DIRECTORS’ MEETING
MONDAY, OCTOBER 2, 2006
COUNTY-CITY BUILDING
ROOM 113, 1:30 P.M.

I.

MAYOR
*1. NEWS ADVISORY - RE: Mayor Seng and U.S. Cellular representatives news
conference, 9:30 a.m., 09/21/06, at McPhee Elementary School.
*2. Washington Report - September 15, 2006.
3. NEWS RELEASE. Mayor Seng and Nebraska School Activities Association
(NSAA) representatives break ground of NSAA’s state headquarters. Thursday,
September 28, 2006, 2:00 pm, North of Haymarket Park baseball/softball complex.
4. Washington Report - September 22, 2006

II.

DIRECTORS
FINANCE/BUDGET
*1. Material from Steve Hubka - RE: September Sales Tax.
2. Monthly City Cash Report.
COMMUNITY HEALTH ENDOWMENT
1. Media Release. Medicare Part D Re-enrollment Forums Scheduled in Lincoln.
HEALTH
*1. NEWS RELEASE - RE: Clean Up Litter From Shorelines Of Local Lakes-Join
volunteers worldwide as part of the International Coastal Cleanup.
PLANNING
*1. Response E-Mail from Jean Walker to Ben Schiltz - RE: Support: County Special
Permit #06051, Nebraska Motorplex race track.
2. 2030 Comprehensive Plan/Long Range Transportation Plan Update available on line.
PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL ACTION
*1. Use Permit #06005 (South 40th Street and Yankee Hill Road) Resolution No. PC01016.
*2. Special Permit #06048 (North 48th Street & Cornhusker Highway) Resolution No.
PC-01014.
*3. Comprehensive Plan Conformance No. 06011 (Permanent Conservation Easement People’s City Mission, NW corner of 2nd Street and S Street, and 2nd Street between
Q and R Streets) Resolution No. PC-01015.
*4. Special Permit No. 06046 - Dakota Springs Community Unit Plan (S.W. 2nd Street
and W. Saltillo Road) Resolution No. PC-01017.

PUBLIC WORKS & UTILITIES
*1. Response E-Mail from Scott Opfer to Mr. Restau - RE: 27th & Sumner
Pedestrian Signal.
*2. Email from Nicole Fleck-Tooze - RE: Clarification regarding 06R-181 (Approved
9/18).
WEED CONTROL AUTHORITY
*1. Combined Weed Program - City of Lincoln - August 2006 Monthly Report.

III.

CITY CLERK

IV.

COUNCIL REQUESTS/CORRESPONDENCE
ROBIN ESCHLIMAN
1. Letter from Louise Heiselman, 3918 Madison Avenue, re: Opposed to closing North
44th Street at rail crossing.
ANNETTE McROY
1. Request to Harry Kroos, Public Works & Utilities Dept.-Sidewalks RE: Sidewalk Repair (RFI#172 - 8/17/06)
PATTE NEWMAN
1. Letter from Rob Bechtolt, with attached newspaper article, re: Wheel tax.
2. Letter from Louise Heiselman, 3918 Madison Avenue, re: Opposed to closing North
44th Street at rail crossing.
3. Correspondence from Barbara Morley re: Antelope Valley Plan and House Moving
Program, with correspondence from JAVA (Joint Antelope Valley Authority) Wayne Teten and response to JAVA

V.

MISCELLANEOUS
*1. Email from Ronald Hense - RE: In support of Motorsports Facility in Lancaster
County.
*2. Email from David Zachek - RE: In support of Motorsports Facility in Lancaster
County.
*3. Email from Justin Willadsen - RE: In support of Motorsports Facility in Lancaster
County.
*4. Email from David Newman - RE: In support of Motorsports Facility in Lancaster
County.
*5. Email from Justin Pfeiffer - RE: In support of Motorsports Facility in Lancaster
County.
*6. Email from Joshua Ekstrum - RE: In support for Mr. Greg Sanford and the building
of a NHRA drag strip.
*7. Email from Tom Weksser - RE: Strongly urge you to oppose Zoning Change Pius X
for the following reasons.
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*8. Five (5) emails from Shannon McGovern - RE: In support of the Drag strip in
Lancaster County.
*9. Email from Chris Stokes, OMALiNK, Inc. - RE: Press Release - OMALiNK Can
Now Serve Lincoln, PSC Reverses Decision-Company Affirms Limousine
Authority, and Gains Open Class Authority to Operate its Vans within Lincoln.
*10. Email from Wayne Boles - RE: City Funding.
*11. Email from Tom & Twyla Hansen - RE: Railroad Crossing at 44th & Cornhusker
Hwy.
*12. Email from Ben Schiltz - RE: Nebraska Motorplex race track.
*13. Letter from George Green, President, Capital Humane Society Board of Directors RE: Writing on behalf of Capital Humane Society with a concern about the
Council’s response to the comments of Mr. Meyer during the Council Meeting of
September 11, 2006.
*14. Email from Sheila Wall - RE: Down-zoning 40th & A Neighborhood.

V.

MISCELLANEOUS (Received Week of October 2, 2006)

In Favor of / Supporters of County Special Permit No. 06051, Motorsport
Facility/Drag Strip
1. Email from Brad Schuch.
2. Email from Kelvin Blessing.
3. Response to Kelvin Blessing from Planning Commission.
4. Email from Troy Kinnamon.
5. Response to Troy Kinnamon from Planning Commission.
6. Email from Jeff Wecker.
7. Response to Jeff Wecker from Planning Commission.
8. Email from Michael Garrison.
9. Response to Michael Garrison from Planning Commission.
10. Email from P. D. Gropp.
11. Response to P. D. Gropp from Planning Commission.
12. Telephone message from Margaret Vogt.
Other Miscellaneous Correspondence Received Week of October 2, 2006
1. Email from John Kraft, Vice President-Business Development of Caldwell Tanks,
Inc.
2. Email from Caldwell Tank Builders, Composite of Elevated Tanks.
3. Copy of letter to James Wailes, American Water Works Association Standards
Council, from Anne M. Northup, House of Representatives, re: Industry approved
standards for construction of composite elevated tanks for water storage.
4. Email from Amanda Hefner re: Do not demolish the Starship 9 Theatre.
5. Email from Yvonne Nelson re: Support down-zoning of the 40th and A
Neighborhood.
6. Email from Brian Nehe re: Consider down-zoning in new housing developments.
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7.

Email from Russell Miller for Lincoln Neighborhood Alliance re: In favor of downzoning action.

Correspondence received on Item #06R-190 - Group Home Change.
Vote against 06R-190. Do NOT increase number of residents allowed in a home and
do NOT decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
1. Email from Andy Beecham.
2. Email from Dana Wright.
3. Email from Cheryl Frederick.
4. Email from Katherine Banta.
5. Email from Amy Kobza Deutsch.
6. Email from Mat and Cynthia Brammeier.
7. Email from Charlie Griesen.
8. Email from Katie Skean.
9. Email from Jennifer Meier-Bassen.
10. Email from Brenda J. Wilcher.
11. Email from Sara Voss
12. Email from Julia Larson.
13. Email from Melissa McKibbin.
14. Email from Ruben Spretz, Ph.D.
15. Email from William Carver.
16. Email from Corale Carver.
17. Email from Wendy Smith.
18. Email from Sarah Bauman.
19. Email from Margaret Skean.
20. Email from Phil Porter.
21. Email from Thena Kosmicki.
22. Email from Melinda Nolan.
VI.

ADJOURNMENT

*HELD OVER UNTIL OCTOBER 2, 2006.

da092506/mm

-4-

CITY OF
LINCOLN
Washington
Office

WASHINGTON REPORT

Volume 12, Issue 24
September 22, 2006
INSIDE:

BUDGET DEAL WILL HURT DOMESTIC SPENDING

TRANSPORTATION..................1
TELECOMMUNICATIONS.......1
IMMIGRATION..........................2
WATER RESOURCES ...............2
TRANSPORTATION..................2

_________

Washington Report
_________
Archived at:
www.capitaledege.com/
archive.html
_________
Carolyn C. Chaney
Washington Assistant
chaney@capitaledge.com

Christopher F. Giglio
giglio@capitaledge.com

Amanda Carvajal
acarvajal@capitaledge.com

1212 New York Ave., NW
Suite 250
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 842-4930
Fax: (202) 842-5051

BUDGET
Defense spending deal with White House
threatens domestic programs. In a deal
announced yesterday, congressional leaders
agreed to an additional $5 billion in FY 2007
defense spending sought by the White House,
which is likely to be offset by cuts in
domestic discretionary programs.
Earlier this year, moderate Republicans in
both the House and Senate thought they had
secured a promise from GOP leadership that
they would support up to $7 billion more in
domestic spending than was requested by the
President. Although each chamber used
different accounting methods to achieve that
goal, it was generally understood that the
Defense Department budget, one of the few
slated for an increase, would be trimmed to
accommodate the deal. Now that the deal has
been essentially scuttled, programs at
agencies such as HUD, Transportation,
Labor, HHS, and Justice are likely to
experience some unexpected reductions.
Since the FY 2007 budget is not expected to
be finalized until December, it is not yet
known if specific programs will suffer, or if
Congress will resort to an across-the-board
cut of domestic discretionary programs.
In addition, a House-Senate Conference
Committee continued work this week on the
Homeland Security spending measure (HR
5441) that is expected to become a vehicle for
port security and chemical security
legislation. Conferees have agreed on a total
FY 2007 spending level of $34.8 billion for
the Department of Homeland Security, but
continue to work out the details for individual
programs and in the related bills.
For programs funded by all of the FY 2007
spending bills not expected to be approved
prior to the beginning of the new fiscal year o
October 1, the Defense bill is expected to

