CORRESPONDENCE
IN LIEU OF
DIRECTORS’ MEETING
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 2005
I.

II.

MAYOR
*1.

NEWS RELEASE - RE: Open House Planned For Improvements In South
27th And Yankee Hill Area-(See Release)

*2.

Washington Report - February 11, 2005.

**3.

NEWS ADVISORY- RE: Members of the media are invited to cover all the
Abraham Lincoln Celebration events from Noon to 6:00 p.m. on Sunday,
February 20th at North Star High School - (See Advisory)

**4.

NEWS ADVISORY - RE: Mayor Seng’s Public Schedule Week of February
19-25, 2005-Schedule subject to change-(See Advisory)

**5.

Washington Report - February 18, 2005.

DIRECTORS
FINANCE DEPARTMENT/CITY TREASURER
*1.

**2.
**3.

Monthly City Cash Report - City of Lincoln-Pledged Collateral Statement January 31, 2005.
EMS Cash Receipts/Expenditure Data - FY 2004-05.
Material from Don Herz, Finance Director & Melinda J. Jones, City Treasurer
- RE: Resolution & Finance Department, Treasurer of Lincoln, Nebraska Investments Purchased February 7 thru February 18, 2005.

PARKS & RECREATION
**1.

Material - RE: Tree Easements -(See Material)

PERSONNEL
**1.

Memo from Don Taute - RE: Bill #05-10 - response to the Action from the
February 14, 2005 meeting, Item #22 on the Agenda -(See Memo)

PLANNING
*1.

Letter from Brian Will to Kent Braasch, Essex Corporation - RE: The Preserve
on Antelope Creek 7th Addition-Final Plat #04094 generally located at South
80th Street and Pioneers Blvd. - (See Letter)

**2.

Message from Jean Walker RE: Wal-Mart Public Hearing Postponement
Notice (See Notice)

PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL ACTION .....
*1.

Special Permit No. 1816A (Continuation of soil excavation operation-N.W.
40th & West Vine Streets) Resolution No. PC-00902.

PUBLIC WORKS & UTILITIES
*1.

Public Works & Utilities ADVISORY - RE: Pre-Construction Open HouseSouth 27th Street and Yankee Hill Road Improvements-Project Numbers
701668, 701662, 701596B-(See Advisory)

**2.

Letter & Motion-To-Amend #1 from Michael Brienzo, Transportation
Planning, Public Works Dept. to Marvin Krout, Planning Director-RE:
Transportation Amendments for the US-77 Highway Improvements: Lincoln
West Beltway -(See Material)

**3.

Memo & Map from Nicole Fleck-Tooze - RE: Item #4 - 05-19 on City Council
Agenda-Proposed 2005 Storm Sewer & Drainage System-GO Bond IssueGeneral Project Locations -(See Material)

WEED CONTROL AUTHORITY
*1.

Combined Weed Program-City of Lincoln-January 2005 Monthly Report.
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III.

CITY CLERK
*1.

IV.

Letter from Deputy City Clerk Teresa J. Meier to D.O. & J.O., Inc., DBA
O’Rourke’s Tavern - RE: Please be advised that the Lincoln City Council, on
2/14/05, continued the public hearing & action on the application of
O’Rourke’s Tavern to Feb. 28th - City Council requires your attendance at the
meeting & requests a computerized mock-up of the design of the 6 ft. fence to
be used-(See Letter)

COUNCIL
A.

COUNCIL REQUESTS/CORRESPONDENCE

JON CAMP
1.

Request to Finance Department RE: Storm Sewer Bond Issue Project Expenses
(RFI #88 - 02-18-05). — 1.) SEE RESPONSE FROM PUBLIC WORKS
& UTILITIES DEPARTMENT RECEIVED ON RFI#88-02/23/05.

**2.

E-mail correspondence to Jon Camp from Rob Simon RE: Eminent Domain
Process. (See e-mail)

**3.

E-mail to Jon Camp from John Hornyak - RE: 24 Hour Lighting on the
Livingston Property -(See E-Mail)

JONATHAN COOK
1.

OUTSTANDING Request to Public Works & Utilities Department - RE:
Snow plowed onto sidewalks repeatedly (RFI#122 - 01/11/05)

GLENN FRIENDT
1.

Request to Marc Wullschleger, Urban Development Director /Lynn Johnson,
Parks & Recreation Director - RE: Next steps for the University Place property
vacation (RFI#41-02/02/05). — 1.) SEE RESPONSE FROM MARC
WULLSCHLEGER, URBAN DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR
RECEIVED ON RFI#41-02/09/05.
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ANNETTE McROY
1.

Request to Don Taute, Personnel Director RE: Breakdown for Each
Department for specifically requested information on M-Class Employees for
Years 1995, 2000 and 2003 (RFI #164 - 02-18-05 - Joint Request
w/P.Newman)

PATTE NEWMAN
1.

Request to Ann Harrell, Acting Public Works Director/ Larry Worth, StarTran
- RE: Larry Worth’s memo summarizing the StarTran Town Hall Meeting on
Jan. 22nd (RFI#29-02/08/05). — 1.) SEE RESPONSE FROM LARRY
WORTH, STARTRAN RECEIVED ON RFI#29-02/10/05.

2.

Request to Don Taute, Personnel Director RE: Breakdown for Each
Department for specifically requested information on M-Class Employees for
Years 1995, 2000 and 2003 (RFI #30 - 02-18-05 - Joint Request w/A.McRoy)

**3.

V.

E-mail to Patte Newman from Paul Marxhausen with response from Joan Ray - RE: Note on Wal-Mart, 84th & Adams-(See E-Mail)

**4.

E-mail to Patte Newman from Todd Wicken, R.O.W. Division, Property
Management - RE: The proposed Wal-Mart at 84th & Adams-(See E-Mail)

**5.

E-mail to Patte Newman from Brandon Koll & Shelley Longsine - RE: Woods
Park Master Plan-(See E-Mail)

MISCELLANEOUS
*1.

E-mail from Melissa Landis - RE: Support Change of Zone #05003 &
Miscellaneous #05001(Council received a copy of this E-Mail on 2/14/05)
(See E-Mail)

*2.

E-mail from Fernando Pages - RE: 405 S. 26th Street (Council received on
2/14/05) (See E-Mail)

*3.

E-mail from Fernando Pages - RE: 405 S. 26th Street (Council received on
2/14/05)(See E-Mail)

*4.

E-mail from Congressman Emanual Cleaver, II - RE: Regional Mayors’
Summit on Friday, February 18, 2005 - (Council received on 2/14/05)(See
E-Mail)
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*5.

E-mail from Tim & Ellen Kraft - RE: Smoking Ordinance -(See E-Mail)

**6.

E-mail from Peggy Struwe, President of the Hawley Area Neighborhood
Association RE: COZ #05003 & Miscellaneous #05001 (Lighting Standards
for Businesses that abut residential zoning districts.

**7.

E-mail from Mary Roseberry-Brown - RE: Proposed Hotel DevelopmentEminent domain for hotel -(See E-Mail)

**8.

**9.

E-mail from John Ewald, Senior, Palmyra High School- RE: ‘Thank you’ was
present at the Jan. 31st Council meeting- voting to waive the impact fee for the
veterinary office-(See E-Mail)
E-mail from Jay Edmiston - RE: Wal-Mart at 84th & Adams -(See E-Mail)

**10.

E-mail from Nancy Thyparambil, Faith Lutheran School - RE: Wal-Mart at
84th & Adams-(See E-Mail)

**11.

E-mail from Larry Giebelhaus-RE: Smoking Ban-(See E-Mail)

**12.

E-mail from Joseph W. Johnson, Jr.-RE: Eminent Domain-(See E-Mail)

**13.

Letter from Brian & Dana Meves - RE: The proposed Wal-Mart at 84th &
Adams -(See Letter)

**14.

E-mail from David Oenbring - RE: Eminent Domain-(See E-Mail)

**15.

Letter from Polly McMullen, President, Downtown Lincoln Association; &
Michelle Waite, Chair, Downtown Lincoln Association to Mark Hunzeker,
Pierson Fitchett Law Firm - RE: On behalf of the DLA Executive Committee,
we thank you for joining us at our February 15th meeting to discuss proposed
changes to the downtown theater policy which your client, Dr. Greg Sutton,
intends to submit to the City-(See Letter)

**16.

E-mail from Jim Johnson - RE: Don’t water down the Living Wage ordinance!
- (See E-Mail)

**17.

E-mail from Michael & Shari Luft - RE: The proposed Wal-Mart Super Center
- (See E-Mail)

**18.

E-mail from Jo Forbes - RE: Woods Park Tennis Courts-(See E-Mail)
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**19.

E-Mail from Mel Meister - RE: Against the City putting another hotel
downtown and destroying many small businesses that are located on that
block-(See E-Mail)

**20.

E-mail from Kenneth & Ada Bishop - RE: Eminent Domain-(See E-Mail)

**21.

Letter from Rick Meyer - RE: The Capital Humane Society contract-(See
Letter)

**22.

E-mail from Janelle Lamb - RE: Proposed Hotel Site and Eminent Domain(See E-Mail)

**23.

E-mail from David Lamb - RE: Eminent Domain - (See E-Mail)

**24.

VI.

E-mail from Jessica A. Swift, RD, LMNT - RE: Opposed to Hotel Project-(See
E-Mail)

**25.

E-mail from Joseph W. Johnson, Jr. - RE: Eminent Domain -(See E-Mail)

**26.

E-mail from Roger Yant - RE: Eminent Domain - (See E-Mail)

**27.

E-mail from Jack Graziano - RE: Eminent Domain BBR -(See E-Mail)

**28.

E-mail from Joe Durante - RE: Hotel Development -(See E-Mail)

**29.

E-mail from Karon Harris - RE: Wal-Mart Proposal at 84th & Adams-(See
E-Mail)

**30.

E-mail from Doyle Adams - RE: The proposed Wal-Mart at 84th & Adams(See E-Mail)

**31.

Letter from Michael McDannel - RE: Opposed-Woods Park Master Plan-(See
Letter)

**32.

Letter from Richard Kimbrough - RE: Eminent Domain -(See Material)

ADJOURNMENT
*HELD OVER FROM FEBRUARY 21, 2005.
*ALL HELD OVER UNTIL MARCH 7, 2005.

da022805/tjg/jvr
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CITYOF II NCOlN

.AD VI SOR Y

MAYOR
COLEEN
J. SENG

lincoln.ne.gov

NEBRASKA
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
555 South 10thStreet,Lincoln, NE 68508,441-7511,fax 441-7120
DATE: February 18,2005
FOR MORE INFORMATION:

Diane Gonzolas, Citizen Infonnation Center, 441-7831

Membersof the media areinvited to cover all the Abraham Lincoln Celebration
eventsfrom noon to 6 p.m. Sunday, February 20 at North Star High School,
5801North 33rd. A scheduleis attached,andmore information is availableon
the City Web site at lincoln.ne.gov.
The information deskwill bejust inside the main entranceto the school. I will be
availableon my cell phonemost of the day. The numberis 525-1520. I canhelp
arrangeinterviewswith the performers.
Television stationsmay tapethe first five minutesof the eventsin the auditorium,
but arenot allowed to uselights.
".

Date: February18,2005
Contact:Diane Gonzolas,Citizen Infonnation Center,441-7831

Mayor Seng'sPublic Schedule
Week of February 19 - 25, 2005
Schedulesubjectto change

.

Saturday,February19
Volunteerat Food Share- 7:30 a.m.,Fourth PresbyterianChurch,5200FrancisStreet
.
WelcomehomeNational Guard267th OrdinanceCompanyfrom Iraq, remarks- 9 a.m.,
EastHigh School,1000South70th
Sunday,February20

.

