have
neighborhood pools, recreation centers and parks.  Yes, they cost money to build and maintain, but
if we can engage children in their future early by spending the money ahead, we will save so much
in the future.  When we put limitations from 6 to 1.1 pools or 2.4 to 1.3 acres, are we limiting the
possibilities for our future?  The other side of that, especially with park land, is that we know it
increases the value of your home if the home is near a park, and we know that the permeable soil
is going to benefit ecologically down the line.  We also know that park land is going to be cheaper
now than if we decide in 2030 we are going to be able to increase the acres of park land but the
price went up.  These are things that go through her mind when she looks at the changes.
Neighborhoods need to remain strong if we are going to keep the crime rate down and keep people
working together, and that includes a walkable grocery store, restaurant, park, swimming pool,
recreation center and library.  That’s a lot of what pulls a neighborhood together.  

Paolini stated that she has learned so much through this process and expressed appreciation to
the Planning Commission members for taking time to volunteer so many hours.  

Esseks stated that the Commission has been very impressed by Paolini’s frequent attendance at
the meetings.  “You have been there learning, but also speaking out and informing us.  Thank you.”
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2040 LINCOLN-LANCASTER COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
ACTION BY PLANNING COMMISSION: September 7, 2011

Lust moved approval of the staff recommendation, as revised on September 2 and September 7,
2011, seconded by Esseks.  

Motion to Amend #1: Gaylor Baird moved to amend the staff recommendation on various pages of
Chapter 10: Transportation, by increasing the sidewalk rehabilitation program funding  to $1.5
million annually, beginning in 2012-2013, seconded by Lust, as follows (this motion deletes the
staff’s September 7th revision regarding sidewalk rehabilitation set forth above):  

“Amend the staff recommendation by increasing the sidewalk
rehabilitation program funding to $1.5 million annually beginning in
Year 2 of the Plan (FY 12-13) on various pages of Chapter 10:
Transportation as follows:
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Page # Amendment

10.41 [Update  City  of  Lincoln  Needs  Based  Capital  Roadway  Projects  and
Programs table to account for $1.5 million annual sidewalk rehabilitation
program]

10.47 [Update Table 10.1 Forecasted Current and Year of Expenditure Total
Revenues  ($1 M)  to  show  impact  of  $1.5  million  in  sidewalk  rehab
program]

10.51 [Revise 2nd paragraph in Bicycle and Pedestrian Program] This
Financially Constrained Plan funds recommends the sidewalk
rehabilitation program at be funded to a level of $500,000 $1 million
$1.5 million per year…

10.52 [Update Table 10.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian: Current and Year of
Expenditure Revenues and Costs ($M) to indicate $1.5 million annual
sidewalk rehabilitation program]

10.56 [Revise 2nd paragraph in Financially Constrained Roadway Plan] As can
be seen, the total financially constrained funding for roadways is
approximately $41.66 million $37,375,000 for 2012. Total roadway
funds by year of expenditure through 2040 are approximately $1.88
$1.92 $1.68 billion.

10.57 [Update Table 10.8 with new funding amounts to account for $1.5
million annual sidewalk rehabilitation program]

10.60 [Update Green Text Box]
In total, there are were 54 60 local 45 projects (note: this includes some
projects with multiple segments) identified that could be constructed
within the remaining roadway capital budget.

10.60 [Revise 4th paragraph in Roadway Capital Project Details] In total, there
are were 54 60 local 45 projects (note: this includes some projects with
multiple segments) identified that could be constructed within the
remaining roadway capital budget. 