include a Continuing Resolution (CR)
funding them at their FY 2006 levels through
November 17. Since that would only allow
Congress six days to complete work on the
FY 2007 budget when they return after the
election, at least one more CR is expected
before a FY 2007 budget is finalized.
Appropriators and the congressional
leadership now face some difficult decisions.
Congressional leadership will still face strong
pressure from the Republican moderates to
fully fund domestic discretionary programs.
Given almost certain unanimous opposition
from Democrats, the leadership will not be
able to afford any defections from the
Republicans as they try to complete work on
the FY 2007 appropriations.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Senate telecom bill will not reach the floor
prior to November. Speaking to reporters this
week, Senate Commerce Committee
Chairman Ted Stevens (R-AK) publicly
acknowledged that he does not yet have
enough votes to bring comprehensive
telecommunications legislation (HR 5252) to
the floor. Stevens had embarked on a very
public quest for the 60 votes needed to
overcome a filibuster expected to be mounted
by supporters of stronger “network
neutrality” language in the bill.
Stevens had hoped to secure Senate approval
of his legislation prior to September 29
adjournment date and conduct a HouseSenate conference committee to iron out
differences between the two bills during the
expected “lame duck” session of Congress in
November and December. Even if Stevens is
somehow able to garner 60 votes for his bill
by November, the significant differences in
the House and Senate bills will make it
extremely difficult to complete action this
year.
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Stevens also maintained this week that he
is not interested in breaking off sections of
his bill and attaching them to other pieces
of legislation more likely to move this
year. There had been reports that he was
considering attaching the authorization of a
$1 billion interoperable communications
program to the FY 2007 Department of
Homeland Security appropriations bill last
week. In addition, telephone companies
have been urging Stevens to attempt to
move a stand-alone bill that provides them
with video franchising relief.
Local government organizations are
opposing the Senate bill, primarily over
amendments added to the measure during
the Commerce Committee markup of the
bill this summer that were not supported by
Stevens. They include language to place a
three-year moratorium on new and/or
discriminatory state and local taxes on
wireless services, as well as a permanent
extension of the current moratorium on
taxation of Internet access fees.

IMMIGRATION
House begins piecemeal approach to
immigration reform. Seeing little chance
of approving comprehensive immigration
reform prior to the November elections, the
House approved three separate securityrelated bills this week in order to provide
Members with some progress to report on
the campaign trail next month.
Of particular interest in the trio of bills was
a measure (HR 6095) that would reinforce
the ability of state and local law
enforcement agencies to investigate,
identify, apprehend, arrest, detain, or
transfer illegal aliens to Federal custody
aliens in the course of carrying out routine
duties. However, the bill is also clear that
agencies would not be required to perform
those duties, or report the identity of a
victim of, or a witness to, a criminal
offense to the federal government for
immigration enforcement purposes or
arrest a victim or witness for a violation of
federal immigration laws.
The other two bills approved would make
it easier for illegal immigrants who are
gang members to be denied entry or
deported (HR 4830), and make tunneling
under U.S. borders a criminal offense. The
Senate is expected to take up a HousePassed bill (HR 6061) next week to create

Washington
700 miles of fence along the southern
border. While Senate Majority Leader
Harry Reid (D-NV) voiced his
opposition, he did not indicate whether
Democrats would attempt to block the
measure.
In a related item, House representatives
to the House-Senate conference
committee on the FY 2007 Department
of Homeland Security (DHS)
appropriations bill are reportedly
pushing for inclusion of language in the
final version that would that would deny
federal homeland security funds to states
and local governments that have
confidentiality (or “sanctuary”) policies
relating to the enforcement of
immigration laws. There is a similar
provision in the House version of the FY
2 0 07 D e p a r t m e n t o f J us t i c e
appropriations bill relating to funds in
that measure.
The U.S. Conference of Mayors and
National League of Cities are actively
opposing the language, claiming that it
would hinder local relationships with the
immigrants and as a result, jeopardize
public safety and public health.

WATER RESOURCES
Senate names WRDA conferees, House
panel approves dam safety measures.
Increasing hope that a reauthorization of
the Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA) could be achieved, the Senate
this week named its representatives to a
House-Senate conference committee to
iron out differences between the two
versions.
House conferees were
announced last week.
At issue is a $2 billion difference in
funding levels between the two bills, as
well as language to institute reforms at
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The
“Corps reform” issue has been the major
roadblock to completion of a WRDA bill
over the last four years. WRDA is
traditionally renewed every two years,
but was last approved in 2000 (see
September 15 Washington Report for
additional details).
Reports are that staff are making
progress but were unable to come up
with a package for consideration by
conferees this week. If no agreement

can be reached next week, completion of
the measure will have to wait until after
the November elections.
Als o this we e k, t he Ho use
Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee approved two pieces of
legislation relating to dam safety. Both
measures were approved on the
subcommittee level last week (see
September 15 Washington Report for
additional details). The first bill (HR
4981) would increase the authorization
level for dam safety programs at FEMA
by over $4 million annually, while the
second (HR 1105) would create a new
$350 million grant program at FEMA for
state and local governments to conduct
dam repair.
There is no schedules floor action on the
bills, but language similar to that in HR
4981 is included in the Senate version of
WRDA.

TRANSPORTATION
Mary Peters expected to be confirmed as
new DOT Secretary. Senators from both
sides of the aisle signaled enthusiastic
support at a confirmation hearing this
week for Mary E. Peters, President
Bush’s nominee to head the Department
of Transportation (DOT).
Peters appeared before the Senate
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Committee, which is expected to send
the nomination to the full Senate
sometime next week, according to
Committee staff. Senators who were not
at the hearing had until 10:00 a.m.
yesterday to submit written questions to
the nominee. According to Committee
staff, a few questions were submitted
and the Committee is now waiting for
Peter’s response.
Then, Committee
members will be asked to vote on her
nomination.
Peters was tapped September 5 to
succeed former Secretary Norman
Mineta, the nation’s longest serving
DOT Secretary, who stepped down July
7 after five and a half years on the job.
She is a former head of the Arizona
Department of Transportation and served
in the top position at the Federal
Highway Administration from 20012005.

brad schuch
<bdschuch@yahoo.com>
09/21/2006 08:44 PM

To To=plan@lincoln.ne.gov, council@lincoln.ne.gov,
commish@lincoln.ne.gov, mayor@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject drag strip

i'm in favor, i would visit your city and spend my money there. please concider the income for
the other local businesses. This is also a family sport !!

Do you Yahoo!?
Get on board. You're invited to try the new Yahoo! Mail.

"Kelvin Blessing"
<kelvin.blessing@gmail.com>
09/22/2006 08:19 AM

To pnewman@lincoln.ne.gov, jcamp@lincoln.ne.gov,
jcook@lincoln.ne.gov, amcroy@lincoln.ne.gov,
reschliman@lincoln.ne.gov, ksvoboda@lincoln.ne.gov,
cc
bcc
Subject motorsport facility in Lancaster County

Lancaster County Planning Commission,
On Thursday August 31, 2006 GS Motorsports, Inc. with the assistance of attorney Mark
Hunzeker submitted an application to Mike Decal at the Planning Department for a Motorsports
Facility in Lancaster County Nebraska located at Branched Oak Road to Davey Road on the east
side of Hwy 77 North. I'm writing to inform you that I thoroughly support a motorsport facility
in Lancaster County and more importantly, at that location. This is a step forward for Lincoln
and Lancaster County to bring in entertainment, private dollars, & reduce the street racing taking
place on public roads. I know as a registered voter, I can count on you to represent my position
on this issue.
I will be at the public hearing regarding this permit.

Sincerely
Kelvin Blessing

JWalker@ci.lincoln.ne.us
09/22/2006 08:23 AM

To "Kelvin Blessing" <kelvin.blessing@gmail.com>
cc amcroy@lincoln.ne.gov, commish@lancaster.ne.gov,
dmarvin@lincoln.ne.gov, dschorr@lancaster.ne.gov,
jcamp@lincoln.ne.gov, jcook@lincoln.ne.gov,
bcc
Subject Re: Support: County Special Permit No. 06051, motorsport
facility in Lancaster County

Dear Mr. Blessing:
Thank you for submitting your comments, which have now become part of the
record on this application.
Please be advised that this application is tentatively scheduled for public
hearing before the Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Commission on
Wednesday, October 11th. The regular meeting begins at 1:00 p.m. Should
the date or time change for this particular hearing, you will be notified.
The Planning Commission action on this application will be a recommendation
to the Lancaster County Board of Commissioners.
A copy of your comments are being submitted to each Planning Commission
member for their consideration prior to the public hearing. A copy is also
being provided to the applicant's representative.
If you have any questions about the public hearing or this process, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
--Jean Walker, Administrative Officer
City-County Planning Department
441-6365

"Kelvin Blessing"
<kelvin.blessing@
gmail.com>
09/22/2006 08:19
AM

To
pnewman@lincoln.ne.gov,
jcamp@lincoln.ne.gov,
jcook@lincoln.ne.gov,
amcroy@lincoln.ne.gov,
reschliman@lincoln.ne.gov,
ksvoboda@lincoln.ne.gov,
dmarvin@lincoln.ne.gov,
tgrammer@lincoln.ne.gov,
mmmeyer@lincoln.ne.gov,
plan@lincoln.ne.gov,
commish@lancaster.ne.gov,
rstevens@lancaster.ne.gov,
dschorr@lancaster.ne.gov,
workbob@msn.com,
mayor@lincoln.ne.gov,
travis.schmit@gmail.com
cc

Subject
motorsport facility in Lancaster
County

Lancaster County Planning Commission,
On Thursday August 31, 2006 GS Motorsports, Inc. with the assistance of
attorney Mark Hunzeker submitted an application to Mike Decal at the
Planning Department for a Motorsports Facility in Lancaster County Nebraska
located at Branched Oak Road to Davey Road on the east side of Hwy 77
North. I'm writing to inform you that I thoroughly support a motorsport
facility in Lancaster County and more importantly, at that location. This
is a step forward for Lincoln and Lancaster County to bring in
entertainment, private dollars, & reduce the street racing taking place on
public roads. I know as a registered voter, I can count on you to represent
my position on this issue.
I will be at the public hearing regarding this permit.