Abraham
LincolnBirthdayCelebration
-noon to 6 p.m., North

Star High School, 5801

North 33rd Street
Monday,February21 - President'sDay federalholiday, City offices closed
Tuesday,February22
.
.
KLIN Radio live call-in show- 9 a.m.,4343 "0" Street
.
Farewellreceptionfor Harold Clarke,Director of StateDepartmentof Correctional
Services,presentKey to the City - 2:15 p.m. CorrectionalServicesCentralOffice,
Building 1, lower level conferenceroom, Folsomand WestProspectorPlace

Wednesday,
February23
.
RotaryCentennial
Celebration,
remarks- 11:30a.m.,Cornhusker
Hotel,333South13th
Street
Thursday,February24
.
News Conference- 10 a.m.,locationandtopic to be announced
.
CommunityLeadersLuncheon- noon,BryanLGH East,sixth floor of PhysicianTower,
1600South48th Street
.
CommunityConversation-7 p.m., AndersonHall, UNL

C I T Y

O F
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Washington Report
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City of Lincoln -- Washington Office

Congress Begins President’s Day Recess

INSIDE
Congress . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Budget . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Housing and CD . . . . . . . . . . . .
Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Job Training . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Grant Opportunities . . . . . . . . .

Congress
1
1
1
2
2
3

House leaders announce major legislation to be
considered prior to the Easter recess. House
Majority Leader Tom DeLay (R-TX) said this
week he believes the House will consider five
major pieces of legislation in the weeks leading
up to the congressional break scheduled to
begin on March 21. They are measures to:
<

Washington Report
Archives Available
on the Internet at:
www.capitaledge.com/
archive.html

Washington Report
Carolyn C. Chaney
Washington Assistant
chaney@capitaledge.com
Christopher F. Giglio
giglio@capitaledge.com
Elizabeth Montgomery
montgomery@capitaledge.com
1212 New York Avenue, NW
Suite 250
Washington DC 20005
(202) 842-4930
Fax: (202) 842-5051

provide for continuity of the Congress
in the event that a major disaster killed
100 or more Members;

<

reauthorize federal job training
programs through the Workforce
Investment Act (WIA);

<

reauthorize
federal
surface
transportation programs through the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century (TEA-21);

<

provide $81.9 billion in supplemental
FY 2005 spending for overseas military
operations and tsunami relief, and

<

provide spending limits to the
Appropriations Committees through
the FY 2006 budget resolution.

Congress began their week-long President’s Day
recess today and will resume official business on
Tuesday, March 1.

Budget
Congress ponders Bush budget proposal, looks
to complete FY 2006 budget resolution. One
week after President Bush sent his proposed
budget for FY 2006 to Capitol Hill, House and
Senate Republicans generally agreed that while
they would attempt to stay within the general
spending limits, changes should be expected as
the budget process progresses.

For the next several weeks, the House and
Senate Budget Committees will attempt to craft a
FY 2006 budget resolution, a broad-based
outline of spending for the year under which the
Appropriations Committees must operate when
they are determining specific program funding.
The resolution by law is supposed to be
completed by April 15 each year, but given the
deep partisan divides in Congress recently, that
deadline is infrequently met, and in some years
there is no budget resolution at all.
This week, the Chairmen of the House and
Senate Budget Committee agreed that they
would seek to achieve the “broad policy targets”
of the Bush proposal: capping discretionary
spending at $840 billion; reducing the $427
billion deficit to $207 billion by 2010, and
achieving “significant” savings from mandatory
programs. However, this task may be much more
difficult than it seems, as supporters of popular
domestic discretionary programs slated for cuts
in the Bush budget (farm-state Senators in
particular) have already begun to indicate their
distaste for some of the recommendations.
A list of the 154 programs that the Bush
Administration has recommended for elimination
in its proposed FY 2006 budget can be found at:
www.capitaledge.com/cuts.pdf.

DUE TO THE PRESIDENT’S
DAY RECESS, THE NEXT
WASHINGTON REPORT
WILL BE DELIVERED ON
FRIDAY, MARCH 4

Meanwhile, the President this week sent to
Congress his proposal for FY 2005 supplemental
spending to cover increasing costs of overseas
military operations. The majority of $81.9 billion
request would be used to bolster the troops in
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Iraq and Afghanistan, but some Members
of Congress have objected to placing an
“emergency” spending tag on items such
as the construction of an embassy in
Baghdad and other items.

Housing and CD
Senators are circulating letter supporting
the CDBG program. A bi-partisan group of
Senators have drafted a letter that would
be sent to the leaders of the Senate Budget
Committee requesting that the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) program
be funded at its FY 2005 level of $4.732
billion and remain within the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.
The letter is in response to the Bush
Administration proposal to eliminate the
CDBG program and transfer all federal
responsibility for 18 community and
economic development programs to a new
$3.7 billion program at the Department of
Commerce.
The authors of the letter are Senators Norm
Coleman (R-MN); Patrick Leahy (D-VT);
Christopher Bond (R-MO); Jack Reed (DRI); Mike DeWine (R-OH), and Paul
Sarbanes (D-MD). Senators who have also
signed on to the letter include George
Allen (R-VA); Jeff Bingaman (D-NM); Jon
Corzine (D-NJ); Richard Durbin (D-IL);
Christopher Dodd (D-CT); James Jeffords
(I-VT); Edward Kennedy (D-MA); Herb
Kohl (D-WI); Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ);
Carl Levin (D-MI); Charles Schumer (DNY), and Debbie Stabenow (D-MI).
Local government organizations are
encouraging their members to urge their
Senators to sign onto this CDBG letter as
soon as possible. A copy of the letter can
be found at:
www.capitaledge.com/cdbgletter.pdf.
Meanwhile, the Department of Housing
and Urban Development this week release
a study of the CDBG formula that had been
requested during President Bush’s first
term. Those conducting the study were
tasked with improving the targeting of the
CDBG program while minimizing funding

Washington Report
shifts between communities. Some believe
that the release of this study at a time when
the white House budget office has been
critical of the program is not a coincidence.
The study was supposed to be placed on
the HUD web page today at
www.huduser.org.

Transportation
House T&I Committee demands budgetary
firewall guarantees. On Wednesday, the
House Transportation & Infrastructure
Committee
contested
the
Bush
Administration’s proposal in its FY 2006
budget plan to eliminate the transportation
program budgetary firewalls, which
guarantee the general fund component of
transit programs. Formal commentary is
included in their “Views and Estimates”
report for budget related issues under the
Committee’s authority.
“The Committee’s position is that all
highway and transit authorizations must be
guaranteed, regardless of whether the
programs are funded through the Highway
Trust Fund or the general fund,” the
bipartisan report reads. Committee ranking
member James L. Oberstar (D-Minn) said
“we’re not going to give this up
again…we’re going to move it anyway, and
if the people downtown don’t like it, they
can get out of the way.”
The
Administration
made
a
similar
recommendation last year, but lawmakers in
both chambers resisted the change.
The Views and Estimates report does not
comment
on
Amtrak
and
the
Administration’s recommendation to
eliminate all funding for the intercity
passenger rail corporation. The document
states that it will reintroduce a three-year,
$6 billion reauthorization plan for Amtrak.
The Committee also attacked a number of
aviation and transportation security-related
budget cuts supported by President Bush,
including a proposal to increase the
aviation security fee, recommendations to
shrink funding for the FAA Facilities &
Equipment (F&E) program, and a proposal
to cut the Airport Improvement Program

(AIP).
The Committee disputes the
proposed AIP cut, stating “Under the
current statutory formula, an AIP funding
level of $3.0 billion would result in a 50
percent reduction to airport entitlement
funds.”
Donor state issue may be settled. A House
GOP leadership aide alleged this week that
the “donor-donee” state issue regarding
highway funding was resolved on
Wednesday, but T&I Committee sources
contest the statement. The aide said that
House T&I Committee Chairman Don
Young (R-AK) agreed to raise the minimum
guarantee percentage of gas tax revenues
that states receive from the Highway Trust
Fund to 92 percent. Although the Senate
may hold out for the desired 95 percent,
lawmakers and administration officials warn
that it is not possible to increase the rate of
return to 95 percent without sending Bush
the $318 billion bill the Senate passed last
year.
In a related item, Senate Environment and
Public Works Committee Chairman James
Inhofe (R-OK) indicated this week that the
TEA-21 reauthorization bill he will
introduce in the next few weeks will be at
the $284 billion level that has reportedly
been agreed upon by the House and the
Bush Administration. However, Inhofe
expected that there would be attempts to
raise that level on the Senate floor, and that
those efforts might be successful given the
chambers overwhelming support of the
$318 billion level last year.

Job Training
WIA reauthorization heads to House floor.
The House Education and the Workforce
Committee approved legislation (HR 27)
this week that would reauthorize the
Workforce Investment Act (WIA). HR 27
would combine most adult training
programs, including the Dislocated
Workers Program and the Adult Block
Grant, into a single block grant. However,
the bill would leave the Youth Block Grant
as a separate program.
The bill would authorize $1.25 billion for
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the Youth Block Grant and $3.14 billion for
the new Adult Block Grant in FY 2006 and
such sums as may be necessary for FY
2007 through FY 2011. The bill would also
reauthorize the Job Corps Program. The bill
incorporates the President’s community
college and personal reemployment
account proposals with no specific
authorization level.
Much of the debate during the
Committee’s consideration of the bill
focused on language in the bill allowing
religious groups that receive WIA funding
to use religious preference is hiring. The
Committee rejected amendments to delete
that language on party line vote, but it
could be problematic when the Senate
considers WIA reauthorization.
House Majority Leader Tom DeLay (R-TX)
said that the House will consider HR 27 in
March. The Senate Health, Labor,
Education and Pensions Committee has yet
to take any action on similar legislation.

Grant Opportunities
Department of Justice, February 15: The
Bureau of Justice Assistance is accepting
applications for the Drug Court
Discretionary Grant Program to provide seed
money to establish drug courts for
nonviolent substance-abuse offenders.
The Bureau strongly recommends that
communities planning a drug court should
participate in the Bureau’s Drug Court
Planning Initiative before applying for
funding through this program (see
www.dcpi.ncjrs.org/dcpi.html). Grants for
implementation are not to exceed $450,000
and for enhancement are not to exceed
$200,000. Both require a non-federal match
of at least 25 percent. Applications are due
March 31, 2005. For more information, see
www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/grant/05DrugCo
urtSol.pdf. (Grants.gov)
Department of Health and Human
Services, February 17: The Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration (SAMSHA) is accepting
applications for the Family and Juvenile
Treatment Drug Courts Grant Program. The

Washington Report
program funds treatment provider and
court services such as alcohol and drug
treatment,
wrap-around
services,
assessment, case management, and
program coordination. The program only
funds enhancements to existing treatment
drug courts and not start-up funds. There
is $6.3 million available for up to 16 awards,
and the maximum award is $400,000 per
year for no more than three years. There is
no required match. Applications are due
April 15, 2005. For more information, see
www.samhsa.gov/grants/2005/nofa/ti0500
5_drugcourts.aspx. (Grants.gov)
Department of Health and Human
Services, February 17: The Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration (SAMSHA) is accepting
proposals for the Cooperative Agreements for
the Comprehensive Community Health Services
for Children and Their Families Program. The
program funds projects to deliver and
sustain effective systems of care for
children
with
serious
emotional
disturbances and their families. Applicants
are required to demonstrate sustainable
infrastructure
development,
required
mental health and support services, and
clinical interventions and care management
that are family-driven, youth-guided, and
culturally and linguistically sensitive.
There is $24 million available for 24
cooperative agreements, and awardees are
required to provide at least $1 for every $3
of federal money the first three years and
increasing over the following three years.
Applications are due May 17, 2005. For
more information, see
www.samhsa.gov/grants/2005/nofa/sm05
010rfa_cmhi.aspx. (Grants.gov)
City Livability Awards Program: The U.S.
Conference of Mayors and Waste
Management are accepting applications for
the City Livability Awards Program.
National recognition will be awarded to
twenty mayors for programs which make a
city more livable. Awards will be given in
two categories: cities with populations
below 100,000 and cities above 100,000.
The application can be accessed from the
Conference of Mayors website at
www.usmayors.org and is due March 7,
2005. Call Jocelyn Bogen or Kathy

Amoroso with questions at (202) 293-7330.