10.61 [Use updated Financially Constrained Roadway Plan map to account for
$1.5 million annual sidewalk rehabilitation program]

10.62/
10.63

[Use updated Table 10.9: Roadway Capital Projects: Current and Year of
Expenditure Revenues and Costs ($M) to account for $1.5 million annual
sidewalk rehabilitation program]
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Discussion:  Gaylor Baird stated that by the year 2040, Lincoln and Lancaster County is projected
to see a significant increase in population – likely to grow to 410,000  – which is a 65% increase
over our population today.  Simply put, there are going to be a lot more people moving around in
our community, both on streets and sidewalks.  Typically, with greater density, we have more
people.  This will result in a significant increase in population density in part of our community,
which will result in the desire to have more options about moving about our community – more
people who want to walk and bike.  We need to plan for this by improving our pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure.  The current budget number for sidewalks falls far short of estimates to even maintain
them.  Sidewalks are currently underfunded by a factor of 5.  Sidewalks help preserve connectivity,
insure walkable and livable neighborhoods, reduce traffic congestion, help with air quality and help
to make sure that people have a safe pathway moving about our community.

Gaylor Baird went on to state that the City Council has some tough decisions to make about funding
as a community given the constraints and resources.  There are tradeoffs they are going to have
to make.  That is not our job – the job of the Planning Commission is to tell the City Council what
we think is going to happen in our city and how the city should plan and prepare for it.  The City
Council gets to make those tough decisions about funding year to year, but she wants to be very
clear that no one thinks the money allocated for sidewalks is enough. The “needs based” plan calls
for $2.5 million.  The amendment which she is proposing is based on a year-long public process
and would increase sidewalk funding from $500,000 to $1.5 million, with funds being available by
shifting capital roadway projects past the 2040 time horizon.  

Gaylor Baird commented that in the briefing held before this meeting, the Commissioners and staff
had a great debate about the role of the Planning Commission and it seems that that role might be
up for some revision.  And everyone seems to agree that needs to happen quickly.  The Planning
Commissioners need to understand their role and how their role might be changing if it is becoming
more intertwined with the dollar amounts that go with their recommendations.  

Until Gaylor Baird knows more specifically about that new role as a Planning Commission member,
and until she is more comfortable about providing advice about what is best for our community
based on the experts, data, and input of many, many people who have written and testified, she is
offering this amendment.  She recognizes that it is awkward offering it this amendment in the
context of the briefing just held, but until she understands her new job description as a Planning
Commission member, she feels more comfortable politely agreeing to disagree with those whom
she respects and admires very, very much, while respecting her environment very, very much.  In
her opinion, this is a very valid amendment to make a quality plan.  (**As amended on 9/21/11**)

Larson, having missed the briefing, asked for clarification of the amendment.  Gaylor Baird stated
that it is a recommendation that the amount in the bicycle and pedestrian rehabilitation program for
sidewalk maintenance be $1.5 million instead of the current allocation of $500,000.  The “needs
based” plan calls for $2.5 million.  This would require some shifting of some roadway projects with
minimal impact in the near term, with six projects shifted into a future time horizon beyond 2040.
We are happy about the new funding and amount of work that will go on in our community.  She just
wants to make sure the people who walk the sidewalks can celebrate too.

Larson stated that he appreciates the need for better maintained sidewalks, but does not think we
should be so specific as to take it out of the roads budget.  As he understands, this would come out
of additional state funds being received by the City because of the Fisher amendment.   David Cary
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of Planning staff explained that the shift in funding is not specific to LB 84, but it is specific to the
capital roadway program.  Larson stated that he will vote against the amendment.  While he would
be in favor of  increasing the sidewalk budget, he is not comfortable reducing the roads budget.

