
CORRESPONDENCE
IN LIEU OF 

DIRECTORS’ MEETING
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 2006

I. MAYOR 

*1. NEWS RELEASE - RE: Mayor Seng Proposes New Downtown Projects- 
      City to pursue parking garage and high-rise building -(See Release) 

*2. NEWS RELEASE - RE: Mayor Presents January Award of Excellence -
(See Release) 

*3. NEWS ADVISORY - RE: Mayor Seng and Lincoln Fire & Rescue will
unveil one of the City’s new fire trucks at a news conference at 10:45 a.m.,
02/14/06 -(See Advisory) 

*4. NEWS RELEASE - RE: First Of New Fire Pumpers Arrives In Lincoln -
(See Release)    

*5. NEWS RELEASE - RE:  City of Lincoln - Snow/Traffic Condition Report -
Feb. 16, 2006 - 9:15 a.m. - RE: 21 Public Works’ material-spreading
vehicles were operating at 4am - (See Release)  

*6. Washington Report - February 10, 2006. 

         **7. NEWS RELEASE - RE: Date Changed For Mayor’s Arts Awards-
Nomination deadline extended, award artist and judges named - (See
Release) 

        **8. NEWS RELEASE - RE: City of Lincoln - Snow/Traffic Condition Report -
Feb. 16, 2006 - 4:30 p.m. - RE: City street crews have continued material-
spreading operations throughout the day.  At 7:00 p.m. tonight, street crews
will begin spreading material in residential areas, with emphasis on hills
and areas with stop signs. - (See Release)  

        **9. NEWS ADVISORY - RE: Mayor Seng’s Public Schedule Week of
February 18-24, 2006 -Schedule subject to change -(See Advisory)  
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      **10. NEWS ADVISORY - RE: Mayor Coleen Seng and Brandt Excavating will
begin the demolition of the former Misle building on the south side of “O”
Street between 48th & 50th & the redevelopment of the area -at 10:00 a.m.
Feb. 21st -(See Advisory)

       **11. NEWS RELEASE - RE: Demolition Begins At 48th & “O” South
Redevelopment-Public invited to open house tonight on street project for
the area -(See Release) 

      **12. NEWS ADVISORY - RE: Mayor Seng will have a news conference to
discuss local planning under way in preparation for a possible flu pandemic
at 2:00 p.m., 02/22/06 -(See Advisory)   

      **13. NEWS RELEASE - RE: Local Agencies Prepare For Possible Flu
Pandemic -(See Release) 

      **14. NEWS RELEASE - RE: Public Invited To Open Houses On Roadway
Safety Projects -(See Release) 

      **15. NEWS ADVISORY - RE: Lane Closures Begin Thursday On 48th & “R”
Streets -(See Advisory) 

      **16. Washington Report - February 17, 2006.   

II. DIRECTORS 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

*1. Response Letter from Doug Ahlberg to Danny Walker - RE: Emergency
Shelters -(See Material)      

FINANCE/BUDGET 

         **1. Material from Steve Hubka - RE: February Sales Tax -(See Material)  

FINANCE/CITY TREASURER  

*1. Monthly City Cash Report & Pledged Collateral Statement for January 2006 -
(See Report) 
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HEALTH

*1. Physician Advisory from Bruce Dart - RE: Bordetella Pertussis -(See
Advisory) 

*2. NEWS RELEASE - RE: Lincoln-Lancaster County Environmental Awards
Nominations Sought -(See Release)  

LAW DEPARTMENT 

*1. Response E-Mail from Dana Roper, City Attorney to Steve Wolsleger - 
RE: Amendment to Chapter 8.22 which pertains to littering -(See E-Mail)    

PLANNING 

*1. E-Mail from Marvin Krout, Planning Director - RE: Development codes -
(See E-Mail)  

PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL ACTION..... 

**1. Special Permit #06004 (Early Childhood Care Facility-North 73rd Street &
Logan Avenue) Resolution No. PC-00979.

**2. Special Permit #06005 (Dwellings on third floor at 1401 O Street)
Resolution No. PC-00978. 

**3. Special Permit #06003 (Expand a nonstandard single-family dwelling at
5800 Pine Lake Road) Resolution No. PC-00977. 

**4. Preliminary Plat No. 04030 - Jensen Park Estates (South 84th Street and
Yankee Hill Road) Resolution No. PC-00980.         

PUBLIC WORKS & UTILITIES 

*1. Draft Media Release - RE: Open House Planned On Safety Project For S.
56th Street from Linden St. To Quail Ridge Rd. -(See Release) 

*2. Draft Media Release - RE: Open House Planned On Safety Project For Vine
Street From 35th Street To 44th Street -(See Release) 
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URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

*1. Letter, Amendment, & Map from Marc Wullschleger - RE: West O
Redevelopment Plan -(See Material)  

WOMEN’S COMMISSION 

*1. NEWS RELEASE - RE: Women’S Commission Honors Award Recipients-
“Weaving Women’s Voices” pays tribute to annual award winners in
saluting of International Women’s Day -(See Release)    

III. CITY CLERK 

*1. Response E-Mail from City Clerk Joan Ross to Steve Wolsleger - RE:
Amendment to Chapter 8.22 which pertains to littering -(See E-Mail) 

         **2. Letter from Donald H. Bowman, Attorneys At Law - RE: Items 35 & 36-
Resolution of Intent to Create Downtown Business Management Districts -
(See Letter)      

IV. COUNCIL

 A. COUNCIL REQUESTS/CORRESPONDENCE - 

JON CAMP - 

*1. E-Mail Response from Jon Camp to Maurice Baker - RE: Litter Ordinance -
(See E-Mail) 

*2. E-Mail Response from Jon Camp to Derek Buckley - RE: Flyer Ordinance
Concerns -(See E-Mail)    

*3. E-Mail Response from Jon Camp to Marc Schniederjans - RE: The Mayor’s
proposed plan to tear down the Starship movie theater & other small
businesses to build a new big building -(See E-Mail)    

         **4. E-Mail from Bob Goemann sent to Jon Camp - RE: New Arena -(See 
E-Mail)
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ROBIN ESCHLIMAN - 

         **1. Report compiled by Robin Eschliman - RE: Report On Community
Attitudes For Spending Priorities City of Lincoln, Nebraska -(See Report) 

V. MISCELLANEOUS - 

*1. E-Mail from Steve Wolsleger - RE: Amendment to Chapter 8.22 which
pertains to littering (E-Mail forwarded to Dana Roper, City Attorney; &
City Clerk Joan Ross on 02/15/06)(See E-Mail)     

*2. E-Mail from Trudy Schneckloth - RE: The Starship Theatre -(See E-Mail)    
 

*3. E-Mail from Derek Buckley - RE: Councilman Camp’s proposed changes
to Lincoln’s littering laws -(See E-Mail)

         **4. MEDIA RELEASE from Lori Seibel, Executive Director, Community
Health Endowment of Lincoln - RE: Lincoln’s 5th Annual Health Challenge
- ‘Hey Lincoln, are you ready for a challenge? - (See Release)   

         **5. Letter from Dana Houser - RE: “O” Street Construction -(See Letter) 
  

VI.  ADJOURNMENT

*HELD OVER FROM FEBRUARY 20, 2006. 
ALL HELD OVER UNTIL MARCH 6, 2006. 

da022706/tjg 











MAYOR COlEEN J. SENG lincoln.ne.gov

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
555 South 10th Street, Lincoln, NE 68508, 441-7511, fax 441-7120

DATE: February 20, 2006
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Diane Gonzolas, Citizen Information Center, 441-7831

Mayor Coleen J. Seng and Brandt Excavating will begin the demolition of the
former Misle building on the south side of "0" Street between 48th and 50th
streets at 10 a.m. Tuesday, February 21. Enter the site at the open gate on the
south side of "0" Street just east of 48th Street.