City of Lincoln
EMS Call Volume Data
FY 2000-05

Note: Activity is through January 31, 2005

Emergency:
Month

Total
Bills

Amount
Billed

Contractual
Reductions

Collectable
Amount

Amount
Collected

Collection
% of Gross

Collection
% of Net

Write
Offs

Remaining
Accounts Rec

Percent
Remaining

FY2000-01 Total

6,570

3,475,230

590,113

2,885,117

2,337,731

67.27%

81.03%

547,386

-

0.00%

FY2001-02 Total

9,858

5,179,834

967,560

4,212,274

3,410,835

65.85%

80.97%

801,439

-

0.00%

838
844
822
830
789
797
848
851
882
781
822
910
10,014

424,805
425,929
428,926
428,831
407,270
414,155
430,166
431,818
443,385
385,596
417,088
468,964
5,106,933

83,276
79,976
86,826
85,385
92,113
88,432
92,573
85,796
87,365
77,497
86,960
98,301
1,044,500

341,529
345,953
342,100
343,446
315,157
325,723
337,593
346,022
356,020
308,099
330,128
370,663
4,062,433

276,798
278,059
276,829
289,455
264,263
272,570
275,663
273,675
276,554
240,860
246,641
297,360
3,268,727

65.16%
65.28%
64.54%
67.50%
64.89%
65.81%
64.08%
63.38%
62.37%
62.46%
59.13%
63.41%
64.01%

81.05%
80.37%
80.92%
84.28%
83.85%
83.68%
81.66%
79.09%
77.68%
78.18%
74.71%
80.22%
80.46%

64,731
67,894
65,271
53,991
50,894
53,153
61,930
72,347
79,466
3,135
5,188
3,409
581,409

64,104
78,299
69,894
212,297

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
16.62%
18.77%
14.90%
4.16%

792
898
860
936
873
832
716
756
847
857
899
870
10,136

399,190
452,964
436,197
474,101
455,830
439,676
386,466
398,475
442,558
455,555
477,561
466,677
5,285,250

83,218
92,946
91,296
104,868
107,946
111,536
94,027
93,973
95,203
100,371
94,943
97,543
1,167,870

315,972
360,018
344,901
369,233
347,884
328,140
292,439
304,502
347,355
355,184
382,618
369,134
4,117,380

256,196
290,575
270,371
292,331
268,984
255,233
231,477
228,963
248,383
252,086
258,686
235,486
3,088,771

64.18%
64.15%
61.98%
61.66%
59.01%
58.05%
59.90%
57.46%
56.12%
55.34%
54.17%
50.46%
58.44%

81.08%
80.71%
78.39%
79.17%
77.32%
77.78%
79.15%
75.19%
71.51%
70.97%
67.61%
63.79%
75.02%

4,581
2,936
4,512
5,740
6,018
3,654
3,317
1,663
918
2,096
2,326
1,924
39,685

55,195
66,507
70,018
71,162
72,882
69,253
57,645
73,876
98,054
101,002
121,606
131,724
988,924

13.83%
14.68%
16.05%
15.01%
15.99%
15.75%
14.92%
18.54%
22.16%
22.17%
25.46%
28.23%
18.71%

898
843
774
803
205

497,799
457,583
427,822
444,370
116,601

98,408
94,584
72,790
81,808
4,515

399,391
362,999
355,032
362,562
112,086

221,766
197,307
134,791
86,974
469

44.55%
43.12%
31.51%
19.57%
0.40%

55.53%
54.35%
37.97%
23.99%
0.42%

2,412
1,248
880
-

175,213
164,444
219,361
275,588
111,617

35.20%
35.94%
51.27%
62.02%
95.73%

3,523

1,944,175

352,105

1,592,070

641,307

32.99%

40.28%

4,540

946,223

48.67%

FY 2002-03
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
FY2002-03 Total

FY 2003-04
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
FY2003-04 Total

FY 2004-05
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
FY2004-05 Total

Non-Emergency:
Month

Total
Bills

Amount
Billed

Contractual
Reductions

Collectable
Amount

Amount
Collected

Collection
% of Gross

Collection
% of Net

Write
Offs

Remaining
Accounts Rec

Percent
Remaining

FY2000-01 Total

1,633

750,531

279,174

471,357

383,802

51.14%

81.42%

87,555

-

0.00%

FY2001-02 Total

2,189

1,065,522

402,525

662,997

565,995

53.12%

85.37%

97,002

-

0.00%

140
199
171
200
209
167
198
145
129
131
145
126
1,960

56,319
85,725
77,898
81,937
86,852
63,981
79,128
59,819
54,812
57,300
60,831
50,964
815,566

16,747
28,758
22,824
24,932
28,485
20,286
26,134
13,373
14,360
17,297
17,104
16,207
246,507

39,572
56,967
55,074
57,005
58,367
43,695
52,994
46,446
40,452
40,003
43,727
34,757
569,059

36,110
47,540
46,290
51,231
50,140
37,396
46,164
35,782
31,999
36,847
40,527
29,967
489,993

64.12%
55.46%
59.42%
62.52%
57.73%
58.45%
58.34%
59.82%
58.38%
64.31%
66.62%
58.80%
60.08%

91.25%
83.45%
84.05%
89.87%
85.90%
85.58%
87.11%
77.04%
79.10%
92.11%
92.68%
86.22%
86.11%

3,462
9,427
8,784
5,774
8,227
6,299
6,830
10,664
8,453
1,019
632
69,571

3,156
2,181
4,158
9,495

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
5.51%
3.59%
8.16%
1.16%

139
126
99
118
101
7
6
5
5
606

58,362
51,694
42,922
49,024
41,919
3,774
2,126
1,761
1,315
252,897

19,253
15,506
10,536
12,426
14,203
1,069
162
445
108
73,708

39,109
36,188
32,386
36,598
27,716
2,705
1,964
1,316
1,207
179,189

35,635
30,695
28,005
31,438
21,129
2,704
1,615
1,316
1,207
153,744

61.06%
59.38%
65.25%
64.13%
50.40%
71.65%
75.96%
74.73%
91.79%

91.12%
84.82%
86.47%
85.90%
76.23%
99.96%
82.23%
100.00%
100.00%

85.80%

3,474
4,276
3,535
3,210
6,179
349
21,023

5.95%
8.27%
8.24%
6.55%
14.74%
0.00%
16.42%
0.00%
0.00%

60.79%

1,217
846
1,950
408
4,421

FY 2002-03
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
FY2002-03 Total

FY 2003-04
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
FY2003-04 Total

8.31%

Total
Month

Total
Bills

Amount
Billed

Contractual
Reductions

Collectable
Amount

Amount
Collected

Collection
% of Gross

Collection
% of Net

Write
Offs

Remaining
Accounts Rec

Percent
Remaining

FY2000-01 Total

8,203

4,225,761

869,287

3,356,474

2,721,533

64.40%

81.08%

634,941

-

0.00%

FY2001-02 Total

12,047

6,245,356

1,370,085

4,875,271

3,976,830

63.68%

81.57%

898,441

-

0.00%

978
1,043
993
1,030
998
964
1,046
996
1,011
912
967
1,036
11,974

481,124
511,654
506,824
510,768
494,122
478,136
509,294
491,637
498,197
442,896
477,919
519,928
5,922,499

100,023
108,734
109,650
110,317
120,598
108,718
118,707
99,169
101,725
94,794
104,064
114,508
1,291,007

381,101
402,920
397,174
400,451
373,524
369,418
390,587
392,468
396,472
348,102
373,855
405,420
4,631,492

312,908
325,599
323,119
340,686
314,403
309,966
321,827
309,457
308,553
277,707
287,168
327,327
3,758,720

65.04%
63.64%
63.75%
66.70%
63.63%
64.83%
63.19%
62.94%
61.93%
62.70%
60.09%
62.96%
63.47%

82.11%
80.81%
81.35%
85.08%
84.17%
83.91%
82.40%
78.85%
77.82%
79.78%
76.81%
80.74%
81.16%

68,193
77,321
74,055
59,765
59,121
59,452
68,760
83,011
87,919
3,135
6,207
4,041
650,980

67,260
80,480
74,052
221,792

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
15.19%
16.84%
14.24%
3.74%

931
1,024
959
1,054
974
839
722
761
852
857
899
870
10,742

457,552
504,658
479,119
523,125
497,749
443,450
388,592
400,236
443,873
455,555
477,561
466,677
5,538,147

102,471
108,452
101,832
117,294
122,149
112,605
94,189
94,418
95,311
100,371
94,943
97,543
1,241,578

355,081
396,206
377,287
405,831
375,600
330,845
294,403
305,818
348,562
355,184
382,618
369,134
4,296,569

291,831
321,270
298,376
323,769
290,113
257,937
233,092
230,279
249,590
252,086
258,686
235,486
3,242,515

63.78%
63.66%
62.28%
61.89%
58.28%
58.17%
59.98%
57.54%
56.23%
55.34%
54.17%
50.46%
58.55%

82.19%
81.09%
79.08%
79.78%
77.24%
77.96%
79.17%
75.30%
71.61%
70.97%
67.61%
63.79%
75.47%

4,581
4,153
5,358
7,690
6,426
3,654
3,317
1,663
918
2,096
2,326
1,924
44,106

58,669
70,783
73,553
74,372
79,061
69,254
57,994
73,876
98,054
101,002
121,606
131,724
1,009,948

12.82%
14.03%
15.35%
14.22%
15.88%
15.62%
14.92%
18.46%
22.09%
22.17%
25.46%
28.23%
18.24%

898
843
774
803
205
3,523

497,799
457,583
427,822
444,370
116,601
-

98,408
94,584
72,790
81,808
4,515
-

399,391
362,999
355,032
362,562
112,086
-

221,766
197,307
134,791
86,974
469
-

44.55%
43.12%
31.51%
19.57%
0.40%

55.53%
54.35%
37.97%
23.99%
0.42%

2,412
1,248
880
-

175,213
164,444
219,361
275,588
111,617
-

35.20%
35.94%
51.27%
62.02%
95.73%

1,944,175

352,105

1,592,070

641,307

32.99%

40.28%

4,540

946,223

48.67%

FY 2002-03
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
FY2002-03 Total

FY 2003-04
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
FY2003-04 Total

FY 2004-05
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
FY2004-05 Total

Note: The Amount collected for the first twenty months (1-1-2001 to 8-31-2002) does not reflect a reduction of the $100,000 refunded to Medicare as result of the compliance audit. If
that amount were included, the net collections will approximate 63.5% for the first twenty months.

City of Lincoln
EMS Cash Receipts/Expenditure Data
FY 2004-05

01/31/05

Emergency:
Total Month Total Month
Month
Receipts
Expenditures
FY 2003-04 Balance Forward
September
257,880
334,429
October
340,384
236,532
November
285,137
243,108
December
271,751
333,645
January
306,445
427,617
February
March
April
May
June
July
August

Non-Emergency:
Total
Total
Month
Receipts
Expenditures
FY 2003-04 Balance Forward
September
2,366
408
October
1,059
184
November
1,555
114
December
1,883
137
January
328
154
February
March
April
May
June
July
August

Net Receipts
(Expenditures)

Cumulative
Receipts
11,333,698
(76,549)
11,591,578
103,852
11,931,962
42,029
12,217,099
(61,894)
12,488,850
(121,172)
12,795,295
-

Cumulative
Expenditures
11,862,645
12,197,074
12,433,606
12,676,714
13,010,359
13,437,976

Cumulative
Net
(528,947)
(605,496)
(501,644)
(459,615)
(521,509)
(642,681)

Cumulative
Receipts
1,490,522
1,492,888
1,493,947
1,495,502
1,497,385
1,497,713

Cumulative
Expenditures
1,991,639
1,992,047
1,992,231
1,992,345
1,992,482
1,992,636

Cumulative
Net
(501,117)
(499,159)
(498,284)
(496,843)
(495,097)
(494,923)

Cumulative
Receipts
12,824,220
(74,591)
13,084,466
104,727
13,425,909
43,470
13,712,601
(60,148)
13,986,235
(120,998)
14,293,008
-

Cumulative
Expenditures
13,854,284
14,189,121
14,425,837
14,669,059
15,002,841
15,430,612
-

Cumulative
Net
(1,030,064)
(1,104,655)
(999,928)
(956,458)
(1,016,606)
(1,137,604)
-