Sincerely
Kelvin Blessing

Troy Kinnamon
<tkinnamo@yahoo.com>
09/22/2006 11:44 AM

To plan@lincoln.ne.gov, council@lincoln.ne.gov,
commish@lincoln.ne.gov, mayor@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Proposed drag strip for Lancaster County Nebraksa

Please forward to the Planning Commissioners
I am in full support for the building of the proposed race way. There exists a huge community of
people that enjoy this hobby locally and nationally. We need a complex that will drive business
in the area and create a presence nationally.
Pleaes move this forward and approve.
Thank you.
Troy Kinnamon

JWalker@ci.lincoln.ne.us
09/22/2006 11:48 AM

To Troy Kinnamon <tkinnamo@yahoo.com>
cc commish@lincoln.ne.gov, council@lincoln.ne.gov,
mayor@lincoln.ne.gov, plan@lincoln.ne.gov,
MKrout@ci.lincoln.ne.us, MDekalb@ci.lincoln.ne.us,
bcc
Subject Re: Support: County Special Permit No. 06051, Proposed
drag strip for Lancaster County Nebraska

Dear Mr. Kinnamon:
Thank you for submitting your comments, which have now become part of the
record on this application.
Please be advised that this application is tentatively scheduled for public
hearing before the Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Commission on
Wednesday, October 11th. The regular meeting begins at 1:00 p.m. Should
the date or time change for this particular hearing, you will be notified.
The Planning Commission action on this application will be a recommendation
to the Lancaster County Board of Commissioners.
A copy of your comments are being submitted to each Planning Commission
member for their consideration prior to the public hearing. A copy is also
being provided to the applicant's representative.
If you have any questions about the public hearing or this process, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
--Jean Walker, Administrative Officer
City-County Planning Department
441-6365

Troy Kinnamon
<tkinnamo@yahoo.c
om>
09/22/2006 11:44
AM

To
plan@lincoln.ne.gov,
council@lincoln.ne.gov,
commish@lincoln.ne.gov,
mayor@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
Subject
Proposed drag strip for Lancaster
County Nebraksa

Please forward to the Planning Commissioners
I am in full support for the building of the proposed race way. There
exists a huge community of people that enjoy this hobby locally and
nationally. We need a complex that will drive business in the area and
create a presence nationally.
Pleaes move this forward and approve.
Thank you.
Troy Kinnamon

"jeff wecker"
<jeffwecker81@hotmail.com>
09/25/2006 10:55 AM

To plan@lincoln.ne.gov, council@lincoln.ne.gov,
commish@lincoln.ne.gov, mayor@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject proposed Motorsports Facility in Lancaster County

I am writing in support of the proposed facility.
I feel it would be a wonderful asset to the area,as it would bring racers
and revenue from surrounding states
I hope that you all will approve the request, and make this a reality.

JWalker@ci.lincoln.ne.us
09/25/2006 11:01 AM

To "jeff wecker" <jeffwecker81@hotmail.com>
cc commish@lincoln.ne.gov, council@lincoln.ne.gov,
mayor@lincoln.ne.gov, MKrout@ci.lincoln.ne.us,
MDekalb@ci.lincoln.ne.us, mhunzeker@pierson-law.com
bcc
Subject Re: Support: County Special Permit No. 06051, proposed
Motorsports Facility in Lancaster County

Dear Mr. Wecker:
Thank you for submitting your comments, which have now become part of the
record on this application.
Please be advised that this application is tentatively scheduled for public
hearing before the Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Commission on
Wednesday, October 11th. The regular meeting begins at 1:00 p.m. Should
the date or time change for this particular hearing, you will be notified.
The Planning Commission action on this application will be a recommendation
to the Lancaster County Board of Commissioners.
A copy of your comments are being submitted to each Planning Commission
member for their consideration prior to the public hearing. A copy is also
being provided to the applicant's representative.
If you have any questions about the public hearing or this process, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
--Jean Walker, Administrative Officer
City-County Planning Department
441-6365

"jeff wecker"
<jeffwecker81@hot
mail.com>
09/25/2006 10:55
AM

To
plan@lincoln.ne.gov,
council@lincoln.ne.gov,
commish@lincoln.ne.gov,
mayor@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
Subject
proposed Motorsports Facility in
Lancaster County

I am writing in support of the proposed facility.
I feel it would be a wonderful asset to the area,as it would bring racers
and revenue from surrounding states
I hope that you all will approve the request, and make this a reality.

"mike@mrbuick.com"
<mike@mrbuick.com>
09/22/2006 02:47 PM
Please respond to
mike@mrbuick.com

To plan@lincoln.ne.gov, council@lincoln.ne.gov,
commish@lincoln.ne.gov, mayor@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject proposed Motorsports Facility in Lancaster County

Good day,
My name is Michael Garrison, I reside in Topeka Kansas and own a company
called High Torque Racing Inc. I have interest in this project you are all
concidering (proposed Motorsports Facility in Lancaster County). I am a big
drag race fan and go to as many races in my area (500 miles) as I can each
year. The thought of your community getting a track to race at excites my
wife and I as we bring 2 cars to race every time we show up. I am also part
of a national Buick Performance Group, I am one of the Board of Directors.
As a part of the BOD I get to help choose events throughout the year to
attend. Your track once built will be another centrally located place for
us to attend.
Another thought here is that just using my situation for example, I show up
with 2 cars and crew. WE have to eat so restraunts get our money and then
we need a place to sleep so the motels get our money also. Not to mention
the fuel, pop, ice, other grocery items we buy to attend the race. So
inclosing you should be able to see the benefit of the track being built,
as the revenue from all of the things I listed above. I also see that there
will be more jobs as the track wont run itself.
I hope the Goverment here will see past all the negitivity and sign up to
allow this facility to be built. Thanks for taking the time to read this
email.
Michael Garrison
High Torque Racing
Auto Body & Paint Inc.
Topeka Kansas
www.mrbuick.com
-------------------------------------------------------------------mail2web - Check your email from the web at
http://mail2web.com/ .

JWalker@ci.lincoln.ne.us
09/25/2006 09:13 AM

To mike@mrbuick.com
cc commish@lincoln.ne.gov, council@lincoln.ne.gov,
mayor@lincoln.ne.gov, plan@lincoln.ne.gov,
MKrout@ci.lincoln.ne.us, MDekalb@ci.lincoln.ne.us,
bcc
Subject Re: Support: County Special Permit No. 06051, proposed
Motorsports Facility in Lancaster County

Dear Mr. Garrison:
Thank you for submitting your comments, which have now become part of the
record on this application.
Please be advised that this application is tentatively scheduled for public
hearing before the Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Commission on
Wednesday, October 11th. The regular meeting begins at 1:00 p.m. Should
the date or time change for this particular hearing, you will be notified.
The Planning Commission action on this application will be a recommendation
to the Lancaster County Board of Commissioners.
A copy of your comments is being submitted to each Planning Commission
member for their consideration prior to the public hearing. A copy is also
being provided to the applicant's representative.
If you have any questions about the public hearing or this process, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
--Jean Walker, Administrative Officer
City-County Planning Department
441-6365

"mike@mrbuick.com
"
<mike@mrbuick.com
>
09/22/2006 02:47
PM

To
plan@lincoln.ne.gov,
council@lincoln.ne.gov,
commish@lincoln.ne.gov,
mayor@lincoln.ne.gov
cc

Please respond to
mike@mrbuick.com

Subject
proposed Motorsports Facility in
Lancaster County

Good day,
My name is Michael Garrison, I reside in Topeka Kansas and own a company
called High Torque Racing Inc. I have interest in this project you are all
concidering (proposed Motorsports Facility in Lancaster County). I am a big
drag race fan and go to as many races in my area (500 miles) as I can each
year. The thought of your community getting a track to race at excites my
wife and I as we bring 2 cars to race every time we show up. I am also part
of a national Buick Performance Group, I am one of the Board of Directors.
As a part of the BOD I get to help choose events throughout the year to
attend. Your track once built will be another centrally located place for
us to attend.
Another thought here is that just using my situation for example, I show up
with 2 cars and crew. WE have to eat so restraunts get our money and then
we need a place to sleep so the motels get our money also. Not to mention
the fuel, pop, ice, other grocery items we buy to attend the race. So
inclosing you should be able to see the benefit of the track being built,
as the revenue from all of the things I listed above. I also see that there
will be more jobs as the track wont run itself.
I hope the Goverment here will see past all the negitivity and sign up to
allow this facility to be built. Thanks for taking the time to read this
email.
Michael Garrison
High Torque Racing
Auto Body & Paint Inc.
Topeka Kansas
www.mrbuick.com
-------------------------------------------------------------------mail2web - Check your email from the web at
http://mail2web.com/ .

"P.D. Gropp"
<pdgropp@hotmail.com>
09/22/2006 03:17 PM

To plan@lincoln.ne.gov, council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Please forward to Planning Commissioner

Dear Commissioner(s),
I am writting this in support of Nebraska Motorplex wanting to build a race
facility north of Lincoln.
On Sept. 28 through Oct 1, I will be traveling to Wichita International
Raceway in Wichita, Kansas for an event involving our Buick club. There will
be over 30 Buicks' from the Midwest traveling from several states to attend
this event. Our club has a block of 25 hotel rooms in Wichita for this event.
The track has informed our club organizer that they are expecting 150-200 cars
for this event alone. Our club was unable to hold our annual Buick event in
Kearney at the dragstrip this year because the management/owners increased the
track rental for the day. Therefore, there will be 12 Buick owner's and their
money leaving Nebraska for that weekend and spending that money in Kansas.
I hope that you can understand the need for a facility that Nebraska Motorplex
is proposing to build. I have been to Mr. Sanford's track in Scribner and it
was a very professionally run facility. I hope you know how many people in
Lancaster and surrounding areas travel to Kearney each weekend during the
summer to race at that facility. I hope you have read the articles in The
Journal Star that has documented the revenue that is brought in by other
dragstrip facilities such as Topeka, Kansas.
Mr. Sanford has established himself as an excellent owner/operator/promoter of
NATIONAL points' events recognized by the International Hot Rod Association
(IHRA). I think that it would be beneficial to Lancaster county and its'
taxpayers to have a facility that can produce that revenue for the county.
I look forward to attending the next meeting when Mr. Sandford and his
supporters will be able to voice their support. Thank you for your time.
P.D. Gropp
Milford, Nebraska
_________________________________________________________________
Use Messenger to talk to your IM friends, even those on Yahoo!
http://ideas.live.com/programpage.aspx?versionId=7adb59de-a857-45ba-81cc-685ee
3e858fe