The redevelopment of the area is taking place at the same time as construction on
"0" Street from 45th to 52nd streets. That project includes the widening of "0"
street, other traffic improvements and water main installation. A public open
house on the "0" Street construction project is scheduled for 5 to 7 p.m.
Tuesday, February 21 at the Lincoln Ballroom at the Villager, 5200 "0"
Street.

CITY OF LI NCOLN ADVI S OR Y
NEBRASKA

















 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
Senate panel holds long-awaited franchising 
hearing.  As part of its two-month long series 
of hearings on overhauling federal 
telecommunications law, the Senate 
Commerce Committee held a long-awaited 
hearing on the issue of local government 
video franchising.  
 
In their opening statements, all of the 
Senators in attendance agreed that the video 
franchising process needs to be streamlined.  
However, there were nearly as many ideas 
about how Congress should do that as there 
were Senators present.  On the bright side for 
local governments, all of the Senators, with 
the exception of Senator Jim DeMint (R-SC), 
voiced support for the principle that local 
governments should maintain control over 
their rights-of-way and should be able to 
collect compensation for their use. 
 
The strongest statements in support of the 
local government position came from Senator 
Daniel Inouye (D-HI), the Committee’s 
Ranking Democrat, and Senator Conrad 
Burns (R-MT).  Prior to the hearing, Inouye 
and Burns released a set of principles for 
franchise reform that protect local 
government interests.  Joining them in 
support of the local government position, 
Senator Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) made a 
strong statement in support of local 
franchising and of the importance of universal 
deployment of service so that competition 
benefits all neighborhoods. 
 
Even those Senators who have introduced 
legislation that would undermine local 
authority and revenue spoke to the 
importance of maintaining local government 
authority over rights-of-way and protecting 
local revenue from franchise fees.  Speaking 
in favor of his bill (S 1513), which is largely 
designed to ease the entry of the regional bell 

telephone companies into the video services 
market by eliminating local franchise 
authority, Senator John Ensign (R-NV), said 
that everyone agrees on the need to maintain 
local franchise fees and local government 
right-of-way authority.  Similarly, Senators 
Gordon Smith (R-OR) and Jay Rockefeller 
(D-WV), sponsors of legislation that would 
eliminate local franchises for new entrants 
into the video services market, echoed 
Ensign’s remarks, with Rockefeller pledging 
that local governments “will be kept whole.” 
 
There was widespread sentiment among 
Committee members that all providers should 
face similar regulatory and fee burdens.  
Speaking in favor of streamlining the 
“outdated and cumbersome” local franchising 
process, Senator Bill Nelson (D-FL) stressed 
that while local government should be held 
harmless, companies “should be treated the 
same.”  Smith echoed those comments, 
saying that as they offer voice service, cable 
companies do not need to meet the 
requirements faced by the telephone 
companies so it makes sense to exempt 
telephone companies from the requirements 
faced by cable companies as the telephone 
companies offer video services. 
 
Testifying on behalf of the telephone 
companies, Verizon Chief Executive Officer 
Ivan Seidenberg and AT&T Chief Executive 
Officer Edward Whitacre both said that they 
support local authority over rights-of-way, 
were willing to pay a reasonable fee to local 
governments and supported the provision of 
public, educational and governmental 
channels as an important service to their 
customers.  However, they both testified that 
the current local franchising process is too 
long and that local governments often require 
outlandish contributions such as free 
broadband and cell phones for city 
employees.  (They were later challenged by 
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the local government witness to provide 
specific examples of such behavior.  It is 
unlikely that they any be forthcoming.)  
They both also argued that imposing 
universal deployment requirements on new 
entrants would prove cost-prohibitive for 
new entrants and would stifle competition. 
 
Testifying on behalf of the cable industry 
Cablevision Systems Chief Executive 
Officer Tom Rutledge defended the current 
franchising system, arguing that cable 
companies had spent billions of dollars 
deploying their systems under the current 
rules that require universal deployment and 
local franchise agreements and that it 
would be unfair to allow competitors to 
cherry pick customers and avoid local 
franchise agreements and the resulting 
social commitments.  He also spoke in 
favor of the Inouye-Burns Principles and 
of the importance of maintaining localism 
and a level playing field. 
 
Lori-Panzino-Tillery, the Franchise 
Administrator for San Bernardino County, 
California and the President of the 
N a t i o n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f 
Telecommunications Officer and 
Administrators (NATOA), testified on 
behalf of that organization, the United 
States Conference of Mayors, the National 
League of Cities and the National 
Association of Counties.  She outlined the 
principles agreed to by all of the local 
government organizations and stressed the 
importance of local government 
management of rights-of-way.  She also 
pointed out that under a regime of national 
franchising, consumer complaints and 
right-of-way disputes would all be directed 
to the Federal Communications 
Commission, a point that seemed to hit 
home for many of the Senators present. 
 
The Committee also heard from Gene 
Kimmelman, the Executive Director of 
Consumers Union, who criticized the 
current franchising system and implied that 
it is responsible for the high prices.  
However, he tempered his statement by 
then stressing the importance of 
maintaining localism and opposing a 
national franchise.  He closed by arguing 
that the current system of local franchising 
does not present a barrier to competition 
but a delay at worst. 
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In his closing statement, Committee 
Chairman Ted Stevens (R-AK) indicated 
that he will introduce legislation soon 
and that his priority will be ensuring the 
full deployment of broadband, noting 
that his state has 100 villages without 
broadband Internet access.  In addition, 
the Wall Street Journal reported this 
week that Stevens may use the Burns-
Inouye bill as a model for his legislation. 
  
IMMIGRATION 
Senate gearing up to address 
comprehensive immigration reform.  
Senate Judiciary Committee Chairman 
Arlen Specter (R-PA) is expected to 
release draft legislation next week that 
would represent comprehensive 
immigration reform.  Senate Majority 
Leader Bill Frist (R-TN) has asked 
Specter to bring an immigration bill to 
the floor by March 27, so the Chairman 
has tentative plans to markup his draft 
beginning on March 2. 
 
The House approved its version of 
immigration reform late last year.  The 
Border Protection, Antiterrorism, and 
Illegal Immigration Control Act of 2005 
(HR 4437) was approved by the House 
of Representatives on December 16, 
2005 by a vote of 239-182, and was the 
result of a combination of border 
security legislation (HR 4312) approved 
by the House Homeland Security 
Committee in November 2005 and 
provisions crafted by House Judiciary 
C o m m i t t e e  C h a i r m a n  J a m e s 
Sensenbrenner (R-WI) that are designed 
to discourage illegal immigration into 
the United States. 
 
The House measure has elicited strong 
opposition from human rights groups, as 
well as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
because it essentially ignores the idea of 
creating a “guest worker” visa program 
that would allow illegal immigrants to 
become citizens or even residents.  
Instead, the bill would require that 
businesses, day laborer centers, and non-
profit organizations verify potential 
employees’ immigration status and levy 
fines against businesses that fail to do so.  
The bill would also make “unlawful 
presence” in the United States a crime; 
revise definitions to make it easier to 
define undocumented immigrants as 

aggravated felons; provide mandatory 
minimum sentences on smuggling 
convictions; make it easier for illegal 
immigrants to be defined as gang 
members, and provide mandatory 
minimum sentences for aliens convicted 
of reentry after removal. 
 