Lust stated that she will support the amendment.  She fully understands the Mayor’s urging that we
not get this specific about what is in the budget; however, she believes that the Planning
Commission has spent a lot of time on coming up with a Comprehensive Plan that is dependent
upon the idea that growth in the future is going to be more dense; that we are going to live in a more
urban environment; and she believes that under-funding sidewalks puts the entire Comprehensive
Plan at risk.  She believes it has to be a priority of the community to have a funded sidewalk system
in the Comprehensive Plan; otherwise, the Comprehensive Plan that we are adopting is simply not
going to work, and frankly, we will not see the fruition of what we think we can be in the future if we
underfund this element.  What has her most convinced that this amendment deserves support is
the numbers that were run by staff on the exhibit.  Without the additional funding, there were 18
projects that were not going to be completed during the 2040 program period.  Now, with the
additional funding, even with this amendment, only six of those projects will not get funded.  When
we originally adopted a draft Comprehensive Plan, we never thought we’d get as far as we did.  The
fiscally constrained plan got so much less done than we now can get done, even if we fund
sidewalks fully.  Lust stated that she is especially encouraged by the fact that none of these projects
go away – they just get delayed.  For example, if we fund sidewalks at $1.5 million, phase three of
S. 33rd through S. 56th on Old Cheney Road gets done 7 years from now instead of 6 years from
now.  Another year delay in a project like that is not going to make as big of a difference in the long
term as underfunding sidewalks when we have a Comprehensive Plan that is trying to encourage
density and people to walk.  We have an obesity challenge in this county; we have an
environmental challenge in this county.  To underfund something that gets people out of their cars
is just not the right decision for the city.  

Esseks stated that he agrees with Baird and Lust, i.e. there is a real need to improve our inventory
of sidewalks and have sufficient money to build good sidewalks in the near future; however, we
learned that there are federal regulations regarding certain types of expenditures, including roads
and sidewalks, and we are in partnership with the City administration and the City Council in setting
monetary goals for expenditures.  We have been asked explicitly by the City administration to give
them a month or so to develop plans for fully meeting or certainly approaching the goals that have
been articulated.  They have asked us for this reprieve; they have also agreed that we can “hold
their feet to the fire” in the sense that if they do not come up with funding levels that we think
necessary, we can then amend the Comprehensive Plan during the annual review process to
include the $1.5 million.  Right now, they would like us to approve the amendment that is now part
of the staff recommendation as follows:  

The Mayor and City Council should examine funding options prior to the 2012-13 city budget
year that more closely match funding with identified needs in the sidewalk rehabilitation
program.  

Since the Planning Commission members are partners (closer than Esseks thought) with the City
administration and City Council in these budgetary matters, Esseks believes it is prudent to give
them the time they need to develop these new funding sources.  Therefore, Esseks stated that he
will regretfully oppose the amendment in which he believes out of respect for working together with
the City administration and the City Council.
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Being on the Planning Commission for 12 years now, Taylor is concerned that we are disingenuing
ourselves from the issues that are vital to the life of the community, i.e. more density, more
connectivity, and the health of our community.  He supports the motion to amend.  It just makes
really good sense in terms of the dollar matching that is being done federally, but we must think in
terms of the life of our community in doing some really substantial change that will improve the
quality of life in our community.  

Francis expressed appreciation to Gaylor Baird for bringing this forward so that it can be discussed.
Sidewalks are important to us and we have had a history in the Comprehensive Plan where we
have not had enough funding for them.  She appreciates the fact that we could put $1.5 million into
the future Comprehensive Plan for this, but it is not the role of the Planning Commission to say
where that funding comes from.  She appreciates the Mayor’s Chief of Staff attending and offering
this amendment.  We do need to be partners.  It is a great topic.  It has been brought to the forefront
and we are having an open discussion on it.  She wishes she could say “yes” to take money from
the roads, but she does not believe that is her decision to make as a Planning Commissioner.

Larson wants to give the City administration the opportunity to find places where funding for
sidewalks might come from.  