JWalker@ci.lincoln.ne.us
09/25/2006 09:16 AM

To "P.D. Gropp" <pdgropp@hotmail.com>
cc council@lincoln.ne.gov, MKrout@ci.lincoln.ne.us,
MDekalb@ci.lincoln.ne.us, mhunzeker@pierson-law.com
bcc
Subject Re: Support: County Special Permit No. 06051

Dear Mr. Gropp:
Thank you for submitting your comments, which have now become part of the
record on this application.
Please be advised that this application is tentatively scheduled for public
hearing before the Lincoln-Lancaster County Planning Commission on
Wednesday, October 11th. The regular meeting begins at 1:00 p.m. Should
the date or time change for this particular hearing, you will be notified.
The Planning Commission action on this application will be a recommendation
to the Lancaster County Board of Commissioners.
A copy of your comments is being submitted to each Planning Commission
member for their consideration prior to the public hearing. A copy is also
being provided to the applicant's representative.
If you have any questions about the public hearing or this process, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
--Jean Walker, Administrative Officer
City-County Planning Department
441-6365

"P.D. Gropp"
<pdgropp@hotmail.
com>
09/22/2006 03:17
PM

To
plan@lincoln.ne.gov,
council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
Subject
Please forward to Planning
Commissioner

Dear Commissioner(s),
I am writting this in support of Nebraska Motorplex wanting to build a race

facility north of Lincoln.
On Sept. 28 through Oct 1, I will be traveling to Wichita International
Raceway in Wichita, Kansas for an event involving our Buick club. There
will be over 30 Buicks' from the Midwest traveling from several states to
attend this event. Our club has a block of 25 hotel rooms in Wichita for
this event. The track has informed our club organizer that they are
expecting 150-200 cars for this event alone. Our club was unable to hold
our annual Buick event in Kearney at the dragstrip this year because the
management/owners increased the track rental for the day. Therefore, there
will be 12 Buick owner's and their money leaving Nebraska for that weekend
and spending that money in Kansas.
I hope that you can understand the need for a facility that Nebraska
Motorplex is proposing to build. I have been to Mr. Sanford's track in
Scribner and it was a very professionally run facility. I hope you know
how many people in Lancaster and surrounding areas travel to Kearney each
weekend during the summer to race at that facility. I hope you have read
the articles in The Journal Star that has documented the revenue that is
brought in by other dragstrip facilities such as Topeka, Kansas.
Mr. Sanford has established himself as an excellent owner/operator/promoter
of NATIONAL points' events recognized by the International Hot Rod
Association (IHRA). I think that it would be beneficial to Lancaster
county and its' taxpayers to have a facility that can produce that revenue
for the county.
I look forward to attending the next meeting when Mr. Sandford and his
supporters will be able to voice their support. Thank you for your time.
P.D. Gropp
Milford, Nebraska
_________________________________________________________________
Use Messenger to talk to your IM friends, even those on Yahoo!
http://ideas.live.com/programpage.aspx?versionId=7adb59de-a857-45ba-81cc-685ee
3e858fe

To <jobrist@lincoln.ne.gov>

"John Kraft"
<jkraft@caldwelltanks.com>

cc <mayor@lincoln.ne.gov>, <jwelsch@lincoln.ne.gov>,
<Council@lincoln.ne.gov>, <pnewman@lincoln.ne.gov>,
<jobrist@lincoln.ne.gov>, <aabbott@lincoln.ne.gov>
bcc

09/22/2006 02:20 PM

Subject Lincoln Water System - Project No. 701825 - Cheney Water
Storage
Reservoir

Caldwell Tanks, Inc. is disappointed to learn that the City of Lincoln
has opted not to allow Caldwell Tanks, Inc. to bid for the upcoming
elevated water tank project. We had an extensive conference call with
the consulting engineers and our understanding was that Caldwell was
considered an equal provider of these tanks. Caldwell is the largest
provided of elevated water tanks in the United States, however the
specification as written precludes our method of constructing the
pedestal shaft for the tank and the City of Lincoln refuses to change
it. The project specification is one typically provided by our
competitors in the marketplace and is intentionally written to limit
Full and Open Competition in the marketplace.
We would ask that you reconsider the decision and allow Full and Open
Competition for the project. It will undoubtedly yield you a quality
product at a much better price. Please review the following information
that was provided for our conference call, including a letter from
United States Congresswoman Anne Northup that has asked the American
Water Works Association to expedite the completion of a National
Standard in order to ensure the best use of public monies and fairness
in competition in the market.
Thank you for your consideration,
John E. Kraft, P.E.
Vice President - Business Development
Caldwell Tanks, Inc.
4000 Tower Road
Louisville, KY 40219
P: 502-964-3361
F: 502-810-0983
C: 502-551-7956
jkraft@caldwelltanks.com
-----Original Message----From: John Kraft
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 4:40 PM
To: 'jday@oaconsulting.com'
Cc: Rick A. Smith
Subject: Lincoln Conference Call
We look forward to talking with you tomorrow at 8:00 CDT (9:00 EDT)
regarding our qualifications to bid the Lincoln, NE project. Following
is some information regarding our concerns. Feel free to forward it to
other individuals that will be on the conference call.
Caldwell Tanks, Inc. would be pleased to offer a proposal for the
above-referenced project. However, as the specification is written we
would be precluded from bidding on the composite elevated style due to
the qualification requirements and limitations placed on the methods of

construction for this style of tank.
Let me first give you a little background on Caldwell. In 2005,
Caldwell was the largest provider of elevated water storage tanks in the
U.S. and the second largest provider of the composite style elevated
tank. We have true turnkey capabilities and never subcontract any vital
portion of the work. We typically self perform the foundations,
concrete pedestal shaft, tank fabrication and tank erection. We have
recently purchased two painting contractors and will be self performing
much of the field painting in the future. This will allow Caldwell to
better control quality, cost and schedule for all our projects.
Competitors of Caldwell have routinely attempted to limit Full and Open
competition by asking engineers and owners to utilize their standard
specification, which places unreasonable experience requirements and
limitations on the means and methods of construction (6' minimum pour
height) in order to sole source a project to one of two potential
bidders. These competitors also have a history of showing propaganda in
attempts to portray Caldwell's work negatively and therefore limit a
qualified competitor from bidding for work. Many of the photos and
information they present to engineers and owners is false, misleading,
and not representative of Caldwell's work.
There are two specific areas in this specification that we would like to
discuss and restricts Caldwell from providing you a proposal. They
relate to the experience requirements and the form pour height. To
reiterate, both of these clauses are routinely used by our competitors
to limit Full and Open competition:
1.
Section 00100.20.1.3 states, "Bids will be accepted only from
composite tank manufacturer's who meet all the criteria of the
specification and have successfully completed at least five (5)
composite elevated tanks of equal or greater capacity in the last five
(5) years." This is reiterated in Section 13210.2.1.
The composite elevated tank is a relatively new design, and there are
few companies that build these structures and only two that may meet
this very specific requirement. Caldwell has built the composite
elevated tank for more than ten years, ranging in capacity from 118,000
gallons to 2,500,000 gallons. This project is for a 2,000,000 gallon,
alternate 1,500,000 gallon, and Caldwell has completed eight (8) tanks
in this range and has completed thirty (30) one million gallon or
greater composite elevated tanks. A reference List is attached hereto.
<<Composite Reference - All Tanks.pdf>>
At what point is a contractor deemed to be qualified based on
experience? Caldwell is the largest elevated water tank manufacturer in
the United States and one of the industry leaders in the composite tank
style. Caldwell engineers sit on the American Water Works Association
Committee for the development of a Standard for this tank design, and
Caldwell is recognized by our peers and industry as a qualified provider
of these tanks.
Understanding that there may or may not be Federal or State funds
involved in this project, the Department of Commerce's "Requirements For
Approved Construction Projects" states clearly that procurements "will
be conducted in a manner providing full and open competition." It goes
on to list some situations considered to be restrictive of competition
including:

"Placing unreasonable requirements on firms in order for them to qualify
to do business,"
"Requiring unnecessary experience and excessive bonding" and
"Any arbitrary action in the procurement process."
The City of Lincoln may have its own Competition in Procurement
requirements. However, with regards to past experience, I would trust
that the City would agree that Caldwell is more than capable of building
this tank based on experience.
2.
Section 13210.3.1 in the third paragraph states, "Concrete pour
height shall be a minimum of 6 feet and a maximum of 12 feet."
Requiring a minimum concrete pour height of 6 feet has no technical
merit and is routinely used by our competitors to limit Full and Open
Competition in the marketplace and prevents Caldwell from using our
proven 4' forming system. Caldwell would suggest that the requirement be
changed reflect the requirements of construction as stated in ACI 371R.
The American Concrete Institutes ACI- 371R, "Guide for the Analysis,
Design, and Construction of Concrete-Pedestal Water Towers" should be
the document utilized for the construction of the concrete pedestal.
This is the only published document that specifies design and
construction requirements to ensure quality construction without
limiting a contractor's means and methods for producing the final
product. In fact, neither the ACI Guide nor the approved section of the
future AWWA Standard for the composite elevated tank limit the form pour
height. In order to preserve Full and Open Competition, the sentence,
"Concrete pour height shall be a minimum of 6 feet and a maximum of 12
feet" should be deleted from the specification, or as a minimum, "6
feet" should be changed to "4 feet."
The attempts to intentionally limit Full and Open Competition has drawn
the attention of funding agencies, as well as appropriations groups,
including United States Congresswoman Anne Northup, a member of
Congress's Appropriations Committee. I have attached a letter from
Congresswoman Northup to the American Water Works Association detailing
her concern that a fair standard has not been completed for the
composite tank, leading engineers and owners to rely on contractors
specifications that are arbitrary and favor the designs and construction
methods of a few.
<<Congress.pdf>>
We look forward to talking to you about these issues. In the meantime,
I would welcome you to visit our website (www.caldwelltanks.com) for
additional information on our capabilities and our forming system,
including two videos; one detailing our general capabilities and the
other detailing our construction of the Composite Elevated Tank.
Please do not hesitate to call me to discuss any questions you may have
regarding our qualifications to bid this project. I would be pleased to
come to your offices to meet with you regarding this project.