Net Receipts
(Expenditures)
1,958
875
1,441
1,746
174
-

Total
Total
Total
Month
Receipts
Expenditures
FY 2003-04 Balance Forward
September
260,246
334,837
October
341,443
236,716
November
286,692
243,222
December
273,634
333,782
January
306,773
427,771
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
SOURCE:
NOTE:
NOTE:

Net Receipts
(Expenditures)

Finance Department General Ledger
Amount Pending in JDE: $0
Amount Received in Lock Box not posted: $0

MEMORANDUM
DATE:
TO:
COPY TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

February 22, 2005
City Council
Mayor’s Office
Don Taute, Personnel Director
Bill # 05-10

Bill Number 05-10 had public hearing on February 7th, 2005 and on February 14th, 2005 Council
placed the matter on pending to have action only on February 28th, 2005, so that the Council
could receive further information in writing regarding how other classes of employees are treated
regarding vacation when compared to “M” employees.
As Council was informed during public hearing on Bill Number 05-10, the previous Code
section found at 2.76.395 provided that vacation leave would not be granted during the first six
months of employment with the exception of employees in pay ranges pre-fixed by “M”. All
other employees, either by Code or through bargaining agreements, are allowed to earn vacation
during the probationary period but cannot take vacation during that period. The removal of the
exception for the “M” class employees was to be included in the newly adopted and amended
section 2.78.020 of the Lincoln Municipal Code regarding the management compensation plan,
so that it was consistent with the prior language found at 2.76.395. However, that exception for
“M” employees was not included in section 2.78.020 through an oversight. The exception had
been provided previously in 2.76.395 for the reason that during recruitment for “M” class
positions we have found that it is very valuable as a part of the recruitment process to tell
prospective employees that their vacation, while being earned, can also be utilized during the
probationary period. This is due to the fact that many employees who apply for “M” class
positions are coming from previously held positions which had allowed them to accumulate a
significant amount of vacation and to require them to not utilize vacation for a period of six
months upon being hired by the City of Lincoln was determined to be a detriment. In short, the
proposal outlined in Bill Number 05-10 is merely clean up language and would allow for the use
of vacation during probation by “M” class employees as it had been allowed previously in
section 2.76.395 of the Lincoln Municipal Code.

BPE050223

Jean L Walker
02/18/2005 03:16 PM

To: bassetthome@hotmail.com, brian_rundquist@hotmail.com,
debbie.swanson@megroup.com, garyjawalt@msn.com,
inselman@unlnotes.unl.edu, jcrose@neb.rr.com,
knuttelman@dor.state.ne.us, lsilberman1@unl.edu,
mv60729@alltel.net, poongaga@email.com, sb13235@navix.net,
tgoeller@neb.rr.com, tmcarlson66@yahoo.com
cc: Marvin S Krout/Notes@Notes, Ray F Hill/Notes@Notes, Rebecca D
Horner/Notes@Notes, thuston@clinewilliams.com,
drademacher@oaconsulting.com, Randy W Hoskins/Notes@Notes,
Dennis D Bartels/Notes@Notes, Ann Harrell/Notes@Notes
Subject: CZ.05005 and UP.05001, Wal-Mart proposal, SE corner, 84th & Adams
Street

February 18, 2005
Dear Interested Parties:
Our records indicate that you have expressed an interest in the Wal-Mart proposal on the southeast
corner of 84th & Adams Streets. Please be advised that the public hearing on this application has been
postponed pending the completion and submittal of a traffic study by the applicant. You will be advised
when the public hearing before the Planning Commission is scheduled.
Thank you for your interest.
cc:

Planning Commission
City Council
Mayor Coleen J. Seng

--Jean Walker, Administrative Officer
City-County Planning Department
441-6365

PUBLIC WORKS AND
UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM

Date:
To:
From:
Subject:

February 23, 2005
City Council Members
Nicole Fleck-Tooze
Item No. 4, 05-19 on City Council Agenda

cc:

Attached please find the map indicating the proposed 2005 Storm Sewer & Drainage System
projects in connection with Item No. 4 on the City Council Agenda.

.

r

C

r.

Fletcher Av

O

Cr

lt

r.
ak C

#
*

1

17

#
*Deadm

14

8

#
*

#
*

A St

#
* 16
4
15 #
*
#
*
#
*

#
*
#
*

Van Dorn St

Hai nes

Branch

12

#
*

3

el
lB

O St

A St

#
*

Van Dorn St
Pioneers Blvd

¦
?

Old Cheney Rd
Pine Lake Rd

ch

rd

S 120th

S 112th

S 98th

S 84th

S 70th

S 56th

S 40th

S 27th

S 1st

SW 12th

SW 27th

Rokeby Rd

W ag

SW 40th

gh

SW 56th

lo u

#
*

Cr
.

ak e
nL
on T r a i

W itts truck

S

B

al

E

Yankee Hill Rd

Be

o
I
S 14th

Yankee Hill Rd

SW 70th

lD
I

w

Ca

F

5

A

ran

13

7

Old Cheney Rd

Denton Rd

Holdrege St

an
's

#
*
#
* 9 6 An
#
*#
* telo pe Cr.

18

S alt Cr.

Pioneers Blvd

11

#
*

#
*

2

n
Ru

f
I

M i d dle Cr .

10

Adams St

.

$
a
"
!

f
I

f
I

Cr

Adams St

Sa

19

e ns

#
*

Havelock Av

Stev

ee
k

Superior St

Holdrege St

f
I

C

l
I

Fletcher Av

McKelvie Rd
Alvo Rd

lt
Sa

Cr.

O St

N 98th

le
itt

L
E lk

Bluff Rd S

a lt

$
a
"
!

N 84th

N 70th

o
I

N 40th

C

N 27th

N 14th

N 1st

NW 27th

McKelvie Rd

NW 40th

ç
?

NW 12th

Bluff Rd

Proposed 2005 Bond Project Locations
Master Plan Basins-Engineering & Projects

Proposed 2005
Storm Sewer & Drainage System
GO Bond Issue
General Project Locations

Wednesday, February 23, 2005 9:33:31 AM

\\CEIS\SYS\RECORDS\GIS DATA\WSMGIS\Major_Proj\Const_Proj\2005 Bond Proj_8x11b.mxd

·

CAMPJON@aol.com
02/18/2005 01:11 PM

To: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us (City Council)
cc:
Subject: Fwd: Eminent Domain Process

-Jon Camp
Lincoln City Council
City Council Office: 441-8793
Constituent representative: Darrell Podany
----- Message from <rsimon@alltel.net> on Fri, 18 Feb 2005 11:52:20 -0600 -----

To: <jcamp@ci.lincoln.ne.u
s>
Subject Eminent Domain
: Process
Mr. Camp,
I don't know if you remember me, but we have met several times. I am
the former owner of Ben Simon's.
I am writing as a small business person and
a lifelong Lincoln resident concerning the use of eminent domain for John
Hammond to build a hotel at the 17th & R location.
I think it is an anti free market policy to have the city use its
eminent domain power to obtain the parcel of land for the hotel. Mr. Hammond
and his company have the freedom and opportunity to buy the properties by
dealing directly with the owners. This is the way property transactions work
and he should not have a special right to obtain it through the power of the
city. My understanding is that he never attempted to negotiate with the
owners. I question what the "overiding common good" of this project is that
makes it a candidate for even consideration for eminent domain. If raising
sales taxes are the consideration, than we should evaluate all property
transactions on that basis.
Personally, I think government should use eminent domain only in the
need for public buildings and not for private development. We are setting a
dangerous precedent when a devloper sets an agenda and insists on eminent
domain power to be used to gather a parcel of land. That is what the free
market is for. Thanks for your consideration.
Rob Simon
2402 D St.
Lincon, Ne. 68502

JonCampCC@aol.com
02/19/2005 02:31 PM

To: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Fwd: 24 Hour Lighting on the Livingston Property

Joan
Please share with Council colleagues.
Jon
-Jon Camp
Office:
Home:
Cell:
Email:

402-474-1838
402-489-1001
402-560-1001
JonCampCC@aol.com

----- Message from "Hornyak, John" <john.hornyak@pfizer.com> on Fri, 18 Feb 2005 17:38:03 -0500 -----

To: "JonCampCC@aol. com (JonCampCC@aol.com)"
<JonCampCC@aol.com>
Subject 24 Hour Lighting on the Livingston Property
:
Jon,
I just want to say thank you to you and the rest of Council for up holding
the restricted lighting agreement we (Country Meadows) had with the
developers.
Thanks
John

attvxv6w.dat

Joan V Ray
02/22/2005 09:27 AM

To:
cc: <JRay@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
Subject: Re: Fw: Note on Walmart, 84th/Adams

"Patte Newman" <newman2003@neb.rr.com>

"Patte Newman"
<newman2003@neb.rr.
com>

To: <JRay@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
cc:
Subject: Fw: Note on Walmart, 84th/Adams

02/21/2005 09:48 AM

If not copied to the council - please pass on. Thanks Joan.

----- Original Message ----From: Paul Marxhausen
To: pnewman@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Sent: Monday, February 21, 2005 9:22 AM
Subject: Note on Walmart, 84th/Adams
This note has to do with the proposal to site a Walmart supercenter on the southeast corner of Adams
and 84th street. I'm sure there's
plenty of issues involved so I'll be brief and touch on only one or two.
When Faith Lutheran Church and School was pondering whether to acquire the property where our day
care, school, and other ministries now
operate, we did NOT assume we would remain for even a short time "out in the country". It was known
from the very beginning that we
would very quickly be surrounded by residential housing and that industrial and commercial operations
would soon appear both along the
east side of 84th street and/or along the north side of Adams, east of 84th. We expect to be engaged in
our community with our day
care, our school, the parking we provide for commuters, and athletic facilities to be developed in the near
future.
What was not expected is that the "800-pound gorilla of retail merchandising", a Walmart Supercenter,
would try to squeeze into a too-small parcel next to us. We already have
concerns with existing traffic problems at the intersection of 84th and Adams, not the least of which is
too-fast southbound truck traffic
running the lights. Consider the traffic impact on families bringing children to and from our facility, mixing
with a steady stream of
tractor trailers servicing the Supercenter. Consider the unstoppable overflow of customers utilizing our
limited parking.
High on my own list of worries: having seen the 24-hour/7-day activity that surrounds our existing
Walmarts in Lincoln, I question how we
can guarantee the security of our facilities. The year has not passed where our Lincoln schools have not

experienced vandalism and
the theft of attractive assets like computers. I do not imagine that Walmarts' funds to ameliorate
community impact include paying
for 24 hour security personnel at our facility in perpetuity.
I do see where the site in question has excellent visibility to the community and I have to assume that
explains Walmart's keen interest
despite the many other deficiencies. But the commercial advantage to Walmart should not be permitted
to militate against both the
safety of the general public and the service our ministries attempt to extend to the Lincoln community. I
encourage you to urge
Walmart to avail themselves of the other excellent parcels immediately to the north where all these issues
are significantly reduced.
Paul Marxhausen
6211 Glendale Road
Lincoln, NE 68505

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG Anti-Virus.
Version: 7.0.300 / Virus Database: 266.2.0 - Release Date: 2/21/2005

"Patte Newman"
<newman2003@neb.rr.
com>

To: <JRay@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
cc:
Subject: Fw: Wal Mart at 84th & Adams

02/23/2005 10:51 AM

For the Council....
----- Original Message ----From: "Todd Wicken" <twicken@dor.state.ne.us>
To: <pnewman@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2005 10:40 AM
Subject: Wal Mart at 84th & Adams
This was in the Journal Star, Saturday, Feb. 19

Prices to pay for supercenters
BY DOUG CUNNINGHAM
Hometown Merchants Association is a membership organization whose mission
is to provide
assistance to independent businesses to help them remain strong and vital
in their community.