Gaylor Baird again pointed out that in the fiscally constrained plan that was initially proposed, there
were dollars listed and projects were prioritized.  We had the good fortune as a community to have
$7 million more dollars identified for transit and transportation.  This is not something that is likely
to happen again anytime in the future.  But, with this infusion, not one penny of that $7 million went
to sidewalks.  In fact, money was taken away from sidewalks as allocated in the fiscally constrained
plan (from $1 million to $500,000) to help fund roads.  She does not see this as money being taken
away from roads but replenishing money for sidewalk maintenance and spreading the bounty which
largely goes to roads.  (**As amended on 9/21/11**)

Lust conveyed a staff question regarding the concept that if we fund sidewalks, we are taking
money away from roads.  As she understood it, sidewalks, trails, etc., were part of the LRTP that
we had to do as part of the Comprehensive Plan, so we had to have a line item for sidewalks.  It
is not like we have decided that sidewalk funding can now come from roads.  David Cary advised
that it has been a longstanding policy of the Comprehensive Plan to have a balanced transportation
system – and that in order to be balanced, we need to provide some level of funding for sidewalk
rehabilitation in order to have a transit program and a trails program.  It is a longstanding community
goal.  With that in mind, we therefore have an obligation to fund, to some level, all of the different
aspects of the transportation system.  It is part of the plan to have those programs funded.  As to
the amount, that is what is truly up for consideration and debate.  Lust then confirmed that as part
of the process and Chapter 10, sidewalks are part of that transportation plan.  Cary answered,
“yes”.

Larson inquired as to how much of the total transportation funding comes from the state.  Cary
advised that approximately 25% comes from state funding.  The remainder is local and federal
funds.  Local is approximately 50%.  Larson inquired whether we are restricted at all by the state
as to how we use those funds.  Cary explained that there are different sources of state funding, but
he does not believe there is any restriction on use of sidewalk funds.  LB 84, the Build Nebraska
Act, has more specific ties to it as far as the use of the money.  In that case, the money is to be
used for the state system, i.e. expressway system.  There is a portion which comes to local funds
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and we have incorporated that additional funding in our local program.  Once that money comes
to local agencies, it is up to the local agency to spend it within reasonability, and sidewalks is not
off the list.  

Larson believes we have the classic situation where we have more needs than we have funding.
Everyone wants better sidewalks and everyone wants better roads.  He agrees that sidewalks do
improve the quality of life and will foster economic development, but roads do the same “in spades”.
 He still believes that the Commission should give the city administration the opportunity to make
adjustments that will be able to take care of sidewalks as well as the roads, which is part of the staff
recommendation.

Sunderman agreed with what everyone says about sidewalks being underfunded and not
maintained.  The amendment moved with the original motion says nothing about a dollar figure –
it just provides the administration the opportunity to sit back and work on the budget next year –
they don’t want to be constrained with a dollar amount.  Sunderman struggles with being an
appointed official and now being thrust into a stronger role as far as the budget goes and dictating
how tax dollars are spent.  He is not comfortable diving into that too quickly.  The Planning
Commission has the ability to come back and address this in the spring, and make a more forceful
movement at that time if we are not satisfied with what the Mayor and City Council come up with.
All we are doing with the main motion is giving the Mayor and City Council the opportunity to work
through this.  

Partington agreed with Sunderman.  He also opposes the amendment because when we started
this process we had a 20-member committee that came up with the Plan. He is not comfortable
increasing the Committee’s recommendation by a factor of three without talking with the rest of the
committee.

Gaylor Baird pointed out that the fiscally constrained plan put together by the committee did provide
$1 million for sidewalks, not $500,000.  She is moving to increase that to $1.5 million to make the
point that the $1 million was a part of the fiscally constrained plan and did not account for the $7
million infusion.  That additional $7 million should include at least a few pennies for sidewalk
maintenance.  

Lust stated that part of her hesitancy with the staff recommendation giving the Mayor and City
Council more time to analyze this issue is that now is the time that we are debating this
Comprehensive Plan and the vision for the future.  Although she has not been on the Planning
Commission all that long, every year when the proposal for sidewalk funding has come forward, we
have looked at the proposal and commented with chagrin about the underfunding of the sidewalks
and made public our displeasure.  I think that now is the time to be bringing this issue forward,
especially when it is part of a larger plan and we can point to its importance.  She is hesitant to wait
when now is the right time to give this issue the attention it deserves.