During House floor consideration of HR 
4437, an amendment was approved by 
voice vote that would withhold federal 
law enforcement assistance to 
communities that enact policies that 
prevent local public safety agencies from 
sharing immigration information with 
the federal government that was 
determined through the normal course of 
law enforcement. 
 
Specter’s Senate bill is not expected to 
be a companion to HR 4437, but rather a 
less punitive compilation of Senate bills 
already pending, including a bill (S 
1458) sponsored by Senators John 
Cornyn (R-TX) and Jon Kyl (R-AZ), as 
well as a bill (S 1033) crafted by 
Senators John McCain (R-AZ) and 
Edward Kennedy (D-MA) that focus on 
the guest worker issue.  The Kyl-Cornyn 
bill would require illegal immigrants to 
return home before applying for a 
temporary guest worker permit, while 
the McCain-Kennedy bill would allow 
them to remain in the country while they 
apply for a work visa, and under some 
circumstances earn permanent legal 
status.  The White House has also 
signaled its preference for a guest 
worker program. 
  
PATRIOT ACT 
C o n g r e s s  m o v e s  c l o s e r  t o 
reauthorization of the Patriot Act that 
includes the Combat Meth Act.  
Negotiations between the White House 
and Congress over the reauthorization of 
the 2001 anti-terrorism law known as the 
Patriot Act appear to have been 
successful, as procedural votes in the 
Senate seemed to indicate that final 
approval was near.  Late last year, 
Congress agreed to extend provisions of 
the Patriot Act that were set to expire on 
December 31, 2005 by two months in 
order to provide more time to negotiate 
contentious provisions. 
 
 



 

Of particular concern was a provision that 
allows the federal government to use 
roving wiretaps on suspected terrorists, as 
well as the section that allows for court-
approved searches of “tangible” items, 
such as business records, in terrorism 
cases.  While the White House had urged a 
permanent extension of those items, the 
House earlier this year approved a ten-year 
extension, while the Senate Judiciary 
Committee had recommended a four-year 
extension.  The latest agreement would 
extend those provisions until 2009. 
 
Senator Russ Feingold (D-WI), the only 
Senator to vote against the Patriot Act in 
2001, continues to maintain that the bill 
does not do enough to protect civil 
liberties.  However, it appears that his 
objections will be ignored, as Senators 
easily turned back efforts to stall the bill by 
a vote of 96-3.  A final vote in the Senate 
on the reauthorization is scheduled on 
March 1, and the House is expected to 
quickly approve the measure after that, 
clearing it for the President’s signature. 
 
The Patriot Act reauthorization is also 
expected to include language from the 
Combat Meth Act (S 103), which places 
restrictions on the sale of over-the-counter 
pharmacy products that are commonly 
used in the making of methamphetamines.  
According to the chief sponsors of the bill, 
Senators James Talent (R-MO) and Dianne 
Feinstein (D-CA), the bill would: 
 
• Restrict and record the sale of 

medicines containing meth precursors 
including pseudoephedrine, ephedrine, 
and phenylpropanolamine, relocate 
those products behind the counter, 
require purchasers to show 
identification and sign a logbook, and 
limit how much one person can buy to 
9 grams per month and 3.6 grams in a 
single day; 

 
• Create a new Drug Enforcement 

Agency classification for meth 
precursors to impose tougher penalties 
for meth cooks; 

 
• Provide an additional $99 million per 

year for the next five years under the 
Meth Hot Spots program to train state 
and local law enforcement to 
investigate and lock-up meth offenders 
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and expand funding available for 
personnel and equipment for 
enforcement, prosecution and 
environmental clean-up; 

• Provide $20 million in grant funding 
in 2006 and 2007 for Drug 
Endangered Children rapid response 
teams to promote collaboration 
among federal, state, and local 
agencies to assist and educate 
children that have been affected by 
the production of meth; 

 
• Require reports to Congress on 

agency designations of by-products 
of meth labs as hazardous materials 
and waste, and 

 
• Enhance criminal penalties for meth 

production and trafficking. 
 
TRANSPORTATION 
House panel examines potential shortfall 
in transportation funding.  On February 
15, the House Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee held a hearing 
on the status of the Highway Trust Fund 
and on how the new revenue estimates 
released in the President’s FY 2007 
Budget request will impact the 
SAFETEA-LU law. 
 
The President’s Budget shows a negative 
balance of $2.3 billion in the Highway 
Account of the Highway Trust Fund at 
the end of fiscal 2009. 
 
Final SAFETEA-LU funding levels were 
based on revenue estimates in the 
President’s FY 2006 Mid-Season 
Review, and as a result, Congress 
expected the guaranteed funding levels 
would be honored for FY 2005 through 
2009.  However, the President’s recently 
released FY 2007 Budget contains 
drastic changes in revenue estimates for 
the Highway Account of the Highway 
Trust Fund.  The Budget contained a 
$1.4 billion shift in the receipt estimates 
for FY 2005 and a $500 million shift in 
the estimates for FY 2006. 
 
The changes in estimates raised 
questions about reliability of the 
estimating process at the Department of 
Treasury.  Robert Carroll, the Treasury’s 
witness who was scheduled to testify 
before the Committee, was not able to 

attend the hearing, so questions about the 
math behind the estimates largely went 
unanswered. 
 
The Department of Transportation’s 
Assistant Secretary of Budget and 
Policy, Ms. Phyllis Scheinberg, was 
present at the hearing.  Agreeing that the 
declining cash balances in the Highway 
Trust Fund needs attention, Ms. 
Scheinberg stressed the importance of 
exploring new funding mechanisms to 
augment existing sources of highway 
revenue.  She stated that DOT is willing 
to work closely with Congress to find 
solutions for the projected imbalance.  
Despite the dire predictions, Scheinberg 
said DOT is hopeful that there will be 
enough money in the trust fund through 
FY 2009 to pay for the current highway 
law. 
 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 
House panel clears recidivism bill.  The 
House Subcommittee on Crime, 
Terrorism and Homeland Security of the 
House Judiciary Committee approved 
legislation (HR 1704) that would 
reauthorize the Adult and Youth 
Offender State and Local Reentry 
Demonstration Projects Grant Program.  
Introduced by Reps. Rob Portman (R-
OH) and Danny Davis (D-IL), the bill 
enjoys broad bipartisan support and has 
garnered 100 cosponsors. 
 
As passed by the Subcommittee, the bill 
would authorize $40 million a year for 
the grants through FY 2007.  They are 
currently authorized at $15 million per 
year and Congress appropriated $5 
million for them this year.  In an effort to 
provide greater resources to prevent 
recidivism, the bill would also greatly 
broaden the eligible uses of the grants 
from 4 to 28.  Eligible uses would 
include: 
 
The bill would also authorize the Bureau 
of Justice Statistics to conduct a study of 
the reentry of offenders who are 
substance abusers. 
 
The bill now heads to the full Judiciary 
Committee, which is expected to 
forward it to the floor.  Crime 
Subcommittee Chairman Howard Coble 
(R-NC) says that he plans to propose an 



 

amendment in full Committee to 
strengthen the drug treatment and reentry 
courts provisions of the bill.  
 
Senate Judiciary Committee Chairman 
Arlen Specter (R-PA) and Senator Joseph 
Biden (D-DE) have introduced a similar 
bill (S 1934) in the Senate, which has 
attracted 16 cosponsors. 
 