One of the organization's main focuses is to research the effects of
megabox stores on the
community and the area in which they locate and to educate public
officials and consumers on
the findings.
I am writing this letter because of my concern for the future of our
communities and our state,
due to the rapid expansion plans of Wal-Mart to build new supercenters
across Nebraska,
including another in Lincoln.
It is the erroneous opinion of many that a supercenter will always bring
additional sales tax
revenue to a community. Research clearly shows that assumption is
questionable. Our research
indicates that in the majority of communities the pre-supercenter sales
tax revenue growth
would have outpaced current sales tax revenue collections had a

supercenter not been located in
the community.
Supercenters promote themselves as a retailer that will increase local
sales tax revenue and
create new jobs. It has been widely stated that for every two new jobs
created in a
supercenter, the community will lose three jobs. A study done in San Diego
County, Calif., in
2000, states that for every half-time job created, the community will lose
1½ full-time jobs
that would have paid a higher wage. The study also goes on to say that the
San Diego area could
incur up to $9 million in extra public health costs, because fewer people
will be covered by
health insurance.
A survey done by the Atlanta Journal newspaper in Georgia showed that 1
out of every 4
employees in Wal-Mart in that state had a child enrolled in the state's
free insurance for
low-income people. The next highest business's ratio was 1 out of 22
employees having children
on the free insurance.
Wal-Mart claims to sell cheap. However, I would contend that we as
taxpayers are subsidizing
them through higher taxes. These same findings are arising in several
states.
As part of our research we conducted a price comparison between the 11
Wal-Mart supercenters in
Nebraska. We physically bought the identical grocery order at the highestand the
lowest-priced supercenters in our comparison.
In other states it has been found that when competition has been
eliminated, the price of
product in the supercenter increases drastically. This price comparison
attempts to illustrate
that supercenter pricing in Nebraska depends upon the amount of
competition left in the area.
Our price comparisons indicate that when competition no longer exists, the
price of goods
increases.
The comparison showed that in Nebraska we see a disparity of 17 percent
between the highestand the lowest-priced supercenters. As competition is eliminated the cost
of goods will go up.
To give some insight into Wal-Mart's ability to accomplish its goals you
need only recognize
how large this company is. In a BuinessWeek article dated Oct. 6, 2003, a
statement is made

that Wal-Mart is three times larger than the world's No. 2 retailer.
Another study suggests
that if the volume of business Wal-Mart does in a year were compared to
economies of the world,
the company would be the 13th-largest economy.
Wal-Mart has the resources to lower prices until competitors go out of
business, then increase
prices to what the market will bear. This has been shown to be the case
across the country.
It appears that charitable giving declines in communities where
supercenters locate. It has
been shown that as time passes and businesses close, money becomes tighter
and the nonprofits,
whose sole means of operation depends on the good will of others, begin to
struggle
financially.
In other areas of the country, Wal-Mart has driven out competition, and
after a few years
Wal-Mart has closed stores to build larger, more centrally located stores
in neighboring
communities, forcing consumers to drive out of town for most retail goods.
As competition is
eliminated, consumers are left with fewer choices, because Wal-Mart
doesn't stock the variety
other businesses do. An example of this is a bookstore carrying thousands
of titles. When the
locally owned bookstore is forced to close, we are left with a Wal-Mart
that carries around 800
titles.
I am fully aware
megastore locating
their community.
regard to the
long-term impact

that many consumers are thrilled with the prospects of a
in
It is our position that consumers should be educated in
this type of business will have.

Consumers are only looking at today. It is our job as policy-makers to
look deeper; to dig
below the surface and ask the tough questions in regard to what our
communities will look like
5, 10 or 20 years in the future, if these trends continue.
I would respectfully ask that an economic feasibility study be done to
determine the true
consequences of these types of stores locating in your city. We must
remember that the
decisions we make today will affect our cities, states and country well
into the future.
Doug Cunningham is director of the Hometown Merchants Association and a
state senator.

Todd Wicken
R.O.W. Division
Property Management
402-479-4770
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"Patte Newman"
<newman2003@neb.rr.
com>

To: <JRay@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
cc:
Subject: Fw: Woods park master plan

02/23/2005 02:02 PM

For the Council if not already sent to all.
----- Original Message ----From: Kollpainting@aol.com
To: pnewman@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2005 1:10 PM
Subject: Woods park master plan
Mrs.Newman
I am writing you to ask that you vote NO on the current master plan for woods park. We further ask you
to vote yes for an amendment to remove the tennis courts from the plan. We know as well as you do, if
it's on the plan, it will get done, it will only be a matter of time and money. The city should have never
allowed a private business to operate on public land. This proposal is just another way of taking away
more precious park land from public use. The argument that the Woods park Tennis Corp. has is it would
be better to have all the people at one location for the tournaments. They currently have control of all the
courts in Lincoln. I believe there are 19 parks that have courts. How many do they need? enough is
enough!
We don't need more tennis courts, we need grass and trees. Not all people go to the park to
play tennis. Please help to protect the park, vote NO to the plan and Yes to the amendment to remove
the courts from the plan. We will be attending the city council meeting on the 28 th. Along with many
neighbors, we will be testifying against the current plan.
I thank you for your time and vote
Brandon Koll
Shelley Longsine
310 So. 30 th. st.
Lincoln Neb.68510
477-6744
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Joan V Ray
02/18/2005 02:33 PM

To: Peggy Struwe <pstruwe@unlnotes01.unl.edu>
cc: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us, timdfrancis@aol.com, astone59@earthlink.net,
astone@lps.org, rachelmurrayusa@netscape.net,
jmehrens@neb.rr.com
Subject: Re: Fw: Change of Zone #05003 & Miscellaneous #05001

Dear Ms. Struwe: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Peggy Struwe <pstruwe@unlnotes01.unl.edu>

Peggy Struwe
<pstruwe@unlnotes01.
unl.edu>
02/18/2005 02:24 PM

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc: timdfrancis@aol.com, astone59@earthlink.net, astone@lps.org,
rachelmurrayusa@netscape.net, jmehrens@neb.rr.com
Subject: Fw: Change of Zone #05003 & Miscellaneous #05001

Dear City Council Representatives and staff,
Hawley Area Neighborhood Association supports the change to the lighting
standards for businesses that abut residential zoning districts. The
standard this change proposes for businesses, is the same requirement
currently used successfully for recreational facilities and parking lots.
The lighting need for security purposes is warranted but the protection from
the spillage of light for a neighborhoods' quality of life must be
considered.
Many of our neighbors abut businesses along 27th, 25th, 23rd, 19th, O, P, Q,
R, W, Y Street and UNL parking lots. Excess light spills over from all
directions into our neighborhood.
Thank you,
Peggy Struwe, President
Hawley Area Neighborhood Association

Joan V Ray
02/22/2005 09:13 AM

To: Mary Roseberry-Brown <mroseberrybrown@yahoo.com>
cc: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Subject: Re: Eminent domain for hotel

Dear Ms. Roseberry-Brown: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be
forwarded to the Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Mary Roseberry-Brown <mroseberrybrown@yahoo.com>

Mary Roseberry-Brown
<mroseberrybrown@y
ahoo.com>

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Eminent domain for hotel

02/21/2005 09:07 AM

Please forward this to council members. Thank you
*******************************************************************2-21-05
To: City Council Members
FROM: Mary Roseberry-Brown
RE: Proposed Hotel Development
Please vote against the proposed eminent domain taking
of land for the purpose of building a hotel on the
land.
1. Eminent domain should not be used for the gain of
private individuals or corporations but only for
public welfare.
2. Such a project would be creating blight rather
than destroying it. Lincoln does not have the market
for another hotel. Since the building of the Embassy
Suuites Hotel, the beautiful Cornhusker Hotel has had
very high vacancy. To build another large hotel would
surely create more blight in the form of a large,
vacant, out of business, formerly beautiful Cornhusker
Hotel.
The Cornhusker is only 5 blocks from the UNL 14th and
R street hub-only one more block than the proposed
hotel. These 5 blocks would take the user through the
downtown area, creating more business for that area.
An agreement could be made with the Cornhusker for

long term housing of visiting dignataries and faculty
at UNL.
3. The businesses to be condemned are not really
“blighted” but rather are thriving. Such a project
would create blight rather than destroy it.
4. Development goals should be to foster competition
between businesses rather than cater to one
corporation for the downtown area.
5. Development goals should be to encourage rather
than penalize local small business.
Thank you.
Mary Roseberry-Brown

__________________________________________________
Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around
http://mail.yahoo.com

Joan V Ray
02/22/2005 09:34 AM

To: "John Ewald" <ewald_john@hotmail.com>
cc: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Subject: Re: Thank You

Dear Mr. Ewald: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
"John Ewald" <ewald_john@hotmail.com>

"John Ewald"
<ewald_john@hotmail.
com>

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Thank You

02/21/2005 12:53 PM

Dear Lincoln city council members,
My name is John Ewald and I was present at the January 31st Lincoln city council meeting. I
want to thank you for voting to waive the impact fee for the veterinary office who annexed the
neighboring laundromat for use as a employee waiting room. I believe it was a good decision and
even though the mayor overturned your vote you still made the right choice.
I would also like to address the issue of the business hour restrictions for the lot near seventieth
and highway two that I may sway your future votes if ever another issue like this one comes up.
The real issue there was not the problem with the light or traffic for the local neighborhood. It
was and is still the creation of jobs in Lincoln. There has been in the last few years a great influx
of people into Lincoln. With this influx of people comes the need for more jobs. This need for
jobs is equally present in most age groups. As a high school student, opportunities to hold entry
level jobs are an extreme advantage because of the ability to save for college and other
necessities. These jobs help throughout high school as well as in college until students have the
opportunity to gain skills used in other jobs. I would ask you to help provide a better future for
the next generation by doing whatever you can to bring more businesses into Lincoln. Thank you
for the leadership you provide for the city of Lincoln as well as being a voice of the citizen in
your community.
Thank you and may God guide your decisions,
John Ewald
Senior, Palmyra High School

Phone: (402)780-5356
Address: 1086 I rd
Palmyra, NE
68418

Joan V Ray
02/22/2005 09:39 AM

To: Denise M Edmiston <jdjedm@juno.com>
cc:
Subject: Re: Wal-Mart at 84th and Adams

Dear Mr. Edmiston: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Denise M Edmiston <jdjedm@juno.com>

Denise M Edmiston
<jdjedm@juno.com>
02/21/2005 03:56 PM

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Wal-Mart at 84th and Adams

Council Members,
Just wanted to let you know that at least one long time resident of NE
Lincoln is in favor of building the new Wal-Mart.
That entire area looks to be booming in the very near future. Noise and
traffic (be it from a business or other source) are sure to increase so
I'm not convinced that these are valid arguments against this type of
development.
I won't ask for a response since I'm aware that you are all very busy,
but if one happened to come my way that would be OK too.
Thank You
Jay Edmiston, 528 Trail Ridge Road, 484-5622, E-Mail jdjedm@juno.com

Joan V Ray
02/22/2005 09:43 AM

To: nthypar@lps.org
cc:
Subject: Re: wal-mart

Dear Ms. Thyparambil: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to
the Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
nthypar@lps.org

nthypar@lps.org
02/21/2005 05:11 PM

To: plan@lincoln.ne.gov
cc: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Subject: wal-mart

Dear Members of the City Planning Department and City
Council Members,
I wish to voice my displeasure at the plans for Wal-Mart to
build a super center in the southeast corner of 84th and
Adams. I am very much against this plan. I am a teacher at
nearby Faith Lutheran School. I feel the safety of the nearly
300 students at Faith Lutheran School would be disrupted if
there were such a large discount store nearby. Truck traffic
would be disruptive. Lights would be disruptive. Selling beer
and fire arms would be a safety issue. Many parents of my
4th grade students and students themselves have told me
they do not want a Wal-Mart at this location. Please think
again about this plan. It is not a good location for Wal-Mart.
Sincerely,
Nancy Thyparambil
Faith Lutheran School

Joan V Ray
02/22/2005 09:45 AM

To: "YANKFAN" <LARRYGIEBELHAUS@msn.com>
cc:
Subject: Re: SMOKING BAN

Dear Mr. Giebelhaus: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
"YANKFAN" <LARRYGIEBELHAUS@msn.com>

"YANKFAN"
<LARRYGIEBELHAUS
@msn.com>

To: <council@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
cc:
Subject: SMOKING BAN