John E. Kraft, P.E.
Vice President - Business Development
Caldwell Tanks, Inc.
4000 Tower Road
Louisville, KY 40219
P: 502-964-3361

F: 502-810-0983
C: 502-551-7956
jkraft@caldwelltanks.com

- Composite Reference - All Tanks.pdf
- Congress.pdf

Amanda Hefner
<ahefner@NebrWesleyan.edu
>
09/26/2006 12:43 PM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Starship 9

To whom it may concern,
Greetings - I hope this email finds you well. My name is Amanda
Hefner, and I am a senior student at Nebraska Wesleyan University.
While my friends here and I may not all be native Lincoln residents,
we still form a lively part of one of the most vital demographic
groups in Lincoln: the college students; and it is our wish to appeal
to you with regards to a most distressing matter.
It has come to our attention that the plan to demolish the Starship 9
theatre and the surrounding restaurants in order to construct another
parking garage has met with initial approval. We beseech you to
reconsider this project. The Starship 9 theatre is a Lincoln landmark
- and a staple of weekend entertainment for a multitude of Lincoln
residents (not just the college demographic) who greatly appreciate
the city's only opportunity to enjoy movies in a theatre setting for a
much lower price.
Certainly yes, many (myself included) would completely agree that more
parking in that part of town would be wonderful - but I can speak for
at least myself in saying that the primary reason I drive to that part
of town in the first place is to go to the Starship! Or to grab
burritos at Chipotlé, or to enjoy some ice cream at the Cold Stone
creamery. To destroy the Starship would be to destroy a vital part of
downtown Lincoln.
Please, please, please do *not* tear down the Starship 9. It would be
a terrible loss for the Lincoln community. If, for whatever reason,
it is absolutely imperative to somehow make more parking available in
the area, then surely there must be another way.
Please think about the impact of what you are planning to do - on the
college students, on those in Lincoln who can't afford to spend the
money it takes to see a movie at the Grand, for example.
Please save the Starship 9 theatre.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Amanda Hefner
Student, Nebraska Wesleyan University

Yenmow@aol.com

To council@lincoln.ne.gov

09/25/2006 11:42 PM

cc
bcc
Subject Re: 06040

I fully support the downzoning of the 40th & A Neighborhood, to keep our area the quality
neighborhood we have always enjoyed.
The examples I have witnessed of allowing recent multi-dwellings in the area have shown me
only a downturn of the quality of living we deserve. One example of the undesirable elements in
the area is the duplex recently built on the east side of 40th Street, between "F" Street and "G"
Street. Repeated expressions of dissatisfaction with this unit have evidently gone unnoticed.
The lack of maintentance, the garbage accumulation in the front yard and the repeated instances
of disturbances created by the residents of this unit is a clear indication that we need
down-zoning to maintain a respectable countenance in our neighborhood.
Please heed the concerns of the 40th & A Neighborhood Association in their efforts to maintain
an area deserving of the respectability of the City of Lincoln, Nebraska!
Sincerely,
Yvonne Nelson
915 So. 41st St.
Lincoln
488-3126

Russell Miller
<neb31340@alltel.net>
09/28/2006 07:56 AM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject 40th & 'A' down-zoning

27 Sept. 2006
Hello,
I am representing Lincoln Neighborhood Alliance and LNA is in favor of this down-zoning action.
I apologize for submitting this testimony via e-mail but another situation prevented me from being
available last Monday.
One of the agenda items in the LNA's Plan for Action is called Neighborhood Preservation which is
concerned with actions that undermine home ownership.
Most first time home buyers are not aware of zoning and its implications and regulations as to what can
develop on the neighboring properties or in the neighborhood. The easy assumption is that since the
neighborhood has appeared this way the past 50 years, the appearance will remain permanent.
The real estate industry's 'Seller Disclosure Sheet' furthers this misconception because its 2 pages of
detailed check off items leave the new buyer with the impression that it has covered everything. It does
not mention zoning and the implications of the neighborhood zoning classification.
The adoption of this down-zoning action as proposed by the 40th & 'A' Neighborhood will help insure that
new buyers and current home owners will realize that what you see now is what you get and there is a
very high probability that it will stay that way in the future.
Thank you,
Russell Miller for Lincoln Neighborhood Alliance
daytime phone 499-2611
The following is the complete excerpt from LNA's Plan for Action about neighborhood down-zoning which
closely follows a similar item in Lincoln's Comprehensive Plan.
"Neighborhood Preservation . Whereas zoning designations that conflict with current or historical use
patterns create increased density that is detrimental to character of existing neighborhoods, undermines
home ownership, and is beyond the neighborhood infrastructure capacity (parking, water, sewer, etc).
Resolved: The city should support down-zoning in neighborhoods where strong support exists."

"Andy Beecham"
<andy.beecham@emplid.com
>
09/26/2006 12:53 PM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Proposed Group Home Changes

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home change.
Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease
the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial
to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements. What
matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits
of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,

Andy Beecham
Near South

<thewrightsinlincoln@alltel.net
>
09/26/2006 02:02 PM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Item #06R-190 Group Homes

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group
Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home
and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services
for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and
the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a group home has a
legitimate need to increase the number of persons permitted, they have the
option to request a special permit, so this change is unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company
that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should not override
group home residents', and their neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements
have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing
requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for group home
residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the companies running these
homes.
Sincerely,
Dana Wright
7015 Beaver Hollow Circle
Lincoln NE 68516

"Cheryl" <ccf@neb.rr.com>

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>

09/26/2006 02:10 PM

cc
bcc
Subject group homes

Dear Council members'
I am writing to express my opposition to changing the policy for group homes. As a retired
special education teacher, I can speak from experience. Some of my students lived in group
homes. Considering the behavior and needs of some of those students, it would be devastating
to increase residents without increasing staff. This would have a negative impact, and be
dangerous besides in some cases, to all concerned.
Therefore, I urge you to oppose changing the policy concerning group homes now in effect. Or
if you allow an increase in residents, please allow for proper care and management by
increasing staff accordingly.
Also, please do not create "institution" streets or areas of our city by allowing group homes to
be closer together. For the residents of group homes, they deserve to be able to live in the
community as you and I do, in neighborhoods of families, seniors citizens, etc.
Thank you
Cheryl Frederick

"Kate Banta"
<kate@kbanta.org>
09/26/2006 02:47 PM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Item #06R-190

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home change.
Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease
the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial
to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements. What
matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits
of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Katherine Banta

Amy Kobza Deutsch
<akobza@alltel.net>
09/26/2006 03:40 PM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov, jcook@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Item #06R-190

Dear Mr. Cook,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the
Group Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents
allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements
between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have
the services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs.
If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit,
so this change is unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for
the company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company
should not override group home residents', and their neighbors’,
safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal
court as beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and
spacing requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city
for group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the
companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Amy Kobza Deutsch
2733 Kipling Circle
Lincoln, NE 68516402-488-1007

"Matt & Cyn Brammeier"
<brammat@inetnebr.com>
09/26/2006 04:13 PM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject 10/2 Meeting - #06R-190

[IMAGE]

City Council:
We will be out of town Monday, October 2 or we would speak at the council meeting. We are
writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home change.
We have the lion’s share of the city’s group homes in the Near South. We need to restrict their
activity in all of our neighborhoods, not increase their profitability and proliferation.
Thank you,
Cynthia & Matt Brammeier
1937 F St. Apt. 2
Lincoln, NE
402.477.1692

[IMAGE]

Charlie Griesen
<cgriesen@unlnotes.unl.edu>
09/26/2006 04:48 PM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject vote against Item #06R-190

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group
Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home
and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for
group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the
staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate
need to increase the number of persons permitted, they have the option to request a
special permit, so this change is unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that
is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home
residents', and their neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld
by the federal court as beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing
requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents
and their neighbors, not the profits of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Charlie Griesen
1800 S. 25th street
Lincoln, NE 68502
402-435-6713

"Katie Skean"
<katieskean@hotmail.com>
09/26/2006 05:14 PM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Please vote against Item # 06R-190 (the group home
change)

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group
Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a
home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the
services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a group
home has a legitimate need to increase the number of persons permitted, they
have the option to request a special permit, so this change is unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should not
override group home residents', and their neighbors&#8217;, safety. The
Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial to
group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing
requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for group home
residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the companies running
these homes.
Sincerely,
Katie Skean

"Jenn Bassen"
<sillyjenn@neb.rr.com>
09/26/2006 10:10 PM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject group homes

Dear Council Members,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group
Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a
home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the
services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a group
home has a legitimate need to increase the number of persons permitted, they
have the option to request a special permit, so this change is unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should not
override group home residents', and their neighbors’, safety. The Spacing
requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial to group
home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing
requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for group home
residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the companies running
these homes.
Sincerely,
Jennifer Meier-Bassen
1927 Pepper Avenue
Lincoln, Nebraska
68502

"Brenda Wilcher"
<bwilcher@neb.rr.com>
09/26/2006 10:25 PM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Group Home - Important Alert

Sample Letter:
Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home
change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT
decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements.
What matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the
profits of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Brenda J. Wilcher

"Sara Carlson"
<saracarlson23@hotmail.com
>
09/27/2006 07:37 AM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject item #06R-190-group home change

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home change.
Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease
the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements. What
matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits
of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely, Sara Voss

"Julia Larson"
<jlarson@NebrWesleyan.edu
>
09/27/2006 08:36 AM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Group Homes

[IMAGE]

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home change. Please do
NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease the
spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial
to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements. What
matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors.
Sincerely,

Julia Larson
jlarson@nebrwesleyan.edu
(402) 742-0266

"melissa@landisarts.com"
<melissa@landisarts.com>
09/27/2006 08:38 AM
Please respond to
melissa@landisarts.com

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Vote NO -- Item #06R-190

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group
Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a
home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the
services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a group
home has a legitimate need to increase the number of persons permitted,
they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should not
override group home residents', and their neighbors’, safety. The Spacing
requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial to group
home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and
spacing requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for group
home residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the companies
running these homes.
Sincerely,
Melissa McKibbin
1735 South 16th St
Lincoln, NE 68502
melissa@landisarts.com
-------------------------------------------------------------------mail2web - Check your email from the web at
http://mail2web.com/ .