Esseks believes that this has been the most controversial issue as we approach the vote to approve
the plan.  We are making a very clear point to the administration, City Council and the community
that we are concerned about this.  He agrees that something has got to change.  It puts a burden
on the city authorities to come up with additional funding.  They say they will look for it and he would
like to know how much more.  Yes, we discussed sidewalks being underfunded but we do not have
the reports on the inventory of sidewalk issues, how to overcome those problems, how to prioritize
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them, etc.  If we are going to take part in this budgetary decision regarding sidewalks, then let’s do
a thorough job and work with the administration and the City Council.  He predicts that the
Commission will get progress from the administration.

As far as waiting until spring, Sunderman stated that he has full faith that this subject will not die
away.  And as far as working with the City Council and the Mayor on the budget, what really
happened is that they worked through their budget and the Planning Commission was working on
the Comprehensive Plan and LRTP in parallel.  We were not working together.  That was the main
problem.  This really is a wake-up call.  We may be talking about sidewalks, but there are other
issues that are there and working separately needs to stop.  We need to begin to work together.
The Planning Commission needs to be brought into the process a little more to understand the
issues on the budget.  Sunderman is firmly convinced that the original amendment on the main
motion is what should be approved.  

Taylor suggested that the reason the Commissioners are appointed is to respond to the
constituencies and fellow citizens and we can make recommendations that are not necessarily
popular with the elected officials.  We are performing our function very well.  At this point, it is very
important that we go forward and approve this motion.  He agrees that $1.5 million is arbitrary, but
$500,000 is not acceptable.  What we do in between would be at least a showing that there is
attention properly applied and that the voices of the community will be heard.  

Cornelius stated that he came prepared to make an impassioned speech on this amendment.  He
feels strongly about the way sidewalks have been repeatedly underfunded in the past.  He
commended Commissioner Gaylor Baird on all the work she did on this amendment; he does not
think $1.5 million is necessarily an arbitrary number but a number that reflects the will of the LPlan
Advisory Committee, the members of which came up with a $1 million figure.  It reflects a windfall
that the city received recently that was applied to transportation, and that is an important distinction.
Roads are part of the transportation system, trails are part of the transportation system, mass transit
and sidewalks are part of the transportation system.  It boggles his mind how we found $7 million
and lost $500,000 in the process.  We had a chart that had dollar figures on it that we were
recommending to the elected officials and the dollar figure for sidewalk rehabilitation was $1 million.
The job of the LPlan Advisory Committee and the Planning Commission is to study these issues
and make a recommendation to the Mayor and City Council.  Cornelius stated that he will echo
Gaylor Baird and say that he is not comfortable allocating that responsibility to give the best
possible advice to those bodies because they need it to make a good decision.  The LRTP requires
us to put forth a fiscally constrained plan.  That means we have to create a document and we
decide what we think.  That document has line items with dollar signs.  Cornelius will support the
amendment.

Motion to Amend #1 failed 4-5: Taylor, Gaylor Baird, Lust and Cornelius voting ‘yes’; Partington,
Francis, Larson, Esseks and Sunderman voting ‘no’.

Motion to Amend #2: Gaylor Baird moved to amend the staff recommendation regarding challenges
to redevelopment, seconded by Taylor, as follows:  

Amend the staff recommendation regarding Challenges to Redevelopment by changing
the amended text on page 6.10 as follows:



25

CHALLENGES TO REDEVELOPMENT
Although there have been a few successful developers pursuing redevelopment projects in
Lincoln, most developers choose to do projects on the city’s fringe. A few developers, when
asked why they do not do infill or redevelopment projects, responded that:

 Land is too expensive in the existing city
 Land assembly is too expensive and unpredictable
 Local banks are uncomfortable lending money for that type of development
 The public process for development and financial incentives (such as Tax
Increment Financing) is too long and unpredictable
 Zoning issues, including parking and setbacks, can be problematic

Another challenge for infill and redevelopment projects is the time and uncertainty
when zoning approvals or financing assistance is required, especially when neighbors
express opposition to the project, a reaction that is understandable when proposals have not
been anticipated in neighborhood plans or when the proposed development has not been
designed to be sensitive to the context of the surrounding neighborhood.