02/22/2005 12:07 AM

HELLO,
I'M WRITING TO FIND OUT SOME INFORMATION ON THE
NEW SMOKING BAN, I DID VOTE FOR THE BAN AND HAVE
READ THE DEFINITIONS ON THE LINCOLN'S WEB SITE.
LAST WEEK I WAS AT A DOWNTOWN BAR AND WAS
INFORMED THAT THEY WERE PUTTING IN A SMOKING ROOM,
THAT THEY HAD SOMEONE FROM THE HEALTH DEPT. COME
OUT AND TELL THEM THE GUILD LINES. AS LONG AS THE
ROOM HAS A DOOR FROM THE BAR AREA AND HAS 20% FRESH
AIR IT WOULD BE ALLOWED.
I AND EVERYONE ELSE THAT I HAVE ASKED DO NOT RECALL
THIS AS PART OF OUR VOTE ON THE SMOKING BAN. I HAD
MIXED FEELINGS ABOUT THE BAN ( I DO NOT SMOKE) BUT I
CAN SEE BARS ALLOWING SMOKING AFTER 10 PM WHEN
CHILDREN CAN NOT BE THERE. I FEEL THEY ARE THE ONE'S

WE MUST PROTECT, ANY ONE ELSE HAS THE CHOICE WERE
TO GO AND I WOULD HOPE THAT SOME BAR WOULD STAY
SMOKE FREE, BUT IT WOULD BE MY CHOICE IF I WERE TO GO
INTO A BAR THAT WOULD ALLOW SMOKING.
I KNOW WHAT I HAVE WROTE IS NOT HOW THE LAW IS
WROTE BUT IF THE CITY IS GOING TO ALLOW SOME TYPE OF
SMOKING ROOMS AT BARS I WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE LAW
DROPPED. I AND MANY OTHERS VOTED FOR THE BAN ON THE
UNDERSTANDING LINCOLN WOULD HAVE JUST THAT A
SMOKING BAN.
WHEN I WALK DOWN THE STREET ALL I SEE IS ALL THESE
PEOPLE OUT FRONT OF THE BARS SMOKING AND FLIPPING
THEIR CIGARETTE BUTTS ON THE SIDEWALKS OR SITTING
ON OTHER PEOPLE'S CARS SMOKING, THIS IS A PROBLEM I
HOPE THE CITY IS GOING TO DEAL WITH. IF NOT PLEASE
LET THEM SMOKE IN SIDE THE BARS AND KEEP OUR CITY
CLEAN AT LEAST ON THE OUTSIDE.
I UNDERSTAND IT WAS VERY HARD TO MAKE THIS LAW. BUT
PLEASE DON'T MAKE LOOP HOLES IN THE LAW AND ADD
SMOKING ROOMS. IF THE CITY DOES CHANGE THE LAW AT
LEAST CLEAN UP THE SIDEWALKS AND PROTECT OUR
CHILDREN FROM SECOND HAND SMOKE
THANK YOU,
YANKFAN
Larry Giebelhaus
1911 Boston Circle
Lincoln,NE 68521
LARRYGIEBELHAUS@MSN.COM
YANKFAN
Larry Giebelhaus
1911 Boston Circle

Lincoln,NE 68521
LARRYGIEBELHAUS@MSN.COM

Joan V Ray
02/22/2005 09:46 AM

To: jwjjr@concentric.net
cc:
Subject: Re: Eminent Domain

Dear Mr. J. Johnson, Jr.: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to
the Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
jwjjr@concentric.net

jwjjr@concentric.net
02/22/2005 01:31 AM

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc: JRay@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Subject: Eminent Domain

Members of the Council:
I appeal to you, at this eleventh hour, to reconsider the path you and the
mayor are following, namely, using the power of government to transfer
property ownership from one private individual to another.
Before you on the 28th is the decision to subordinate the best interests of
individual Lincoln citizens and property owners to the financial ambitions
of an octogenarian, who is not a Lincoln citizen, to allow city government
to enter the real estate business on a wholly one-sided basis instead of
requiring the outsider who covets particular properties to negotiate,
successfully or unsuccessfully, the purchase of real estate.
Consider the context in which you must reach a decision. The United States
Supreme Court is now contemplating whether your power is or is not limited
by the 5th Amendment to the Constitutive. Obviously, the Court is not
looking specifically at the Lincoln City Council, our mayor or bureaucrats
in Lincoln government. But the Court's decision will directly affect
Lincoln -- and you.
I realize that some among you will feel that you must act quickly just in
case the Court rules against what John Stossel of television's 20/20 terms
"The Conceit of the Anointed." Stossel refers to elected officials like
you, most of whom consider themselves smarter and wiser and more visionary
than ordinary citizens -- and property owners -- because you somehow were
elected to public office (OK, you raised enough money to get yourselves
elected and made behind the scenes deals to get the support of left-wing or
right-wing godfathers/mothers who could deliver the votes). But that's
fair and it's the American Way, right? You have been anointed and now know
better what is best for Lincoln than all Lincoln citizens -- or most
Lincoln citizens.
I appeal to you for fairness. Shake off the anointment -- the elected
representatives of the "people" -- and consider simple fairness, not to
mention the 5th Amendment.

On the 28th, you should care not about your perception of "public use" as
equal to "public good" but to what is fair and responsible as elected
public officials. At the very least, you should defer a decision to
support the out-of-town billionaire (He did not vote for any of you,
right? And he didn't contribute to any of your election campaigns, right?)
until the United States Supreme Court issues its ruling.
Be cautious, ladies and gentlemen. I -- and so many others -- will be
watching your votes on this issue very carefully. Over three hundred
Lincoln citizens on my mailing list will receive copies of this letter to
you. If you sacrifice Lincoln property owners to the interests of some
"expert" from out of town, it will be remembered and you will be
rewarded. I am sure of it. It will be like a chain letter -- and they are
annoying, aren't they?
This is not a threat but an appeal. Your billionaire from out-of-town, as
Ms. Winter of the Lincoln Journal Star wrote so effectively in the Sunday
edition, is perfectly willing to take his money to some other town of
Lincoln's size, and invest it there. He does not care where he makes money
-- just that he makes money. He could care less about Lincoln. He just
wants money. And he wants you to make it happen, dangling the promise that
the taxes he will pay will be greater than the taxes Lincoln residents'
pay. It seems to me that your obligation is to Lincoln residents and
property owners, not to some guy who enriched himself by buying the Embassy
Suites property for a fraction and found a community with a clueless mayor
and City Council stupid enough to let him get away with it! (Your
predecessors -- except for former Council member Seng!)
Anyway, be thoughtful -- not anointed. Act for Lincoln citizens and
property owners. Not some grand scheme that may never happen. This guy
watched Lincoln botch Block 35 and then facilitate The Grand -- and soon,
Antelope Valley. He's shrewd -- and you and the mayor are being
screwed. And we taxpayers are, too. Thanks so much for representing the
expert from out of town and not the citizens who elected you!
Joseph W. Johnson, Jr.
2800 Woods Boulevard, No. 908
Lincoln, NE 68502-5844
402-423-1447

Joan V Ray
02/22/2005 12:31 PM

To: Dave O <daoco@yahoo.com>
cc: council <council@ci.lincoln.ne.us>, Deanna Winter
<dwinter@journalstar.com>
Subject: Re: Eminent Domain

Dear Mr. Oenbring: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Dave O <daoco@yahoo.com>

Dave O
<daoco@yahoo.com>
02/22/2005 11:59 AM

To: council <council@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
cc: Deanna Winter <dwinter@journalstar.com>
Subject: Eminent Domain

Please have the following entered into the Council minutes.
Dear Council Members,
I’m writing to express my firm opposition to the use of eminent domain for the purpose of luring a new hotel to
downtown Lincoln. The area in question is far from blighted; in fact it’s occupied by several thriving businesses.
The results of recent bond elections and the defeat of the levy override attempts should serve as a clarion call that
the voters are sick of "business as usual" and want something different from the council. I would wager that if you
put the entire Antelope Valley Redevelopment plan before the voters (as it should have been before ground was
ever broken) it would be soundly defeated. What you are contemplating now is the most odious aspect of the whole
process. The taking of personal property only to convert it to the personal property of another is not only
unconstitutional it’s immoral.
Making this decision before the Supreme Court decides the New London case could open up the city to an
enormous liability for damages should the court rule for the plaintiffs. You would be very poor stewards of the
public trust should you make that move.
Your actions here will receive nation wide attention, you can vote to honor the property rights of the citizens of this
community or you can bow to political pressure and big money interests by acceding to a gross misuse of
government power. Please choose wisely.
David Oenbring
2630 S 13

th

Lincoln, NE 68502
402-474-4300

Joan V Ray
02/23/2005 09:18 AM

To: Jim Johnson <jjohnson@cornhusker.net>
cc:
Subject: Re: Don't water down the Living Wage ordinance!

Dear Mr. Johnson: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Jim Johnson <jjohnson@cornhusker.net>

Jim Johnson
<jjohnson@cornhuske
r.net>

To: Council@ci.Lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Don't water down the Living Wage ordinance!

02/23/2005 03:41 AM

Dear Council Members:
I urge you not to water down the City's Living Wage ordinance to
appease
the management at the Capital Humane Society. I like kitties & puppies, we
all do, and I hope the Humane Society and the Health Department can figure
out a way to work together towards an agreement that will benefit the
animals and the residents of this City. But let's don't do it on the backs
of poor people. If the Humane Society insists on paying their employees
substandard wages, they hardly deserve to claim the word "humane" in their
name, and they certainly shouldn't be getting subsidized by the City.
The Living Wage Ordinance has been unfairly characterized by a
local
newspaper editorial as something that tries to "force employers to pay more
so people can have better lives." That's nonsense. The ordinance doesn't
force any employer to do anything. It applies ONLY to businesses and
organizations which have contracts with the City, and then only above a
certain large dollar amount. No one "forces" employers to bid on such
contracts; if they choose not to, the ordinance is silent. However, if a
business does choose to bid on a government contract, then they're getting
paid with taxpayer money, and it's only fair to expect them to be held to a
higher standard than businesses which choose not to hold their hands out
for tax money.
It shouldn't matter that there was only one bidder on the Humane
Society
contract; having a monopoly doesn't give a business the right to flout City
law. If obeying the law means they have to put in a higher bid, then so be
it; if the bidding gets too far out of line then maybe the monopoly will
break and others can step in and compete. That's how capitalism works.
If employers expect to underpay their people and force them to
supplement
their earnings with government welfare checks, then they certainly
shouldn't be getting government business. And don't let them get by with
the claim that a request for a $95,000 increase is due to the Living Wage
Ordinance, when Council testimonly suggests that not more than 1/3 of that

amount would actually go towards paying a living wage.
Most shocking of all was hearing Council member Svoboda state
that, as the
co-owner of a company that has contracts with the City, if the City came to
him and asked to see a list of employees' wages, he would refuse on grounds
that it's a "privacy issue". Excuse me, but if the taxpayers are paying
the salaries, how come it's wrong for us to see what our money is paying
for? And shouldn't our Council members be setting an example by UPHOLDING
city laws instead of heaping scorn upon those laws?
Do whatever's right to come to a fair agreement with the Capital
Humane
Society for their good work in the community, but please don't water down
the Living Wage Ordinance. Thanks!
Sincerely,
Jim Johnson
1201 Berkshire Ct #36
Lincoln NE 68505
Phone: 466-0690
e-mail: jjohnson@cornhusker.net

Joan V Ray
02/23/2005 09:28 AM

To: "MICHAELE LUFT" <maskluft@msn.com>
cc:
Subject: Re: Wal-mart Super Center

Dear Mr. & Ms. Luft: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
"MICHAELE LUFT" <maskluft@msn.com>

"MICHAELE LUFT"
<maskluft@msn.com>
02/23/2005 09:02 AM

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Wal-mart Super Center

Dear City Council Members,
I would like to take a moment of your time to address Wal-mart's plans for
another store in northeast Lincoln. I live south of Northforty golf course.
I'm 10 minutes from the 27th and Superior store. Give me one good reason
why we need another store this close. To help beautify my neighborhood? To
create a traffic problem that isn't necessary? Or maybe to destroy a
Church?
I'll give you four examples why Wal-mart isn't welcome in my neighborhood.
The first is a $40,000 question, they take out Life Insurance policy's on
all employees and when you die? Cha-Ching, Wal-mart's(The Walton's) are
$40,000 richer. The employees didn't even know that wal-mart was doing
this!
Two, and being a union member at Goodyear Lincoln. This really hurts,
Wal-mart Canada votes to become a Union(So that they can receive a fair wage
and have better working conditions). Six months later Wal-mart decides to
CLOSE this store.
Three, I'm sure you've read just lately about there settlement on breaking
some Child Labor Laws. Letting kids use chain saws, run forklifts, ect.
Four, they have a saying, "Always Low Prices, Always". It should be
"ALWAYS LOW WAGES, ALWAYS".
We need quality good paying jobs, not a discount store. We definately
don't need a Wal-mart to drag down our neighborhood. The two stores they
have now are enough, they also aren't in residential neighborhoods. Think
twice about letting them in our backyard.
Sincerely, Michael and Shari LuftDear Planning Commissioners,
I would like to take a moment of your time to address Wal-mart's plans for
another store in northeast Lincoln. I live south of Northforty golf course.
I'm 10 minutes from the 27th and Superior store. Give me one good reason
why we need another store this close. To help beautify my neighborhood? To
create a traffic problem that isn't necessary? Or maybe to destroy a
Church?
I'll give you four examples why Wal-mart isn't welcome in my neighborhood.