Ruben Spretz
<rspretz@yahoo.com>
09/27/2006 10:10 AM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Item #06R-190 - the Group Home change

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home change.
Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease
the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial
to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements. What
matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits
of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Ruben Spretz, Ph.D.
1401 S 15th St.
Lincoln, NE - 68502

All-new Yahoo! Mail - Fire up a more powerful email and get things done faster.

"williamc"
<williamc@team-national.com
>
09/27/2006 01:06 PM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Say No to Group Home Change

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home
change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT
decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements.
What matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the
profits of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
William Carver
2202 Washington St
Lincoln Ne 68502

"coralee carver"
<coraleec@team-national.co
m>
09/27/2006 01:08 PM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Say No to Group Home Change

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home
change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT
decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements.
What matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the
profits of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Corale Carver
2202 Washington st
Lincoln NE 68502

"Wendy Smith"
<wsmith28@gmail.com>

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc

09/27/2006 03:37 PM

bcc
Subject Item #06R-190- no group home change

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the
Group Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents
allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements
between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have
the services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs.
If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit,
so this change is unnecessary. Residents in group homes need to have
adequate supervision in order to maintain both their safety and the
safety of the community.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should
not override group home residents', and their neighbors', safety. The
Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and
spacing requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for
group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the
companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Wendy M. Smith
-Wendy Smith
wsmith28@gmail.com
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
"Learning takes time, experience,
conversation, and repetition."
--Lucy West

"Sarah Bauman"
<sarahweilbauman@hotmail.c
om>
09/27/2006 07:58 PM

To council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc
bcc
Subject Item 06R-190

Dear Lincoln City Council;
I am writing to urge you to vote against 06R-190, the change to 66% more
people allowed in group homes with no more personnel than are currently on
duty. This is an injustice to the people who need care and a problem for
the neighborhoods. Our neighborhood already has many group homes, many of
which operate well. The item that also allows these homes to be adjacent to
each other is terrible. This will make certain neighborhoods deteriorate.
And, we can almost guess which neighborhoods!
Please do not vote this in.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Sarah Bauman

jane84@inebraska.com

To council@lincoln.ne.gov

09/27/2006 08:52 PM

cc
bcc
Subject Group Homes

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the
Group Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents
allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements
between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have
the services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs.
If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit,
so this change is unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should
not override group home residents', and their neighbors’, safety. The
Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and
spacing requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for
group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the
companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Margaret Skean
1700 S. 21st Street
Lincoln, NE 68502

"Philip" <noplace@alltel.net>

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>

09/27/2006 10:29 PM

cc
bcc
Subject

DearLincoln City Council, I used to live next door to a group home when I lived at 1215 S.
17th. We moved when one of the residents warned me that one of the other residents was eyeing
my little girls. So I know about group homes. I hold nothing against the people who live in
them. But they need more help, not less. In the Near South we recently were fortunate enough
to have the City down zone the area which will strengthen the Near South Neighborhood. Please
do not neutralize our small gain by allowing more residents per group home, and less
supervision.
So I too am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home
change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT
decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements.
What matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the
profits of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Phil Porter
2009 S. 24th St
Lincoln. 68502

"Thena Kosmicki"
<thenakosmo@alltel.net>
09/28/2006 09:28 AM
Please respond to
<thenakosmo@alltel.net>

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Group Homes

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home change.
Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease
the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial
to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements. What
matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits
of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Thena Kosmicki

"Melinda Nolan"
<kmcmnolan@neb.rr.com>
09/28/2006 10:49 AM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Group Homes Item #06R-190

Dear City Council Members,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home
change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do
NOT decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group
home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is
pushing these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home resident’s,
and their neighbor’s, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal
court as beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing
requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and
their neighbors, not the profits of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,

Melinda Nolan
Lincoln, NE

<MJC62@netscape.com>

To "City Council" <council@ci.lincoln.ne.us>

09/28/2006 11:33 AM

cc
bcc
Subject Group Home Changes

The purpose of this email is to voice my opinion that the changes in Group
Home rules are not in anyone's best interest except the owners who will
increase their profits. Please vote against these changes.
Thank you.

M.J. Callahan

_____________________________________________________________
Netscape. Just the Net You Need.

AD D E N D U M
TO
D I R E C T O R S’ A G E N D A
MONDAY, OCTOBER 2, 2006
I.

MAYOR 1.

NEWS ADVISORY - RE: Mayor Seng’s Public Schedule Week of September 30
through October 6, 2006 - Schedule subject to change.

2.

NEWS RELEASE - RE: City of Lincoln Earns Silver Level “Well Workplace”
Designation.

3.

NEWS RELEASE - RE: 48TH & “R” Intersection To Close Monday Night.

4.

NEWS RELEASE - RE: Ground Broken For New NSAA Headquarters At
Haymarket Park.

II.

CITY CLERK - NONE

III.

CORRESPONDENCE
A.

COUNCIL REQUESTS/CORRESPONDENCE - NONE

B.

DIRECTORS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

HEALTH
1.

NEWS RELEASE - RE: In neighborhoods all around the world, Wednesday,
October 4th will be observed as “International Walk to School Day”.

2.

Fact Sheet on Child Pedestrian Injuries and the Health Status of Children.

C.

MISCELLANEOUS -

1.

E-Mail from Sue Wilson - RE: Strongly urge you to vote against Item16,
#06R-190 - the Group Home change.

2.

E-Mail from Joel Bacon, On behalf of the 40th & A Neighborhood Association
Board - RE: 40th & A Neighborhood Association Change of Zone.

3.

E-Mail from Elizabeth Davids - RE: Strongly urge you to vote against Item 16,
06R-190 - the Group Home change.

4.

E-Mail from Kathleen Barrett - RE: Opposed to proposed increase for group
homes.

5.

E-Mail from Richard Bagby - RE: Opposed to Group home density change.

6.

E-Mail from Brian Corr - RE: Against Group Home policy change.

7.

E-Mail from Renee Malone, Past President Clinton Neighborhood Org. - RE:
Against Group Home change in residential areas.

8.

E-Mail from Stephen & Donna Vantassel - RE: Opposed to Group Home
proposal.

9.

E-Mail from Daniel & June Russell - RE: Strongly urge you to vote against Item
16, 06R-190 - the Group Home change.

10.

E-Mail from Bristol Prai - RE: You can’t get rid of the Starship 9.

11.

E-Mail from Karen Vogeley - RE: Opposed to Group Home proposal.

12.

4 E-Mails from Kitty Fynbu; Susan E. Marx, Past Vice-President Near South
Neighborhood Association; Denise Kjar; JM Russell; - RE: Strongly urge you to
vote against Item 16, 06R-190 - the Group Home change.

13.

E-Mail from Dick & Jacqui Herman - RE: Do not change group home policy.

14.

E-Mail from Marge Schlitt - RE: About Group Homes.

15.

E-Mail from Kerri Hiatt - RE: Opposed to Group Home proposal.

16.

Letter from Dallas D. Jones, Baylor, Evnen, Curtiss, Grimit & Witt, LLP RE: Item16, 06R-190, In opposition to the proposal to allow the number of group
home residents in a house to increase from 3 persons to 5 persons.

17.

E-Mail from Jeff & Patty Steffensmeier - RE: Opposed to the proposal to increase
the number of residents allowed in group homes & the proposal to eliminate the
current separation requirements.

18.

E-Mail from Don Anderson - RE: In support of the Witherbee Neighborhood
Association zoning change.

daadd100206/tjg

Date: September 29, 2005
Contact: Diane Gonzolas, Citizen Information Center, 441-7831
Dave Norris, Citizen Information Center, 441-7547

Mayor Seng’s Public Schedule
Week of September 30 through October 6, 2006
Schedule subject to change
Tuesday, October 3
City-County Common meeting - 8:30 a.m., Room 113, County-City Building, 555 South 10th Street
Mental Health Awareness Week, remarks and proclamation - 8:45 a.m., BryanLGH West Conference Center,
lower level of West Medical Plaza, 2222 South 16th Street
Bryan LGH Medical Center and American Heart Association “Get Lincoln Walking” campaign - 10 a.m.,
BryanLGH East Medical Plaza, 1600 South 48th Street
WorkWell Annual Banquet, remarks and presentation of awards - 11:30 a.m., Country Club of Lincoln,
3200 South 24th Street
Wednesday, October 4
Safe Kids Walk, remarks, proclamation and honorary crossing guard - 2:15 p.m., Huntington Elementary,
2900 North 46th Street
Thursday, October 5
Community Learning Centers trip to Kansas City schools - all day
Friday, October 6
Government Square Dedication, remarks and proclamation - 5 p.m., 10th and “O” streets
Regional meeting of Burlington Northern Santa Fe retirees, remarks - 6:15 p.m., Howard Johnson Inn,
5250 Cornhusker Highway

CITY-COUNTY PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT
555 S. 10th Street, Lincoln, NE 68508, 441-7597, fax 441-8748
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: September 29, 2006
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Bill Kostner, Risk Manager, 441-7671
Lisa Henning, WorkWell, 441-8049