Strategies for Facilitating Redevelopment

Facilitating infill and redevelopment in the existing city requires both a nuanced
understanding of the challenges associated with redevelopment projects and a well-
thought out set of strategies to overcome them.  Commonly cited challenges to infill
and redevelopment include land cost and assembly, access to financing, zoning
requirements, and consensus building among project stakeholders.  The
Comprehensive Plan seeks to address these concerns and encourage successful infill
and redevelopment through the following strategies:

• Raise public awareness of and support for infill and redevelopment.

Discussion:  Esseks proposed a friendly amendment to add “including neighbors” after “project
stakeholders”.  Both the maker of the motion and the seconder agreed.  

Gaylor Baird Lust suggested that this is excellent clarification language because it reaches a
consensus between wanting to point out that there are barriers to redevelopment but doesn’t “bullet
point” them out and make them as upsetting to some neighborhood associations as the way it was
written before.  (**As amended on 9/21/11**)

Sunderman stated that he struggles with this amendment.  It is well written and a nice way of putting
across some of the issues, but he does not think it as clearly defines the obstacles and challenges
that go with infill and redevelopment.  As we change the way the city develops and we move more
toward a denser environment, it changes how we have grown in the past.  Without clearly stating
the obstacles that we will be dealing with, he believes we are kind of missing the boat.  The staff
recommended language doesn’t blame neighborhoods or anyone at all.  It even states that the
obstacles are “understandable when proposals have not been anticipated in neighborhood plans
or when the proposed development has not been designed to be sensitive to the context of the
surrounding neighborhood.”  Sunderman does not believe the language proposed by Gaylor Baird
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is as effective as that proposed by staff.  However, Sunderman stated that he will support the
amendment as proposed to produce a less inflammatory document in the end.  

Cornelius stated that he will support the amendment.  He believes the staff did a good job of
rewording, but Gaylor Baird’s amendment is “a little bit pithier”.  

Francis also stated that she will support the motion to amend.  The illustrations provided by the staff
were helpful to her.

Motion to Amend #2 carried 9-0: Taylor, Partington, Francis, Larson, Gaylor Baird, Sunderman,
Esseks, Lust and Cornelius voting ‘yes’.

Motion to Amend #3:  Gaylor Baird moved to amend the strategy for PUDS, seconded by Francis,
as follows:

Amend the staff recommendation regarding the strategy for PUDs by changing the bullet
on page 6.11 as follows:

• Where compatible mixes of uses, appropriate site layout, and quality design standards still
can be upheld, rReduce the minimum size for Planned Unit Developments to promote mixed
use redevelopment on smaller parcels in identified Mixed Use Redevelopment Nodes and
Corridors.  

Discussion:  Gaylor Baird suggested that the Commission received a lot of comment on this issue
as well.  The public’s issue with the reduction in The minimum size of for PUDs has to do with trying
to ensure that no more low-quality, incompatibly designed infill (think, of those windowless
multiplexes we saw pictures of during the LPAC discussions) gets squeezed into development
slipped in next to residential.  Investors and established neighborhoods with minimal buffers for the
existing investors in those neighborhoods.  are very concerned about this happening as density
increases.  As Planning staff rightly has pointed out, high quality infill does exist and is most
certainly the intention here.  She pointed out that, during the past year, each time our LPLAN
Advisory Committee discussed infill redevelopment, this was discussed with the LPlan Advisory
Committee, we also discussed the necessity of establishing clear design standards for these types
of projects so such that residential investors and developers alike would judge the redevelopment
process to be the process if fair, predictable and successful.  To address the concerns that the
public still clearly has about reducing the minimum size of a PUD, Iit makes sense to be absolutely
explicit about our these good intentions, and staff is not opposed to this change.  (**As amended
on 9/21/11**)

Francis believes that this is a great option that allows for redevelopment in older neighborhoods and
shopping centers, while giving the developer the notion that we are agreeable to look at PUDs that
are smaller than the current 3-acre sites.