GRANT OPPORTUNITIES 
Department of Justice: The Office for 
Victims of Crime is accepting applications 
for the Public Awareness in Underserved 
Communities grant program.  The program 
is designed to raise awareness in 
underserved communities of both victims’ 
rights and the local resources available to 
crime victims.  The Office expects to 
award seven grants of between $25,000 
and $50,000.  Applications are due March 
21, 2006.  For more information, see: 
http://www.ovc.gov/fund/pdftxt/FY06_Un
derservedAwareness.pdf. 
 
Environmental Protection Agency: The 
EPA is accepting applications for 
cooperative agreements through the 
Community Action for a Renewed 
Environment program.  There are two 
levels of funding: Level I funding helps to 
establish community-based partnerships 
and set priorities for reducing toxic risks in 
a community, and Level II funding is 
available to implement risk reduction 
strategies.  EPA anticipates awarding eight 
to ten agreements between $75,000 and 
$100,000 through Level I, and six to eight 
agreements of between $150,000 and 
$300,000 through Level II.  Proposals are 
due April 10, 2006.  For more information, 
see: 
http://cfpub.epa.gov/care/.  
 
U.S. Conference of Mayors: The 
Conference, in partnership with the Home 
Depot Foundation, is accepting 
applications for the 2006 Award of 
Excellence for Community Trees.  Two 
awards will be presented for cities with 
populations over 100,000 and two awards 
for cities under 100,000.  The winner and 
runner-up in each category will receive 
$75,000 and $25,000 respectively.  The 
deadline to apply is February 24, 2006.  
For more information, see: 
http://www.usmayors.org/grants/communit
ytrees2006.pdf.  
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U.S. Conference of Mayors: The 
Conference and Waste Management are 
accepting applications for the 2006 City 
Livability Awards program.  Twenty 
mayors will receive recognition in two 
categories: cities with populations over 
100,000 and cities under 100,000.  The 
deadline to apply is February 28, 2006.  
For more information, see: 
http://www.usmayors.org/uscm/uscm_pr
ojects_services/city_livability_awards/2
006documents/livability06.pdf.  
 
  



CITY OF LINCOLN
GROSS SALES TAX COLLECTIONS 
(WITH REFUNDS ADDED BACK IN)

2000-2001 THROUGH 2005-2006

% CHG. % CHG. % CHG.
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL FR. PRIOR ACTUAL FR. PRIOR ACTUAL FR. PRIOR
2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 YEAR 2004-2005 YEAR 2005-2006 YEAR

SEPTEMBER $3,758,935 $3,844,150 $4,239,938 $4,453,875 5.05% $4,648,160 4.36% $4,630,210 -0.39%

OCTOBER $4,273,028 $4,116,763 $4,464,191 $4,670,587 4.62% $4,706,690 0.77% $4,823,369 2.48%

NOVEMBER $4,060,765 $4,125,824 $4,407,744 $4,526,166 2.69% $4,687,792 3.57% $4,799,275 2.38%

DECEMBER $3,824,569 $3,855,906 $4,034,958 $4,314,111 6.92% $4,500,338 4.32% $4,511,403 0.25%

JANUARY $3,968,572 $4,140,990 $4,046,633 $4,335,924 7.15% $4,264,010 -1.66% $4,342,902 1.85%

FEBRUARY $4,895,886 $4,982,568 $5,224,986 $5,531,405 5.86% $6,086,841 10.04% $5,797,893 -4.75%

MARCH $3,731,090 $3,908,567 $4,076,943 $3,980,041 -2.38% $4,158,874 4.49%

APRIL $3,126,694 $3,641,403 $3,711,803 $3,889,388 4.78% $4,097,988 5.36%

MAY $4,061,857 $3,949,873 $4,184,028 $4,602,788 10.01% $4,730,317 2.77%

JUNE $3,741,325 $3,856,119 $4,169,550 $4,599,245 10.31% $4,557,735 -0.90%

JULY $3,804,895 $4,033,350 $4,105,554 $4,391,257 6.96% $4,519,466 2.92%

AUGUST $4,093,476 $4,231,174 $4,402,156 $4,893,438 11.16% $4,803,665 -1.83%

TOTAL $47,341,091 $48,686,688 $51,068,484 $54,188,225 6.11% $55,761,877 2.90% $28,905,053 0.04%#DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Year to date vs.

 previous year
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CITY OF LINCOLN
SALES TAX REFUNDS

2000-2001 THROUGH 2005-2006

% CHG. % CHG. % CHG.
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL FR. PRIOR ACTUAL FR. PRIOR ACTUAL FR. PRIOR
2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 YEAR 2004-2005 YEAR 2005-2006 YEAR

SEPTEMBER ($472,215) ($646,545) ($48,531) ($69,997) 44.23% ($135,858) 94.09% ($80,882) -40.47%

OCTOBER ($127,363) ($379,290) ($64,605) ($110,193) 70.56% ($165,219) 49.94% ($358,866) 117.21%

NOVEMBER ($448,872) ($132,336) ($134,088) ($219,454) 63.66% ($101,531) -53.73% ($173,972) 71.35%

DECEMBER ($193,085) ($240,014) ($177,459) ($390,445) 120.02% ($325,510) -16.63% ($6,319) -98.06%

JANUARY ($352,999) ($74,082) ($306,467) ($59,315) -80.65% ($220,967) 272.53% ($269,713) 22.06%

FEBRUARY ($115,206) ($509,277) ($61,404) ($323,218) 426.38% ($394,324) 22.00% ($73,395) -81.39%

MARCH ($303,779) ($428,507) ($17,601) ($22,759) 29.30% ($99,240) 336.05% ($165,869) 67.14%

APRIL ($478,438) ($333,878) ($281,861) ($199,018) -29.39% ($69,900) -64.88%

MAY ($79,461) ($176,292) ($275,081) ($155,787) -43.37% ($122,283) -21.51%

JUNE ($47,618) ($127,168) ($138,914) ($194,593) 40.08% ($34,811) -82.11%

JULY ($235,932) ($181,863) ($563,339) ($42,086) -92.53% ($162,998) 287.30%

AUGUST $0 ($63,949) ($341,868) ($531,884) 55.58% ($148,028) -72.17%

TOTAL ($2,854,968) ($3,293,201) ($2,411,218) ($2,318,751) -3.83% ($1,980,668) -14.58% ($1,129,016) -21.74%
Year to date vs.
previous year
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CITY OF LINCOLN
NET SALES TAX COLLECTIONS

2000-2001 THROUGH 2005-2006

% CHG. % CHG. % CHG.
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL FROM PR. ACTUAL FROM PR. ACTUAL FROM PR.
2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 YEAR 2004-2005 YEAR 2005-2006 YEAR

SEPTEMBER $3,286,720 $3,197,606 $4,191,407 $4,383,878 4.59% $4,512,303 2.93% $4,549,328 0.82%

OCTOBER $4,145,665 $3,737,474 $4,399,587 $4,560,394 3.66% $4,541,471 -0.41% $4,464,503 -1.69%

NOVEMBER $3,611,894 $3,993,488 $4,273,655 $4,306,712 0.77% $4,586,261 6.49% $4,625,303 0.85%

DECEMBER $3,631,485 $3,615,893 $3,857,499 $3,923,666 1.72% $4,174,828 6.40% $4,505,085 7.91%

JANUARY $3,615,574 $4,066,908 $3,740,166 $4,276,609 14.34% $4,043,044 -5.46% $4,073,189 0.75%

FEBRUARY $4,780,680 $4,473,291 $5,163,582 $5,208,187 0.86% $5,692,517 9.30% $5,724,498 0.56%

MARCH $3,427,311 $3,480,060 $4,059,342 $3,957,283 -2.51% $4,059,634 2.59%

APRIL $2,648,256 $3,307,525 $3,429,942 $3,690,371 7.59% $4,028,088 9.15%

MAY $3,982,395 $3,773,581 $3,908,947 $4,447,001 13.76% $4,608,034 3.62%

JUNE $3,693,707 $3,728,951 $4,030,637 $4,404,651 9.28% $4,522,924 2.69%

JULY $3,568,964 $3,851,488 $3,542,215 $4,349,171 22.78% $4,356,468 0.17%

AUGUST $4,093,476 $4,167,224 $4,060,288 $4,361,554 7.42% $4,655,637 6.74%

TOTAL $44,486,126 $45,393,489 $48,657,267 $51,869,477 6.60% $53,781,209 3.69% $27,941,906 1.42%
Year to date vs.
previous year