CITY OF LINCOLN EARNS SILVER LEVEL
“WELL WORKPLACE” DESIGNATION
The Wellness Councils of America (WELCOA) will present the City of Lincoln with a Well Workplace Silver
Award at the 20th annual WorkWell banquet Tuesday, October 3. The Silver Well Workplace Award recognizes
organizations and companies that are supportive of employees’ efforts to modify health risks and improve
overall health and well-being. Six others will receive awards at the banquet, which begins at 11:30 a.m. at the
Country Club of Lincoln. Mayor Coleen J. Seng will give opening remarks and help present the awards.
“We have a dedicated group of Wellness Committee representatives that strive to encourage healthy practices
among all employees,” said Bill Kostner, Risk Manager for the City of Lincoln. “We have also worked closely
with Coventry Healthcare, our health insurance carrier, to encourage a healthy lifestyle among all employees.
Studies have shown that wellness programs are not only a good deal for employees – helping with morale and
productivity – but they are also one of the few proven methods to reduce health insurance claims costs.”
Others receiving awards are Nebraska Heart Hospital - Silver; Nebraska Heart Institute - Silver; BryanLGH
Medical Center - Gold; Union Bank - Gold; UNL Campus Recreation - Gold; and Lincoln Plating Company Platinum re-certification.
WELCOA developed the Well Workplace Awards Initiative in 1991 to advance an aggressive national worksite
wellness agenda. Since its inception, more than 700 corporations, health care systems, public agencies, and
educational institutions – employing more than one million people – have met the criteria and have been
recognized as some of “America’s Healthiest Companies.”
WorkWell is a local wellness council serving about 95 businesses that employ 55,000 workers. It is the only
wellness council in the nation with a true local government - private partnership. WorkWell is celebrating its
20th year of service in Lincoln and southeastern Nebraska.
- 30 -

PUBLIC WORKS AND UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
Engineering Services, 531 Westgate Blvd., Lincoln, NE 68528, 441-7711, fax 441-6576
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: September 29, 2006
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Larry Duensing, Public Works and Utilities, 441-8401

48TH AND “R” INTERSECTION TO CLOSE MONDAY NIGHT
Beginning at 9 p.m. Monday, October 2, the intersection of 48th and “R” streets will close for asphalt
resurfacing. The work, which is part of the 48th and “O” Street area improvements, is scheduled to be
completed by 6 a.m. Tuesday, October 3 in order to minimize traffic disruptions.
During this time, access to local businesses for vehicular traffic will be maintained.
- 30 -

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
FOR MORE INFORMATION:

September 28, 2006
Brian Baker, 441-8046

INTERNATIONAL WALK TO SCHOOL DAY
In neighborhoods all around the world, Wednesday, October 4th will be observed as
“International Walk to School Day”. The community recognition of International Walk To
School Day will be an all-school assembly at 2:10 p.m. in the Huntington Elementary School allpurpose room. Special guests include Mayor Coleen J. Seng and City Council representatives
Ken Svoboda and Patte Newman, Lincoln Public Schools Superintendent, Dr. E. Susan Gourley,
Lincoln Board of Education Vice-President, Lillie Larsen, and Health Director, Bruce Dart. In
Lincoln, as in other cities throughout the U.S., adults and children will walk to school together to
raise awareness about pedestrian safety, the health benefits of walking, the importance of
walkable communities, and the cleaner air around the schools resulting from fewer vehicles.
Local “Walk to School Day” Activities include:
•

Walk to School Day will be observed in a special way the afternoon of October 4th when
students, families and staff from Huntington Elementary School gather together at 2:10
p.m. in the school’s all-purpose room for an all-school assembly with special guests Mayor
Coleen J. Seng and City Council representatives Ken Svoboda and Patte Newman.
Representatives from Federal Express, a national sponsor of “Walk to School Day”, will
also be present.

•

After the all-school assembly, when school is excused for the day, Mayor Seng and City
Council members will serve as honorary crossing guards, assisting the students in safely
walking home.

On October 3rd, Huntington Elementary School students will be participating in a Walk To
School educational day. Activities will begin at 9:00 a.m. and will include stations on:
•
•

•
•

Instructing students how to choose safe routes to school using an interactive computer
program facilitated by Safe Kids members.
The dangers of playing and/or walking near high profile, large vehicles. Federal Express
representatives will put children in the driver’s seat of their delivery trucks so they can
experience the difficulty of viewing pedestrians around the large vehicle.
Simple exercises to keep physically fit.
How to safely use crosswalks. Students will be taken to neighborhood crosswalks and
volunteers from Safe Kids will discuss how to safely cross the street.

Fact Sheet On
Child Pedestrian Injuries and the Health Status of Children
•

Pedestrian injury is the second leading cause of unintentional injury-related death among
U.S. children ages 5 to 14. Approximately 700 child pedestrians 14 years of age and
under are killed each year. Another 35,000 are treated in emergency rooms as a result of
pedestrian injuries.

•

During the three year period 2000-2002, 1,338 of Lancaster County children under 15
years of age were treated in emergency departments of local hospitals for pedestrianrelated injuries. Approximately half of these involved a collision with a motor vehicle,
and half involved a collision with a bicycle. This translates into more than one child per
day being treated in local hospitals for pedestrian-related injuries. This does not include
the many incidents and injuries that were less severe.

•

Nationally, fewer than 1 in 4 children walk or bike to or from school. Only 31% of
children who live within 1 mile of school make the trip on foot. Of those students living
within 2 miles of school, less than 2% make that trip by bicycle.

•

The International Consensus Conference on Physical Activity Guidelines for Adolescents
recommends that all adolescents should be physically active daily, or nearly every day, as
a part of play, games, sports, work, transportation, recreation, physical education, or
planned exercise in the context of family, school, and community services. Additionally,
adolescents should engage in three or more sessions per week of activities that last 20
minutes or more at a time and require moderate to vigorous levels of exertion. Children
living within 1 mile of their school could meet this recommendation by walking or biking
to school.

•

The National Association for Sports and Physical Education (NASPE) recommends that
elementary school-aged children should accumulate at least 30 to 60 minutes of ageappropriate and developmentally appropriate physical activity from a variety of activities
on most days of the week. Some of the minutes accumulated should be in periods lasting
10 to 15 minutes or more and include some moderate to vigorous activity with brief
periods of rest and recovery. Children living within 1 mile of their school could meet this
recommendation by walking or biking to school.

•

Auto emissions are the largest cause of air pollution in Lincoln. Children’s respiratory
systems are especially at risk from air pollution. Large numbers of cars dropping off and
picking up children at schools disproportionally increases the amount of air pollution in a
small area for a significant amount of time five days out of each week for 9 months of the
year, every year.

•

In Nebraska, an estimated 106,000 students in grades K-12 are either overweight or
obese. (Source: Nebraska Health & Human Services System Overweight Among
Nebraska Youth 2002-2003.)

shidobe@aol.com

To council@lincoln.ne.gov

09/28/2006 07:55 PM

cc
bcc
Subject possible group home change

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home change.
Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease
the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial
to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements. What
matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits
of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Sue Wilson
1447 Garfield
Lincoln, NE 68502
402-477-4343 (home)
Check out the new AOL. Most comprehensive set of free safety and security tools, free access
to millions of high-quality videos from across the web, free AOL Mail and more.

Joel Bacon
<jbacon@keatinglaw.com>
09/29/2006 12:29 PM

To "'council@lincoln.ne.gov'" <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc "'40th and A Neighborhood Association'"
<forty_and_a_neighborhood@hotmail.com>
bcc
Subject 40th & A Neighborhood Association Change of Zone

Dear Council Members:

th

As you are aware, the 40 & A Neighborhood Association’s application for a change of zone is awaiting action on
nd
the October 2 City Council’s agenda. We want to offer our sincere thanks to you for the time and attention you
have put forth on the matter. The application has been a learning process for the Association and each of us now
has a fuller appreciation for the complex considerations that go into city planning.

We also want to take this opportunity to remedy a possible misunderstanding that may have arisen during the
th
th
September 25 public hearing before the Council. We have never intended to convey the message that the 40 & A
Neighborhood Association is against renters and/or rentals. We know from experience that the overwhelming
majority of both the landlords who own rental properties within our boundaries and the tenants who reside within
these properties are responsible members of our community and our neighborhood is enriched by the contributions
they make to it.

Rather, our neighborhood association undertook this downzoning project to preserve one of the things that makes
our neighborhood so attractive to renters and homeowners alike—its moderate density. While our neighborhood
currently has a nice mix of duplexes and single family dwelling homes, the common consensus within our
neighborhood—as evidenced by the petition signatures submitted—is that were more multiple family dwellings to
be permitted, it would unduly burden our existing infrastructure.

We hope this clears up any misunderstanding and we want to thank you again for the time you give to the City of
Lincolnand for considering our change of zone application.

Best Regards,

Joel Bacon
th

On behalf of the 40 & A Neighborhood Association Board

"Cody & Liz Davids"
<codyandliz@juno.com>
09/29/2006 02:00 PM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Group Home changes

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the
Group Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents
allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements
between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the
services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a
group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of persons
permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this
change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should not
override group home residents', and their neighbors', safety. The Spacing
requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial to group
home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and
spacing requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for
group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the companies
running these homes.
Sincerely, Elizabeth Davids

Kathleen Barrett
<k8barrtt@yahoo.com>
09/30/2006 12:17 AM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Proposed increase for group homes

I would like to voice my opposition to the proposed
increase in the number of clients allowed to live in a
group home. I have worked in mental health and
developmental disabilities services for many years and
I think that this proposal would be detrimental to
client care in these settings.
Kathleen Barrett
3340 Prescott Avenue
Lincoln, NE 68506
__________________________________________________
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Bagby Richard
<rpsgt@alltel.net>
09/30/2006 12:12 PM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc Michael Fitzgerald <seven_f_ranch@juno.com>, Freytag
Fred <fred@witherbeena.org>
bcc
Subject Group home density change

Dear Council Members:
I oppose the proposed changes to the Group Home resident density and
spacing requirements. I ask you to do what you can to protect Lincoln
neighborhoods.
Neighborhood life deteriorates with increased density, and the
residents of group homes deserve the attention that lower staff
ratios provide.
By all means find a way to meet the federal requirements, but please
find a way to do it that does not compromise the quality of life for
all of us.
I regret that I will not be able to attend the city council meeting
on Monday to make my remarks in person. I am an invited speaker at
Lincoln Northeast High at that time on Monday. I will be teaching in
"Family and Consumer Science" classes essential knowledge for
growing, preserving, and protecting healthy families. I hope that
while I am doing so, you will be doing what you can to preserve and
protect the quality of life in our neighborhoods.
Thank you for consideration and your service to our community,
Richard Bagby
389 S 47th St.
Lincoln, Nebraska
Vice President, Witherbee Neighborhood Association