Cornelius pointed out that all of this Comprehensive Plan seems to be very interconnected, more
so than in the past, and as Lincoln moves toward greater density of population, things like design
standards are going to be critical and being explicit about that is good in the 2040 Plan.  

Motion to Amend #3 carried 9-0:  Taylor, Partington, Francis, Larson, Gaylor Baird, Sunderman,
Esseks, Lust and Cornelius voting ‘yes’.
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Discussion on main motion, as amended:  
Lust stated that she is not proposing an amendment, but she wanted to point out something that
is of concern to her in the Comprehensive Plan.  She encourages the County officials to take
another look at re-adopting some areas as being appropriate for a grid of development sites that
were shown as acreage development sites in the 2030 plan.  The LPlan Advisory Committee did
accept the recommendation of the County Board.  However, in accepting that, Lust wants the public
to be aware that they need to not necessarily be relying on the map – there is a lot of language in
the plan and elsewhere that indicates that there are things that may not be appropriate about
acreage development for those sites and would encourage the County Commissioners to take
another look at this issue because she is not sure we are doing a public service by showing certain
land as being appropriate for acreages when it truly is not.  That could lead to some confusion on
the part of the public and she would prefer not to do that.  She understands the County Board’s
desire to protect the investment and she is not proposing an amendment, but she wants to raise
public awareness of that issue.  

Sunderman commented that a lot of work went into this plan including 12 other people that served
on the committee that are not here now.  In addition, the staff put a horrendous amount of effort into
this plan and did a wonderful job.  The biggest thing he took out of the process was steering the
growth of the city by focusing more on the inside.  The ground work is in these documents to
increase that process.  The challenges are great.  Changing public opinion on mixed use
development and things that happen in a neighborhood will be a huge challenge.  The future is
bright.  We are making a good step.  He is confident that while 40 years may not be exactly what
was accomplished, he thinks progress was made.  

Cornelius commented that we can’t know what Lincoln will look like in 2040, but he thinks we are
pushing it in the right direction.  He expressed appreciation to the staff, the LPlan Advisory
Committee and the Planning Commission for their work on this.  

Main motion approving the staff recommendation as revised on September 2 and September 7,
2011, as amended by Motion to Amend #2 and Motion to Amend #3 above carried 8-0: Partington,
Francis, Larson, Gaylor Baird, Sunderman, Esseks, Lust and Cornelius voting ‘yes’; Taylor absent
at time of vote.  This is a recommendation to the Lincoln City Council and Lancaster County Board
of Commissioners.
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2040 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN
ACTION BY PLANNING COMMISSION: September 7, 2011

Sunderman moved to approve the staff recommendation, as revised on September 2 and
September 7, 2011, seconded by Francis.

Cornelius pointed out that everything everyone wanted to discuss in the LRTP was closely related
to the Transportation Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan and was covered during that discussion.
We discussed some important items and it is worthy of further review.  We are going to be “holding
people’s feet to the fire” during the next Capital Improvements Program and Comprehensive Plan
annual review.  

Motion approving the staff recommendation, as revised on September 2 and September 7, 2011,
carried 8-0:  Partington, Francis, Larson, Gaylor Baird, Sunderman, Esseks, Lust and Cornelius
voting ‘yes’; Taylor absent at time of vote.  This is a recommendation to the Lincoln MPO Officials
Committee.  










































