Page 3



             Actual Compared to 
           Projected Sales Tax Collections

VARIANCE
2005-06 2005-06 FROM $ CHANGE % CHANGE

PROJECTED ACTUAL PROJECTED FR. 04-05 FR. 04-05
SEPTEMBER $4,521,210 $4,549,328 $28,118 $37,025 0.82%

OCTOBER $4,738,362 $4,464,503 ($273,859) ($76,968) -1.69%
NOVEMBER $4,743,930 $4,625,303 ($118,627) $39,042 0.85%
DECEMBER $4,420,986 $4,505,085 $84,099 $330,257 7.91%
JANUARY $4,632,570 $4,073,189 ($559,381) $30,145 0.75%

FEBRUARY $5,740,599 $5,724,498 ($16,101) $31,981 0.56%
MARCH $4,191,410
APRIL $3,957,554
MAY $4,620,145
JUNE $4,464,241
JULY $4,536,625

AUGUST $4,837,297

TOTAL $55,404,929 $27,941,907 ($855,750) $391,483 1.42%









































campjon@aol.com 

02/15/2006 02:17 PM

To tgrammer@lincoln.ne.gov

cc bob@bobgoemann.com

bcc

Subject Fwd: New Arena

Tammy:
 
Please pass this idea on to my colleagues on the Council and to the Mayor's office.  It might be 
good to also send a copy to Dick Campbell who has chaired the Arena Committee.
 
Thanks,
 
Jon 
 
Jon Camp
Lincoln City Council
City Council Office:  441-8793
Constituent representative:  Darrell Podany
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Bob Goemann <bob@bobgoemann.com>
To: campjon@aol.com
Sent: Tue, 14 Feb 2006 09:42:19 -0600
Subject: New Arena

I was looking over the new arena thing and I noticed on my own a better area to build it. There is 
a plot of land that I believe the city owns just off Sun Valley where the city impound lot is. This 
area is empty except for the impound lot which could be moved. This area is at a perfect setting 
as it close enough to the university for them to share use of it and they could loose Deaveny. 
Then also it is close enough to downtown for the hotels and business. Also, it is close enough to 
O St. and cornhusker HWY and also close enough to 180 and I 80. I would love to mention this 
to others. 
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Thanks to the following companies, organizations, members, employees, 
and  

customers for participating in the survey: 
 

Ameritas 
Asian Community Center 

Barnes & Noble Bookstore-O Street 
BETA Tips Club 

BryanLGH Medical Center 
Capitol City Christian Church 

Central Labor Union 
Chamber of Commerce 
Christ's Place Church 

Construction Group Inc. 
Dietze Music House 

Downtown Executive Club 
Dr. Jeff Fraser, M.D. 

Dr. Kerns DDS 
Duncan Aviation 

First Evangelical Free Church 
Robin Gifford 

Homeless Coalition 
Kiwanis Downtown 

LaBenz & Associates accounting 
Lincoln Independent Business Assoc 

McDonald's Coffee Club 
N. 27th Street Business Association 
New Covenant Community Church 

Optimist Club-Downtown 
Pepsi-Cola of Lincoln 
Pine Lake Bunco Club 

Premiere Jewelry sales representatives 
Rotary Downtown 

Rotary North 
Rotary South 

Salt Valley Neighborhood Association 
Sertoma Club 

ServiceMaster of Lincoln 
State Farm Insurance 

Southeast Community College 
Southwest High School Civics class and parents 

University Place merchants 
The Victorian Assisted Living 

Wellman Plumbing 
YMCA 

Zion Church 
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Nearly 500 Lincolnites participated in the Survey on Spending Priorities.  This 
represents the best available information that we have today from the public on 
how it would like to see the City Council order its priorities. 
 

Methodology 
 
Survey participants included ethnic community centers, service clubs, churches, 
doctors’ offices, fitness enthusiasts, retailers, retirement centers, women’s 
groups, senior citizens, neighborhood groups, and many others, in order to 
obtain a cross section of the largest variety of the city possible.  Approximately 
700 surveys were sent out. No one group was allowed to fill out more than 25 
surveys, and surveys were hand-delivered by a volunteer to each group of 
people filling them out and then returned to the council office in order to avoid 
“spamming”.  There were 491 returned with a few that were illegible or failed to 
follow instructions.  Surveys began in August during the warm weather season 
and were completed in February.  The vast majority of the survey items received 
media attention of some type during the time period. 
 
Survey participants were asked to rank their TOP three and BOTTOM three 
priorities in a list of 13 projects that the City Council has been asked to consider.  
Not all, but most, participants assigned a number to all 13 items.  Some only 
ranked some of the items.  The responses for each capital item were totaled and 
an average score calculated. 
 
 
 
1.    RECRUITING BUSINESS THAT PROVIDE JOBS 
 
Without question, Lincolnites desire that our City would make spending on jobs a number one 
priority.  The question consistently ranked at the top regardless of the type of group surveyed.  
Currently, Lincoln spends $250,000 per year to support its Lincoln Partnership for Economic 
Development.  Other communities spend annually as follows: 
 
Grand Island - $750,000 
Tulsa - $1.2 million 
St. Joseph - $1.2 million 
Sioux Falls - $1.5 million 
Omaha - $3 million 
Des Moines - $3.5 million 
Topeka - $4 million 
 
Generally speaking, most economic development activity is targeted towards industrial and 
manufacturing jobs, although some attempt has been made in recent years to target technology, 
distribution, bio-ag, and other categories recommended by Angelou Economics.  The January 
2006 issue of Governing magazine observed that 8.4 to 22.7 percent of workforces in many cities 
are employed by the manufacturing industry.  For Lincoln to focus solely in this area of jobs 
recruiting and neglect the other career fields would result in ignoring 88% to 92% of its working 
population’s job choices.  When compared to Omaha, Kansas City, and Madison Wisconsin, 
which are frequently mentioned as “peer cities”, Lincoln’s breakdown of employment is within a 



percentage point of comparability in the various white collar and blue collar sectors, except that 
Lincoln has noticeably fewer individuals employed in the retail sector.  
 
While the City should above all focus the vast majority of its efforts and money on high-paying 
jobs whose income sources are derived from outside our city, jobs activity in our community that 
results in a variety of career choices to our citizens should be celebrated and encouraged, not 
criticized. 
 