The first is a $40,000 question, they take out Life Insurance policy's on
all employees and when you die? Cha-Ching, Wal-mart's(The Walton's) are
$40,000 richer. The employees didn't even know that wal-mart was doing
this!
Two, and being a union member at Goodyear Lincoln. This really hurts,
Wal-mart Canada votes to become a Union(So that they can receive a fair wage
and have better working conditions). Six months later Wal-mart decides to
CLOSE this store.
Three, I'm sure you've read just lately about there settlement on breaking
some Child Labor Laws. Letting kids use chain saws, run forklifts, ect.
Four, they have a saying, "Always Low Prices, Always". It should be
"ALWAYS LOW WAGES, ALWAYS".
We need quality good paying jobs, not a discount store. We definately
don't need a Wal-mart to drag down our neighborhood. The two stores they
have now are enough, they also aren't in residential neighborhoods. Think
twice about letting them in our backyard.
Sincerely, Michael and Shari Luft
_________________________________________________________________
Don’t just search. Find. Check out the new MSN Search!
http://search.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200636ave/direct/01/

Joan V Ray
02/23/2005 01:16 PM

To: "Jo Forbes" <forbes1973@neb.rr.com>
cc:
Subject: Re: Woods Park Tennis Courts

Dear J. Forbes: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
"Jo Forbes" <forbes1973@neb.rr.com>

"Jo Forbes"
<forbes1973@neb.rr.co
m>

To: <council@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
cc:
Subject: Woods Park Tennis Courts

02/23/2005 01:08 PM

TO: LINCOLN CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS
FROM: Vernon J. Forbes, 602 South 32 Street, Lincoln, NE 68510 - Forbes1973@neb.rr.com
When deciding your vote on the new Woods Park Master Plan which includes 3 proposed tennis courts, please consider
the following:
1. Over the years, Woods Park has endured a number of losses. It has lost land to the Health Department and has also lost
open space to expanded athletic facilities. In addition, its Rose Garden has disappeared and it has been without a picnic
area and shelter for years.
2. Woods Park is a Community Park (C.P.) which, as defined in the Lincoln-Lancaster Comprehensive Plan, because of its
size should serve only about 13% of Lincoln’s residents.
3. Woods Park contains 3 athletic facilities that are designed and used to serve a population beyond the scope of a
Community Park.
4. The baseball field, recently upgraded (without any neighborhood notification) is leased to Nebraska Wesleyan.
Neighborhood children are now locked out of it. The city leagues use in the summer last year was considerably reduced
from previous summers.
5. The Olympic size swimming pool is used several times each summer for major regional swim meets. During these
3-day meets the pool is closed to Lincoln residents and cars are parked in front of our homes all day long, because the
large parking lots were obviously not designed for such extensive use.
rd

6. Tennis: Woods Park alone has over a 3 of all the tennis courts in Lincoln’s Community Parks. The usual number of
courts in the average C.P. is 2. Only one has 3. Woods contains 15!! This is obviously well beyond the Comprehensive
Plan’s scope for such a park.
The proposed courts are not for day to day summer use, because that use is only at 46% of capacity (Tennis Assn.
Figures). They are to enable the Woods Tennis Facility to host tournaments - IN ONE LOCATION!
The Tennis Assn. currently welcomes matches and/or practices from the Lincoln Public Schools, Wesleyan, UNL &
Concordia. These organizations should be willing to reciprocate during tournament time (such as is done during
basketball tournaments). Tennis Assn. figures show that in the 12 tournaments last year, 24% of the participants were
from outside Lincoln. This is also beyond the scope of a Community Park!

While having to travel from one location to another in a tennis tournament may be an inconvenience to participants, the
permanent loss of the only green space remaining in the southern part of Woods Park would be a tragic loss to the
neighborhood.
Woods Park is bordered on the South and West by two Historic Neighborhood Districts. In order to preserve the original
1920’s character of this area, the city has put in place certain regulations which require us to preserve and care for the
original character of our homes. And yet, the city has allowed the character of Woods Park to change over the past 20
years and into a Sports Complex right in our midst, complete with plastic bubbles for our viewing pleasure!
There are already too many tennis courts in Woods Park. When will the word STOP be used? Please vote to remove the
proposed tennis courts. Thank you.
February 23, 2005

Joan V Ray
02/23/2005 01:35 PM

To: Mel Meister <mmeister@alltel.net>
cc:
Subject: Re: Downtown Development

Dear Mr. Meister: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Mel Meister <mmeister@alltel.net>

Mel Meister
<mmeister@alltel.net>
02/23/2005 01:22 PM

To: <council@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
cc:
Subject:

I am against the city putting another hotel downtown and destroying many
small businesses that are located on that block.

DO NOT REPLY to thisInterLinc
<none@lincoln.ne.gov
>

To: General Council <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc:
Subject: InterLinc: Council Feedback

02/23/2005 01:52 PM

InterLinc: City Council Feedback for
General Council
Name:
Address:
City:

Kenneth and Ada Bishop
5328 Marigold Court
Lincoln, NE 68521

Phone:
Fax:
Email:

klabishop@earthlink.net

Comment or Question:
We feel that the power of eminent domain shouldn't be used to take the
property of small businesses for the benefit of "big business". The hotel that
is being proposed might be a very nice thing to have, but we think it would be
better to deal with the present land owners in the usual way, and probably pay
them fair market value if, and only if, they will agree to relocate. We
wouldn't like for Lincoln to be known as a place unfriendly to small business.
Please take time to make a good and fair decision. It seems as if we are
being railroaded into making a deal with Mr. Hammons because of his age.
Another thought is that we want to keep our Nebraska young people and college
graduates here at home. Let's deal fairly with those who have elected to
invest their lives right here in Lincoln. They deserve our kindness and
consideration.

Joan V Ray
02/24/2005 08:35 AM

To: JLamb@southeast.edu
cc:
Subject: Re: Proposed Hotel Site and Eminent Domain

Dear Ms. Lamb: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
JLamb@southeast.edu

JLamb@southeast.edu
02/23/2005 04:56 PM

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Proposed Hotel Site and Eminent Domain

To City Council Members:
I am writing to voice my concern about your proposal to acquire the
property between 16th and 17th and P and Q Streets through the use of
eminent domain. I strongly disagree with the proposal and believe that it
is totally unethical and unjust to subject the current property and
business owners to the type of treatment which they are experiencing. I
believe that the Council is letting the power of money stand in their way
of fair and ethical treatment to the citizens of Lincoln. Although I
realize that the proposed development may bring in a huge source of tax
revenue for our city, it is not right to take property away from one
individual and give (or sell at a reduced rate) to another individual.
While growth and development within our city are inevitable and necessary,
there are plenty of locations already available without the city having to
exercise the use of eminent domain to take property away from others.
I urge all of you to stop and take a look at what you are actually doing
here, and I urge you all to put yourself in the place of these current
property and business owners and determine if you thought it was fair for
the city to displace you and your home or business without fair and just
compensation. I have a very personal interest in this entire process, and
I ask that you reflect on this issue to see if you can clearly say that
this is right. I am ashamed of the fact that our city would treat our own
citizens this way. We encourage our community members to set up business
in our town, we encourage our university graduates to remain in Lincoln and
contribute to the city, and then we respond in this manner. It is truly
wrong.
It is my hope that the City Council will make a decision that is morally
and ethically right and not one that is purely motivated by money. Thank
you,

Janelle Lamb

Joan V Ray
02/24/2005 08:35 AM

To: dlamb@southeast.edu
cc:
Subject: Re: eminent domain

Dear Mr. Lamb: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
dlamb@southeast.edu

dlamb@southeast.edu
02/23/2005 04:56 PM

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: eminent domain

Having read the articles in the paper this past week, I am not in favor of
supporting changes in this city based upon manipulating individuals because
"big business"
utilizes their clout(mostly, money).
I oppose eminent domain, and support the businesses which already exist
there. My attitude will change only if the city council honors them with
fair market value.
Many of them have worked hard to build their businesses, and they need to
be recognized for this through a monetary value based upon fairness.
$10,000 is not comprable to $200, 000, and is an insult to a business
person who has worked to fulfill their North American Dream.
I will be in attendance at the council meeting on Monday, February 28th in
support of the working class people who support their dreams, this city,
and their community.
Their efforts have made this city an All American city; eminent domain
changes this into something less than that of which I cannot be proud!
David Lamb
1319 N. 38th
Lincoln, NE. 68503

Joan V Ray
02/24/2005 08:37 AM

To: jess@lakeowencamp.com
cc:
Subject: Re: Opposed to Hotel Project

Dear: Ms. Swift Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
Jessica Swift <jess@lakeowencamp.com>

Jessica Swift
<jess@lakeowencamp.
com>

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Opposed to Hotel Project

02/23/2005 11:16 PM
Please respond to jess

To whom it may concern:
I am writing in response to the Hotel project proposed to take over the
blocks at approximately 17th and Q streets. Where Samurai Sam's is
located. It appears that the city is not taking care of the businesses
that are currently there. I feel this development is unethical and
unjust. The 5-6 businesses that occupy the proposed area are not being
taken care of. I know the owners of Samurai Sam's and they were only
offered 10,000 for relocation and a U-haul. That is ridiculous, that is
not nearly enough money for them to re-locate or reimburse them for
the money and efforts they have invested into the business!!!
I am a former citizen of Lincoln x 8 years and will not be able to
attend the city council meeting however I am strongly against this
hotel project! It is unfair to the small businesses that currently
occupy the area and it would change the small town feel of the down
town area!!!!
Thank you for listening to my concerns.
Jessica A. Swift RD, LMNT

Joan V Ray
02/24/2005 08:57 AM

To: "Onie" <onie@onre.com>
cc:
Subject: Re: Eminant Domain

Dear "Onie": Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the Council
Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
"Onie" <onie@onre.com>

"Onie"
<onie@onre.com>
02/24/2005 07:21 AM

To: <council@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
cc:
Subject: Eminant Domain