Brian Corr
<bcorr@neb.rr.com>
10/01/2006 12:28 PM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject aqainst group home policy change

Dear Council Members,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group
Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a
home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the
services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a group
home has a legitimate need to increase the number of persons permitted,
they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should not
override group home residents', and their neighbors’, safety. The Spacing
requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial to group
home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and
spacing requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for
group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the companies
running these homes.
Sincerely,
Brian Corr
1001 S. 37th
-No virus found in this outgoing message.
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Remalone36@aol.com

To council@ci.lincoln.ne.us

10/01/2006 03:09 PM

cc
bcc
Subject Against Group home change in residential areas

Please vote against the change being looked at for group homes. I live in the Clinton neighborhood. And with the
lower rents, and property values we have more than our share of group homes. We need to protect our
property values, home ownership and our sense of neighborhood. It's a fact, that people are hesitant to buy in an
area that has numerous group homes. Our neighborhood has worked to try to increase home ownership for many
years. We need to keep from having a possibility of blocks of group homes taking over a neighborhood. At this
time I have a group home at the end of my block. I don't know what type of offenders live there - which is a
concern for a single woman living alone. At one time there were 2 group homes within 2 blocks. And at that time
there were registered sex offenders living there. There is a need for these homes, not just for offenders but also for
the mentally or physically challenged. But I feel that concentrating them in one area will harm that neighborhood.
Each neighborhood should be willing to have some group homes, but changing the requirements isn't the answer.
Larger concentration in one area is not a good thing for those of us trying to increase our property values , maintain
a family friendly atmosphere and make our neighborhoods a safer place to live.
Thank you
Renee Malone
Past President Clinton Neighborhood Org.

"Donna Vantassel"
<donnavantassel1@hotmail.c
om>
10/01/2006 08:02 PM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc announcements@witherbeena.org, svantassel2@unl.edu
bcc
Subject Group Home Proposal

I am sending this email to show opposition to the proposal that would
increase the number of residents allowed in group homes. The proposal also
says the group home developer and operator would not have to meet current
separation requirements between group homes – thus allowing group homes to
be concentrated in a neighborhood. This is a good deal for one specific
developer and a bad deal for neighborhoods.
Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase
the number of persons permitted, they have the ability to request a special
permit so this change is unnecessary.
This policy change is bad for group home residents; bad for the
neighborhoods they are a part of, and bad for the City of Lincoln. Both
common sense and case law supports the current policy.
For the safety of all concerned, we ask that you reconsider the
implications of this proposal.
Respectfully Submitted,

Stephen & Donna Vantassel
701 S. 55th Str.
Lincoln, Ne. 68510
_________________________________________________________________
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daniel russell
<drus007@neb.rr.com>
10/01/2006 10:05 PM

To tgrammer@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject group homes

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the
Group Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents
allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements
between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the
services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a
group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of persons
permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this
change is unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should
not override group home residents', and their neighbors’, safety. The
Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and
spacing requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for
group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the
companies running these homes.
Sincerely,

daniel and june russell

,

2626 c st.

"Bristol Prai"
<brito12345@hotmail.com>
10/01/2006 10:27 PM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject WE LOVE THE STARSHIP 9

You cant get rid of the starship 9. It
very good source of cheap entertainment
near by. And there is no need for more
there a parking garage a block from the
Please dont tear it down!
Born and raised Lincolnite,
Bristol Prai

has history, not to mention is a
for poor college students who live
parking garages downtown...Isnt
theatre?

WebForm
<none@lincoln.ne.gov>
10/01/2006 10:43 PM

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

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

Karen Vogeley
3535 Frost Court
Lincoln, NE 68510

Phone:
Fax:
Email:

karenna_ne@yahoo.com

Comment or Question:
I have recently learned a consent degree (Item #06R-190) regarding a change to
group homes for a non-profit corporation named Developmental Services of
Nebraska will be on your Monday, October 2nd agenda.
As I understand it, this consent decree allows the company to place more
disabled persons in a group home but does not require an increase in the
number of staff for them. In addition, the spacing rules between group homes
will be eliminated.
Will these rule changes benefit the disabled persons? Less staff for them,
living in close proximity to other group homes rather than having their abode
blend in a residential area seems to be a decline in services for them.
Please deny this for the sake of the disabled unless it can be proven that it
will benefit them.

"Kitty Fynbu"
<misskitty@neb.rr.com>
10/01/2006 11:09 PM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject against group home spacing change

Yes, it's cut and paste, but why rewrite what is already so well expressed below?
Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the Group Home
change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents allowed in a home and please do NOT
decrease the spacing requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper services for group home
residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the staffing necessary to
accommodate their needs. If a group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the company that is pushing
these changes. Profits for the company should not override group home residents', and their
neighbors’, safety. The Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and spacing requirements.
What matters most is the safety of our city for group home residents and their neighbors, not the
profits of the companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Kitty Fynbu

SEM
<smdoodzie@yahoo.com>
10/02/2006 06:14 AM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject #O6R-190

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item
#06R-190 - the Group Home change. Please do NOT
increase the number of residents allowed in a
home and please do NOT decrease the spacing
requirements between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping
provide proper services for group home residents.
Disabled persons deserve to have the services and the
staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a
group home has a legitimate need to increase the
number of persons permitted, they have theoption to
request a special permit, so this change is
unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically
a profit for the company that is pushing these
changes. Profits for the company should not override
group home residents', and their neighbors’, safety.
The spacing requirements have been upheld by the
federal court as beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current
resident number and spacing requirements. What
matters most is the safety of our city for group home
residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the
companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
Susan E. Marx
1601 A Street
Past Vice-President
Near South Neighborhood Association
__________________________________________________
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"Denise Kjar"
<dkjar@inetnebr.com>
10/02/2006 03:49 AM
Please respond to
dkjar@inetnebr.com

To council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc
bcc
Subject #06R-190

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STRONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190
- the
Group Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of
residents allowed
in a home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements
between
homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide
proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to
have the
services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs.
If a
group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of
persons
permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this
change is unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company
should not
override group home residents', and their neighbors’, safety. The
Spacing
requirements have been upheld by the federal court as beneficial to
group
home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and
spacing requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city
for
group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the
companies
running these homes.
Sincerely,
Denise Kjar
2121 F Street
Lincoln, NE 68510
477-7051

june russell
<junebug007@neb.rr.com>
10/02/2006 08:07 AM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov, council@ci.lincoln.ne.us
cc
bcc
Subject

Dear Council Member,
I am writing to STONGLY urge you to vote against Item #06R-190 - the
Group Home change. Please do NOT increase the number of residents
allowed in a home and please do NOT decrease the spacing requirements
between homes.
The current City policy has done a good job of helping provide proper
services for group home residents. Disabled persons deserve to have the
services and the staffing necessary to accommodate their needs. If a
group home has a legitimate need to increase the number of persons
permitted, they have the option to request a special permit, so this
change is unnecessary.
Increasing the number of persons allowed is basically a profit for the
company that is pushing these changes. Profits for the company should
not override group home residents', and their neighbors’, safety. The
Spacing requirements have been upheld by the federal court as
beneficial to group home residents.
Please do the right thing and retain our current resident number and
spacing requirements. What matters most is the safety of our city for
group home residents and their neighbors, not the profits of the
companies running these homes.
Sincerely,
JMRussell

"Dick Herman"
<diherma@inebraska.com>
10/02/2006 08:00 AM

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Do not change group home policy

We have lived next to one or more group homes in our residential block and the experience is (a) challenging and
(b) discouraging, i.e., having to call the health department to get garbage picked up...List the Hermans as opposed
to the proposed increased concentration of group homes...Dick and Jacqui Herman 1635 Euclid Ave.

Marge Schlitt
<margeschlitt@mindspring.co
m>
10/02/2006 08:45 AM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject about Group Homes

Dear City Council Members,
I am totally in favor of Group Homes in Lincoln. They are a great way
to help people who can't live independently but don't need to be
institutionalized. We have a group home four houses away from ours in
the Near South Neighborhood.
I also believe that Group Homes should be placed in all parts of
Lincoln, not concentrated in the Historic Areas with older homes. How
about dividing the city into one square mile blocks and not allow
additional Group Homes in the older areas until there is at least one
Group Home in each of the Square Mile Blocks?
In addition, I am concerned that increasing the number of people
allowed in each home without increasing the staff would diminish the
care, attention, and supervision given to the residents.
The present regulation on Group Homes was passed intentionally many
years ago to address the problem of lack of regulation. I believe it
represents the feelings of the majority of people in Lincoln. Please
do not change it. And please be willing to take this issue to court,
if necessary.
Thank you for your consideration. And thank you all for being willing
to serve on the City Council - you are appreciated!

Kerri M Hiatt
<khiatt@unlnotes.unl.edu>
10/02/2006 08:51 AM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Group home proposal

We are opposed to the proposal that would increase the number or
residents allowed in group homes. The proposal also says the
group home developer and operator would not have to meet current
separation requirements between group homes – thus allowing group
homes to be concentrated in a neighborhood. We feel that this would not be
in the best interest of the residents of the group home or the neighborhoods they are in.
Kerri Hiatt
634 So. 42nd Street

"Steffensmeier, Jeff"
<Jeff.Steffensmeier@cardinal.
com>

To <council@lincoln.ne.gov>
cc
bcc

10/02/2006 09:15 AM

Subject Group Homes

We oppose the proposal to increase the number of residents allowed in group
homes & the proposal to eliminate the current separation requirements.
Spacine requirements have been upheld by the federal courts as beneficial to
group home residents. Eliminating the spacing requirements could create an
institutional setting within a residential neighborhood.
Please vote no on these proposals.
Thank you for your time on these issues.
Jeff & Patty Steffensmeier
3353 M Street
Lincoln, Nebraska 68510

Don Anderson
<donmaryand@yahoo.com>
10/02/2006 09:32 AM

To council@lincoln.ne.gov
cc
bcc
Subject

I am sending this e-mail in support of the Witherbee Neighborhood Ass. zoning change. Older
neighborhoods need to be protected against a duplex or apartment building that are slipped in
among single family homes.
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