Business Summary Report                       

Date: December 17, 2005   Lincoln   Omaha     
Kansas 
City     Madison, WI 

                    
                      
2005 Employees By Occupation  Count %   Count %   Count %   Count % 
"White Collar" Employees 100,300 65.06%   282,744 64.70%   601,021 63.12%   198,571 64.38% 
   Administrative Support Workers 30,665 19.89%   90,091 20.62%   186,047 19.54%   61,419 19.91% 
   Executive Managers & 
Administrators 18,477 11.99%   52,664 12.05%   111,097 11.67%   36,097 11.70% 
   Professional Specialty Occupations 28,340 18.38%   66,681 15.26%   152,762 16.04%   53,308 17.28% 
   Sales Professionals 3,883 2.52%   14,523 3.32%   25,917 2.72%   8,046 2.61% 
   Sales Workers & Clerks 11,854 7.69%   41,164 9.42%   86,699 9.11%   25,405 8.24% 
   Technical Sales & Administrative 563 0.36%   1,459 0.33%   2,427 0.25%   983 0.32% 
   Technologies & Technicians 6,518 4.23%   16,162 3.70%   36,073 3.79%   13,312 4.32% 
                        
"Blue Collar" Employees 53,616 34.78%   153,339 35.09%   347,750 36.52%   108,394 35.14% 
   Construction, Repair & Mining 3,566 2.31%   10,707 2.45%   26,380 2.77%   8,163 2.65% 
   Farming, Forestry & Fishing 2,919 1.89%   8,685 1.99%   18,892 1.98%   7,454 2.42% 
   Handlers, Helpers & Laborers 4,091 2.65%   12,319 2.82%   27,531 2.89%   8,369 2.71% 
   Machine Operators, Assemblers & 
Inspectors 3,938 2.55%   10,685 2.45%   24,395 2.56%   7,105 2.30% 
   Other Services Field Based 869 0.56%   1,799 0.41%   5,869 0.62%   1,481 0.48% 
   Other Services Site Based 20,962 13.60%   57,909 13.25%   123,101 12.93%   39,712 12.87% 
   Precision Craft & Repair 11,758 7.63%   34,722 7.95%   81,391 8.55%   23,648 7.67% 
   Private Household Service 23 0.02%   13 0.00%   34 0.00%   10 0.00% 
   Protective Services 1,970 1.28%   5,167 1.18%   12,942 1.36%   4,099 1.33% 
   Transportation & Materials Moving 
Workers 3,520 2.28%   11,333 2.59%   27,216 2.86%   8,353 2.71% 

 
 
A survey done of commercial real estate agents and economic development recruiters last 
October found that site selectors in the industrial, office, and retail sectors are choosing Lincoln 
for the following reasons:  
 
 
103    Population 
82      Want to be in a critical mass with other businesses or customers 
66      Family 
64     Proximity to Omaha 
44      Proximity to Interstate 
40      Roads, utilities, sewer are available 
26      Incentives * 
4              Parks and Trails [ranked last or received no ranking] 
 
* Realtors are not typically asked for assistance with incentives by jobs creator—the jobs creators are usually linked with 
the Chamber of Commerce or Economic Developers for city assistance, and those individuals perform separate surveys 
on this issue at different parts of the year 
 



Clearly, a city with a growing population and a critical mass of business is the primary way to get 
the attention of jobs creators.  Anti-growth policies will keep away the jobs.  Families are the next 
best economic development tool that our city has, and perhaps some innovative jobs recruiting 
attempts could be pioneered that involve recruiting outside companies via local family members.  
In tight budgetary times, a less expensive alternative to budgeting large amounts of money for 
jobs recruitment would be for the City Council to refrain from passing legislation that is a deterrent 
to business, or explore repealing legislation that is currently discouraging to business.   
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  I would like to see financial support from the City to businesses who are willing to employ 
former felons. County and State, too. 
2.  More business-friendly city via taxes and incentives. 
3.  The announcement this week of the new industrial park at the airport is a very positive move.  
We need more development of this nature. 
4.  An inviting environment to new business. 
5.  Need industrial parks. 
6.  Nebraska is the next to last state in economic growth. 
7.  A real need. 
8.  Improve employment 
9.  White collar corporations. 
10.  Very important.  Key to all the rest so we can help fund many of these. 
11.  We need businesses that create jobs and provide construction jobs. 
12.  We need this badly (controlled growth) 
13.  Supply full-time jobs. 
14.  Full time-jobs 
15.  Can’t be done. 
16.  Lincoln needs more jobs, especially for former inmates who have a felony, as past 
background check denies them the chance for work and to provide for themselves. 
17.  I am a strong advocate of getting more jobs in Lincoln.  The recent layoffs at Bryan and 
Pfizer are an indication that we cannot rely on the Health field to provide jobs in Lincoln. 
18.  And retain Grads.  
19.  Also, helping businesses that are already here. 
20.  Especially KEEPING exisiting. 
21.  Important use of tax dollars. 
22.  Without jobs, you cannot support the rest. 
 
2. MAINTAINING AND BUILDING NEW STREETS AND ROADS 
 
Given the overwhelming defeat of the bond issue, the high priority of this item to our citizens is 
puzzling.  Perhaps its high placement can be explained that citizens simply expected the City 
Council to make it a top priority, saw it as the City’s primary job, and were taken aback that they 
had to be asked for a bond issue.  Since priorities involving spending on trails ranked middle to 
low in the survey (Funding Downtown Master Plan ideas; Building Multi-Modal Transportation), 
perhaps coupling trails with the bond issue was a fatal mistake.  It could be that the bond issue, 
although it failed, simply raised public awareness, and perhaps since its failure, citizens are 
beginning to notice that the City is behind.   
 
Certainly this item is tied to jobs creation, as a company cannot expand or locate in a city lacking 
in streets. In recent years, streets and roads have had to defer to Antelope Valley, which received 
one of the lowest rankings in this report. Moving streets and roads to the priority that citizens 
expect will be a monumental challenge, but a crucial one, for the City Council and for staff. 
 
 
 



COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  We don’t need to widen every street 
2.  Plan further ahead on transportation needs.  Make the plan happen. 
3.  South Bypass! 
4.  In a TIMELY manner. 
5.  Use creative design techniques to widen 27th, 48th, and 56th. 
6.  Fix/repair potholes, etc. 
7.  Development of infrastructure for city’s streets—need 4-lane roads on S. 27th, S. 40th, S. 48th, 
a bypass for trucks so Hwy 2 will not be so congested with trucks who run red lights consistently 
at all the major intersections 
8.  Cross off “building new” 
9.  Too late.  Get on with it. 
10.  Street light synchronization, eliminate median cuts and use u-turns at lights, snow removal 
on streets 
11.  What happened to all the revenue from the wheel tax? 
12.  With better materials used. 
13.  Build double wide 4-lane from the outset!  South and East Bypasses.  30 years of talking is 
enough.  
14.  Emphasis should be on maintaining 
 
 
Jobs and Roads were consistently marked as number one and 
number two respectively on the surveys, but the placement of Item 3 
did not become apparent until all of the surveys were tabulated. 
 
 
 
 
 
3.  NEW FIRE STATIONS IN NORTH AND SOUTH LINCOLN 
 
If jobs represent the physiological base of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, then fire service and 
police no doubt represent Lincolnite’s concerns for safety. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  I was in the Fire Dept (LFD) for 6 years.  The new stations are NOT necessary 
2.  Would combine and say they should always be state of the art. 
3.  Too many new. 
4.  Better if more efficient staffing. 
5.  With such outward growth, it seems we need to be safer in the city. 
6.  Don’t know the need. 
7.  After study is complete. 
 
4.  NEW POLICE STATIONS 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  And police officers. 
2.  Crime prevention. 
3.  Am not sure of the need. 
 