Council Members,
I am so tired and disgusted by the strong armed take over of property wanted by some robber
baron developer from a private individual!! I am so angry with city council's and mayor's who
are paid off in some way or another to change zoning, or use the eminent domain card in order to
profit a deceitful developer who usually never lives in state or will never be involved in the
community.
Any one of you willing to have the same happen to you?
"We will take your house and your property."
"But,why?"
"Because we can!!"
Signed,
In total agreement with Col. Joe Johnson who's letter is as follows:
---------------------------------------------------------------------------Members of the Council:
I appeal to you, at this eleventh hour, to reconsider the path you and the mayor are following,
namely, using the power of government to transfer property ownership from one private
individual to another.
Before you on the 28th is the decision to subordinate the best interests of individual Lincoln
citizens and property owners to the financial ambitions of an octogenarian, who is not a Lincoln
citizen, to allow city government to enter the real estate business on a wholly one-sided basis

instead of requiring the outsider who covets particular properties to negotiate, successfully or
unsuccessfully, the purchase of real estate.
Consider the context in which you must reach a decision. The United States Supreme Court is
now contemplating whether your power is or is not limited by the 5th Amendment to the
Constitution. Obviously, the Court is not looking specifically at the Lincoln City Council, our
mayor or bureaucrats in Lincoln government. But the Court's decision will directly affect
Lincoln -- and you.
I realize that some among you will feel that you must act quickly just in case the Court rules
against what John Stossel of television's 20/20 terms "The Conceit of the Anointed." Stossel
refers to elected officials like you, most of whom consider themselves smarter and wiser and
more visionary than ordinary citizens -- and property owners -- because you somehow were
elected to public office (OK, you raised enough money to get yourselves elected and made
behind the scenes deals to get the support of left-wing or right-wing godfathers/mothers who
could deliver the votes). But that's fair and it's the American Way, right? You have been
anointed and now know better what is best for Lincoln than all Lincoln citizens -- or most
Lincoln citizens.
I appeal to you for fairness. Shake off the anointment -- the elected representatives of the
"people" -- and consider simple fairness, not to mention the 5th Amendment.
On the 28th, you should care not about your perception of "public use" as equal to "public good"
but about what is fair and responsible as elected public officials. At the very least, you should
defer a decision to support the out-of-town billionaire (He did not vote for any of you, right?
And he didn't contribute to any of your election campaigns, right?) until the United States
Supreme Court issues its ruling.
Be cautious, ladies and gentlemen. I -- and so many others -- will be watching your votes on this
issue very carefully. Over three hundred Lincoln citizens on my mailing list will receive copies
of this letter to you. If you sacrifice Lincoln property owners to the interests of some "expert"
from out of town, it will be remembered and you will be rewarded. I am sure of it. It will be
like a chain letter -- and they are annoying, aren't they?
This is not a threat but an appeal. Your billionaire from out-of-town, as Ms. Winter of the
Lincoln Journal Star wrote so effectively in the Sunday edition, is perfectly willing to take his
money to some other town of Lincoln's size, and invest it there. He does not care where he
makes money -- just that he makes money. He could care less about Lincoln. He just wants
money. And he wants you to make it happen, dangling the promise that the taxes he will pay
will be greater than the taxes Lincoln residents' pay. It seems to me that your obligation is to
Lincoln residents and property owners, not to some guy who enriched himself by buying the
Embassy Suites property for a fraction and found a community with a clueless mayor and City
Council stupid enough to let him get away with it! (Your predecessors -- except for former
Council member Seng!)
Anyway, be thoughtful -- not anointed. Act for Lincoln citizens and property owners. Not some

grand scheme that may never happen. This guy watched Lincoln botch Block 35 and then
facilitate The Grand -- and soon, Antelope Valley. He's shrewd -- and you and the mayor are
being screwed. And we taxpayers are, too. Thanks so much for representing the expert from out
of town and not the citizens who elected you!
Joseph W. Johnson, Jr.
2800 Woods Boulevard, No. 908
Lincoln, NE 68502-5844
402-423-1447

Joan V Ray
02/24/2005 08:58 AM

To: RogerYant@aol.com
cc:
Subject: Re: Eminent Domain: Stop before it's to late.

Dear Mr. Yant: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
RogerYant@aol.com

RogerYant@aol.com
02/24/2005 08:27 AM

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Eminent Domain: Stop before it's to late.

I believe that you the City Council hold off on the vote on the 28th. I believe that the government doesn't
have the right to take land in this way. More time needs to be spent on this instead of rushing it through.
Put yourself in the same spot these people are in that don't want to loose their property. Sincerely, Roger
Yant

Joan V Ray
02/24/2005 09:45 AM

To: "Lincoln Business" <jjg666@lincolnbusiness.com>
cc:
Subject: Re: Eminent Domain BBR

Dear Mr. Graziano: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
"Lincoln Business" <jjg666@lincolnbusiness.com>

"Lincoln Business"
<jjg666@lincolnbusine
ss.com>

To: <council@ci.lincoln.ne.us>
cc: <jwjjr@concentric.net>
Subject: Re: Eminent Domain BBR

02/24/2005 09:42 AM

TO: Elected Officials of the Lincoln City Council
Joe Johnson recently sent you a letter (which is repeated below) regarding your
appalling misuse of the eminent domain doctrine.
What you are doing is nothing less than legalized theft – pure and simple. But legalized
or not – theft is theft.
If the gentleman in question wishes to buy the property – he is free to make the current
owners an offer. But it is unconscionable that he use the power and force of law to bend
others to his will.
Come next election – ANY elected official who has voted for this travesty will lose my
vote.
Sincerely,
Jack Graziano
jjg666@lincolnbusiness.com

ORIGINAL LETTER FROM JOE JOHNSON FOLLOWS:

Members of the Council:

I appeal to you, at this eleventh hour, to reconsider the path you and the mayor are
following, namely, using the power of government to transfer property ownership from
one private individual to another.
Before you on the 28th is the decision to subordinate the best interests of individual
Lincoln citizens and property owners to the financial ambitions of an octogenarian, who
is not a Lincoln citizen, to allow city government to enter the real estate business on a
wholly one-sided basis instead of requiring the outsider who covets particular properties
to negotiate, successfully or unsuccessfully, the purchase of real estate.
Consider the context in which you must reach a decision. The United States Supreme
Court is now contemplating whether your power is or is not limited by the 5th
Amendment to the Constitution. Obviously, the Court is not looking specifically at the
Lincoln City Council, our mayor or bureaucrats in Lincoln government. But the Court's
decision will directly affect Lincoln -- and you.
I realize that some among you will feel that you must act quickly just in case the Court
rules against what John Stossel of television's 20/20 terms "The Conceit of the
Anointed." Stossel refers to elected officials like you, most of whom consider
themselves smarter and wiser and more visionary than ordinary citizens -- and property
owners -- because you somehow were elected to public office (OK, you raised enough
money to get yourselves elected and made behind the scenes deals to get the support
of left-wing or right-wing godfathers/mothers who could deliver the votes). But that's fair
and it's the American Way, right? You have been anointed and now know better what is
best for Lincoln than all Lincoln citizens -- or most Lincoln citizens.
I appeal to you for fairness. Shake off the anointment -- the elected representatives of
the "people" -- and consider simple fairness, not to mention the 5th Amendment.
On the 28th, you should care not about your perception of "public use" as equal to
"public good" but about what is fair and responsible as elected public officials. At the
very least, you should defer a decision to support the out-of-town billionaire (He did not
vote for any of you, right? And he didn't contribute to any of your election campaigns,
right?) until the United States Supreme Court issues its ruling.
Be cautious, ladies and gentlemen. I -- and so many others -- will be watching your
votes on this issue very carefully. Over three hundred Lincoln citizens on my mailing list
will receive copies of this letter to you. If you sacrifice Lincoln property owners to the
interests of some "expert" from out of town, it will be remembered and you will be
rewarded. I am sure of it. It will be like a chain letter -- and they are annoying, aren't
they?
This is not a threat but an appeal. Your billionaire from out-of-town, as Ms. Winter of
the Lincoln Journal Star wrote so effectively in the Sunday edition, is perfectly willing to
take his money to some other town of Lincoln's size, and invest it there. He does not
care where he makes money -- just that he makes money. He could care less about

Lincoln. He just wants money. And he wants you to make it happen, dangling the
promise that the taxes he will pay will be greater than the taxes Lincoln residents' pay.
It seems to me that your obligation is to Lincoln residents and property owners, not to
some guy who enriched himself by buying the Embassy Suites property for a fraction
and found a community with a clueless mayor and City Council stupid enough to let him
get away with it! (Your predecessors -- except for former Council member Seng!)
Anyway, be thoughtful -- not anointed. Act for Lincoln citizens and property owners.
Not some grand scheme that may never happen. This guy watched Lincoln botch
Block 35 and then facilitate The Grand -- and soon, Antelope Valley. He's shrewd -and you and the mayor are being screwed. And we taxpayers are, too. Thanks so
much for representing the expert from out of town and not the citizens who elected you!
Joseph W. Johnson, Jr.
2800 Woods Boulevard, No. 908
Lincoln, NE 68502-5844
402-423-1447

Joan V Ray
02/24/2005 11:19 AM

To: "Joe & Danna Durante" <djdurante@hotmail.com>
cc:
Subject: Re: Hotel Development

Dear Mr. Durante: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
"Joe & Danna Durante" <djdurante@hotmail.com>

"Joe & Danna Durante"
<djdurante@hotmail.co
m>

To: council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc:
Subject: Hotel Development

02/24/2005 11:13 AM

To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing you with great concern regarding the hotel development plans
for 17th and Q. I am against this development as it is unjust and unethical.
The current businesses need to be compensated with fair market value. This
should not even be an issue as the action of not providing fair market value
for the property and/or business is against the Eminent Domain Law. Please
represent me, my family, and our concerns regarding this issue at the
upcoming City Council meeting on Monday.
I look forward to hearing back from you on this issue. I also pray that if
the hotel development is in fact going to become a reality, that at least
this city council will stand up for it's local businesses and protect their
rights.
Thank you for your time, consideration, and response in this situation.
Sincerely,
Joe Durante
488-2043

Joan V Ray
02/24/2005 11:25 AM

To: "Gary Harris" <Garyandkaron@msn.com>
cc:
Subject: Re: Wal-Mart Proposal at 84th and Adams

Dear Ms. Harris: Your message has been received in the Council Office and will be forwarded to the
Council Members for their consideration. Thank you for your input on this issue.
Joan V. Ray
City Council Office
555 South 10th Street
Lincoln, NE - 68508
Phone: 402-441-6866
Fax:
402-441-6533
e-mail: jray@ci.lincoln.ne.us
"Gary Harris" <Garyandkaron@msn.com>

"Gary Harris"
<Garyandkaron@msn.
com>

To: <council@ci.lincoln.ne.us>, <plan@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc:
Subject: Wal-Mart Proposal at 84th and Adams

02/24/2005 11:20 AM

To: Lincoln City Council and City of Lincoln Planning Commissioners

Dear Sirs and Madams,
As a member of Faith Lutheran Church and School located at 8701 Adams, I would like to
register some significant concerns for the proposed building of a Wal-Mart store on the South
corner of 84th and Adams Street.
The most significant concern is the potential hindrance to our ministry, especially our school and
our Touching Hearts Early Childhood Center. Below are several other concerns I as a member
feel could harm the church's ministry and safety.
z
z
z
z
z
z
z
z
z
z

Security and safety for our members, school teachers, and children.
Accidents due to close proximity of the planned access road between the church and the
proposed Wal-Mart.
Wal-Mart Building layout (for example, auto lube center directly across from our future
sanctuary)
Wal-Mart parking lot lights
Litter
Noise
Overnight RV parking/after hours parking lot activity of a 24/7 operation
Alcohol / tobacco / firearms sales within close proximity to a church, school, preschool
and daycare.
Drainage / run-off
Potential for increased crime

z
z
z

Unwanted traffic through our parking lots
Potential loss of incomes created by concerned parents having their children in a
school/preschool/early childhood learning center located so close to a Wal-Mart store.
Aesthetic concerns

Thank you for your attention to these above concerns.
Sincerely,
Karon L. Harris

Get more from the Web. FREE MSN Explorer download : http://explorer.msn.com

DO NOT REPLY to thisInterLinc
<none@lincoln.ne.gov
>

To: General Council <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc:
Subject: InterLinc: Council Feedback

02/24/2005 12:04 PM

InterLinc: City Council Feedback for
General Council
Name:
Address:
City:

Doyle Adams
7330 Greenwood ct
Lincoln, NE 68507-2162

Phone:
Fax:
Email:

doyle@neb.rr.com

Comment or Question:
I am writing on the proposed WalMart at 84th and Adams. This proposal as I
understand it is on the Southeast corner of 84th and Adams. I would like that
site moved to the Northeast corner of 84th and Adams. Or even a better site
closer to the interstate north on 84th Street. Please Move this proposed site
other than the southeast section of 84th and Adams.
Thank you for making Lincoln a better place
Doyle Adams