5.  BUILDING A CONVENTION CENTER AND ARENA IN THE 
DOWNTOWN AREA 
 
Most of the items that fell into the middle of this survey were scored a variety of ways.  However, 
when tabulating these surveys, it became apparent that it wasn’t moderate scores that placed this 
item in the middle of the rankings—it was polarized scores with many very high or very low 
numbers.  It also elicited as many comments as the #1 item. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  Should be a 22,000 arena 
2.  The convention center will create the jobs and revitalize Downtown. 
3.  Poor use of funds. 
4.  Why would we tear down the post office when a convention center could be built somewhere 
else—like State Fairgrounds property. 
5.  I support an arena in downtown but not a convention center/hotel.  I support the arena if it is in 
conjunction with the University.  Lincoln cannot support more convention space and hotel rooms.  
The market is already saturated. 
6.  Stupid idea 
7. Everything is going on at the Qwest Center in Omaha.  We need to put something here in 
Lincoln. 
8.  Utilize Devaney. 
9.  Why try to copy Omaha?  Be original—go for co-op with Event Center—a place with access! 
10.  Arena should be built but not Downtown. 
11.  Not Downtown.  Enough about Downtown already. 
12.  Not Downtown. 
13.  At State Fair Park 
14.  Absolutely not in the Downtown area 
15.  If you want to build a convention center, what about east of town towards Omaha.  Plus, I’d 
like to see a nice hotel on the east/southeast side of the City. 
16.  Big deal. 
17.  Build it at State Fair Park or Devaney Ctr.  Move State Fair to Lancaster Events Center.  Do 
not overwhelm Downtown, Haymarket and parking with a convention center.  State Fair Park as a 
convention site will still support downtown, UNL and economic growth. 
18.  Not quite understanding why we need an arena!  We need schools, not sports. 
19.  Would rank higher only if Recruiting Businesses That Provide Jobs would take place 
20.  This is next to the dumbest idea. 
21.  Continue to work on getting Events Center State park and this concept coordinated. 
22.  Desirable, not essential. 
 
 
 
6.  FUNDING DOWNTOWN MASTER PLAN IDEAS (PARK, 
TROLLEYS, BIKE LANES, PARKING GARAGES 
 
This item essentially tied with Item #5, as it was within .001 of a percentage point.  However, it 
was not as polarized as the Convention Center/Arena issue.  It received a variety of scores. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  Downtown event site at Centennial Mall 
2.  What about funding a logical Master Plan that includes more than just Downtown where the 
“good ole’ boys” own property? 
3.  Absolutely not. 



4.  Focus on areas of the City that WANT to grow. 
5.  Desirable vs. essential 
 
 
 
7. RENOVATING AND BUILDING PUBLIC PARKS AND REC 
CENTERS 
 
For the many items such as this that fell into the middle area of the survey, we can probably infer 
that since the public is not asking us to make them top priority, nor suggesting to us that they 
should be bottom priorities, that the public is probably happy with the job the Council is doing and 
does not perceive the items to be a weakness. 
 
A survey of the Realtors last fall indicated that 96% of their customers do not cite parks and trails 
as the reason they move to Lincoln.  However, forty-nine percent of the time in a house sale, 
publicly-funded parks and neighborhood association green space DO increase the value of the 
house two to ten percent, as long as there is not a trail in back of the house or on the side yards.  
Given the fact that the public does not differentiate between city-owned vs. homeowner green 
space, perhaps more of the financial burden for green space can be made to rest on the new 
neighborhoods in recently-designated flood prone areas, rather than with the City. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  Mahoney Park—City has taken all the play equipment and not replaced any of it. 
2.  Maintain parks and trails we have before building new ones. 
3.  We already have great parks. 
4.  Yes, keep kids out of trouble. 
5.  After-school programs/community learning centers for all these children who are left alone 
after school. 
6.  Collaboration with community learning centers would increase use of city libraries 
7.  Collaboration with Community Learning Centers so that it is a win-win around the city 
8.  Desirable, not essential 
 
 
8.  RENOVATING AND BUILDING LIBRARIES 
 
Lincoln has a significant investment in its existing library system. It was only decade ago when 
the last bond issue was passed, but at that time the Internet was only in the beginning stages of 
public acceptance.  Many of the schools have substantial-sized libraries. Public libraries may best 
survive and serve us in the future if they find creative ways to partner more with the schools, 
senior centers, or other entities.  
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
1.  Renovate and build libraries, but not Pershing 
2.  School libraries are sufficient.  Adults have means to get to existing infrastructure to facilitate. 
3.  Why must libraries fall into disrepair?  Bennett Martin should have been cleaned twenty years 
ago. 
4.  Build on-line library. 
5.  We can always use more books 
6.  Zero.  Internet. 
7.  Possibly include some with senior citizen areas. 
8.  We already have excellent resources here. 
9.  They are becoming obsolete with the Internet. 
10.  Enough already. 



11.  We are in fair condition. 
12.  Build libraries with growth of the city 
 
9.  EXPENDITURES TO PREVENT RUN-OFF AND NET RISE OF 
WATER LEVELS. 
 
The survey was taken during the New Orleans hurricanes, but this seemed to make no difference 
to Lincolnites; they do not wish to see the Council make a priority of this. The low ranking of this 
item may also provide guidance to the Council as to prioritization of this type of future 
expenditures in Antelope Valley.   
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  Don’t we need higher water levels? 
2.  In this drought situation, we need to be smart with our resources. 
3.  Use Federal standards, not local desires 
 
10.  BUILDING MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION (TRAILS, 
BUSES, TRAIN TO OMAHA) 
 
The ranking for this item is very consistent with studies two and five years ago.  The Multi-Modal 
Transportation Study Final Report in September of 2004 indicated that 81% of the commuters 
drive alone and that from 1990 to 2000, Lancaster County saw a 49% decrease in the use of 
alternatives to driving alone.  The Sigma Group reported in June of 2001 in the Lincoln/Lancaster 
County Transportation and Mobility Study that 3 out of 5 respondents said they didn’t know of 
anything that StarTran could do or change to cause their household to ride the bus more often, 
and 68% of county residents preferred that more public funds be spent to build roads as opposed 
to 29% who said money should be spent to encourage non-vehicle or public transportation.   
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  Transportation so seniors who are older don’t have to drive for their safety [Note, this 
respondent ranked this item as a #10] 
2.  We need to improve public transport in Lincoln.  I have to drive downtown because the last 
bus to my neighborhood leaves at 5 p.m. (West A). 
3.  Train to Omaha would be awesome. 
4.  It would be very nice if there was a way to get to Omaha if things continue to happen in 
Omaha. 
5.  I do not believe people will use this type of transportation. 
6.  Develop/improve public transportation system 
7.  Omaha/Lincoln airport 
8.  We have enough trails, why are we painting stripes on bike paths and sidewalks (this is a 
maintenance item).   
9.  We really need buses throughout the whole city. 
10.  We need public transportation more than anything.  We can’t afford hiring transportation and 
we do not know much about bussing.  
11.  Train not financially feasible until Lincoln and Omaha have surface transport. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



11.  ANTELOPE VALLEY 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  Isn’t this a forgone conclusion? 
2.  Lowest. 
3.  Forget “O” Street project and Van Dorn-9th Street. 
4.  Re-zoning of flood areas 
5.  Too late. 
6.  Don’t stop now. 
7.  This is the dumbest idea. 
8.  Now that we have started we have to keep going. 
9.  Need to complete the first phase. 
10.  Need affordable housing and neighborhood revitalization 
 
 
12.  RENOVATING AND BUILDING SWIMMING POOLS 
 
The survey was begun in August.  The ranking might not have been this low had the survey been 
held over all of the summer months; but even in August, the participants still scored the item low. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  We need to keep the pools around, because there are too little pools if all older ones are 
closed. 
2.  Way north, way south and east have no pools even though massive building of neighborhoods 
continues.  We travel across town to a neighborhood pool because there is nothing available by 
our home 
3.  How many were not open due to lack of funds in 2005 [received low ranking]. 
4.  Desirable vs. essential 
5.  There was declining use of some public pools—establish need; keep existing pools 
maintained. 
 
13.  CONSOLIDATING AND ENLARGING SENIOR CENTERS 
 
Since our population is aging, it might be expected that this category would rank higher.  It may 
change in the next 20 years as we move from a population that is 10% retired to a population that 
has 25% retirees.  Or it may be that a capital expenditure for bricks and mortar is not highly 
valued given the fact that seniors are not highly mobile and will increasingly find resources in their 
neighborhood, on the Internet, television, newspaper, and by networking.  There are certainly 
dozens of retirement communities in the United States after whom we could model affordable 
services to seniors. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
1.  Affordable senior apartment centers to live in a safe place. 
2.  This is a private sector function. 
3.  Don’t know much about this 
4.  Private, not a city issue now. 
5.  Consolidating, no.  Enlarging, yes. 
6.  Put senior centers in places where they are more accessible.  No place to park near 
downtown center and LIFE office. 
7.  Work with Community Learning Centers to see if collaboration possibilities 
8.  A growing population uses all sources—churches, private sector, agencies. 



9.  It is my understanding that fewer people are using senior centers; new elderly prefer different 
options. 
 
 

OTHER GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
There were several comments made about the public schools.  The public 
perceives that we are involved in those decisions more than we are, and it is 
clear that they expect us to “support” the schools.  We need to educate the public 
that our role in supporting the schools is mostly limited to promoting construction 
and development so that new buildings can be put on the tax rolls to provide 
funds for the schools. 
 
 
1.  Priorities--support and grow infrastructure while investing in revenue-producing efforts (jobs, 
convention center), followed by quality of life projects and other less critical infrastructure needs. 
2.  Number 2:  We desperately need another post office in Southeast Lincoln.  I realize you don’t 
build these, but could you request them, please.  Number 3:  Lower taxes.   
3.  Hold on everything until you build a complete bypass around Lincoln.  Should have been done 
20 years ago. 
4.  We are retired senior citizens on a fixed income and all we see on this page is a group of tax 
increases which, in effect, would take money from our daily living.  How much of a burden do you 
think the senior citizens can take?  Every time you raise taxes, we tighten our belts and therefore 
you have less sales taxes.  Get it? 
5.  I hope the school bond issue passes.  Does the City support Child Protective Services? 
6.  I am not familiar with the status of fire/police stations. 
7.  #1:  Build new youth baseball facilities 
8.  #1:  Where is any mention of our public schools?  Overcrowding, poorly planned buildings. 
9.  Investing in public schools.  Development of minority communities and centers to support their 
work. 
10.  Why no area pertaining to Lincoln Public School system? 
11.  Maintaining services/shelters serving low income families. 
12.  #1 Speeding up process to address services etc. in new areas/land use 
13.  #1 Schools 
14.  Lots of these are #13’s. 
15.  Could we work on tax credit for those of us who send kids to private schools? 
16.  Lincoln is more than Downtown! 
17.  No Walmart SE corner of 84th & Adams. 
18.  Quit protecting Downtown. 
19.  I am tired of so much time and money being spent to draw people back Downtown.  I don’t 
want to go Downtown period.  Areas of growth are everywhere.  Downtown seems to belong to 
the University.  I want to see something done to 48th & O.  
20.  Growth-oriented spending and planning are hopefully what shows up in this survey. 
21.  I currently live in the area of West O that has been declared a blighted zone.  As a citizen of 
this area, I would like to see some improved shopping and recreation development.  This type of 
development I feel will reduce some of the wanton vandalism in the area. Provide the opportunity 
for the younger members of my community to have something to do.  Additionally, grocery and 
gas purchases are difficult when these options are limited for the NW 48th section of this blighted 
area. 
22.  I’m not sure about the need of some of these suggestions.  Do we really need some of these 
things?  They don’t seem to be needed! 
23.  I’m told Omaha City Planning is user friendly while Lincoln City Planning is a monolith. 
24.  Any plans for supporting Public Schools?  I realize this is a bond issue for buildings, but 
much more goes into the schools!  Support for elementary students who are mentally ill, involved 



in severe behavioral issues—Lincoln does not have treatment for these kids.  Community 
learning centers; CPS—real problems here; Child Protective Service; Resource Officers in 
schools, Child Adolescent treatment centers. 
25.  Utilize tax dollars for jobs, roads, police stations, fire stations which are necessary and 
priority, instead of lesser feel-good items. 
26.  I am in assisted living.  I want a good grocery store within two miles of 2501 Q.  I must pay 
$20 to be taken to appointments.  I am afraid to try to travel by bus because I am afraid of getting 
lost.  We have buses here, but they go on certain days and we can’t buy everything we need 
because we can’t carry it. 
27.  We already can’t afford the new schools built.  We need to get those paid before building 
new.  Also, City and State workers need to be more supervised.  They waste too much time on 
the job. 
28.  Need hospital on north side of town.  By Interstate. 
 
 



APPENDIX A – SURVEY FORM 
 
 
 
 
 

SURVEY ON SPENDING PRIORITIES FOR THE CITY OF LINCOLN 
 
Think about what Lincoln is going to need over the next few years.  Please rank the following items from 1 
to 13 with the one being the top priority and thirteen being the lowest priority for how our city tax dollars 
should be spent.  You do not have to rank every item, but at least rank your highest and lowest 
priority items. 
 
                                                                                                Comments 
 
_____ Renovating and building libraries 
 
_____ Recruiting businesses that provide jobs 
 
_____  New fire stations in north and south Lincoln 
 
_____  Building a convention center and arena in  
        the downtown area 
 
_____  Renovating and building public parks and rec 
   centers 
 
_____  Maintaining and building new streets and roads 
 
_____  Antelope Valley 
 
_____  New police stations 
 
_____  Renovating and building swimming pools 
 
_____  Funding Downtown Master Plan ideas (park, 
     trolleys, bike lanes, parking garages) 
 
_____  Building multi-modal transportation 
     (trails, buses, train to Omaha) 
 
_____  Expenditures to prevent water run-off and net 
   rise of water levels 
 
_____ Consolidating senior centers 
 
 
 



APPENDIX B – LEADERSHIP LINCOLN SURVEY 
 

 
This is a summary of a survey taken by class members of Leadership Lincoln.  It was done 
separate from this survey, and the items discussed were not all the same, but there are 
interesting correlations. 
 
Forty-three students were asked to rank items that needed to be cut from a fictional Lincoln 
budget.  The lowest score indicated that they were least inclined to make cuts to the item (i.e., 
more likely to protect this budget category) and a higher score meant they were most inclined to 
make these budget cuts.  Other than Antelope Valley, there was a high similarity in survey 
results. 
 
 
 
 
1.  Cut 3 police officers 
2.  Cut 3 firefighters 
3.  Eliminate LPED support 
4.  Reduce City funds to Antelope Valley by half 
5.  Eliminate public health nurse 
6.  Reduce City employee benefits 
7.  Cut 1 City attorney 
8.  Cut 1 housing inspector 
9.  Reduce park maintenance labor 
10. Reduce mid-day bus service 
11. Close 3 senior centers 
12. Reduce Planning student interns and consulting studies 
13. Reduce Library hours 
14. Cut 2 Public Information specialists 
15. Cut funding for animal shelter 
 
 
 
 
 
 
























































































