DIRECTORS’ ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING
MONDAY, August 7, 2017
555 S. 10TH STREET
BILL LUXFORD STUDIO
I.

MINUTES
1. No Minutes due to July 31, 2017 was a night meeting

II.

ADJUSTMENTS TO AGENDA

III.

CITY CLERK

IV.

MAYOR’S CORRESPONDENCE

V.

DIRECTORS CORRESPONDENCE
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1. Administrative Approvals from July 25, 217 through July 31, 2017
2. Annexation Map - AN17005 27th & Rokeby Road
3. Action - Agenda dated Wednesday, August 2, 2017
4. Final Action Notification dated August 2, 2017
PUBLIC WORKS AND UTILITIES
1. Fiscal Impact Statement

VI.

BOARDS/COMMITTEES/COMMISSION REPORTS
1. Downtown Lincoln Association - (DLA) Gaylor Baird (7.25.17)
2. WHJPA - Eskridge (7.27.17)
3. Problem Resolution Team (PRT) - Lamm (7.27.17)
4. Telecommunications/Cable TV Advisory Board - Lamm (7.27.17)

VII.

COUNCIL MEMBERS
1. Discussion to finalize purchase of new electronic devices

VIII.

CONSTITUENT CORRESPONDENCE
1.
Recycling Contract, opposition - Dale McIntosh
2.
84th Street School Zone, opposition - Mike S. Malone
3.
Recycling Contract, opposition - David Beatty
4.
84th Street School Zone - Bob Rauner
5.
Recycling Contract - Sue Samson
6.
84th Street School Zone, opposition - David McClintock
7.
Recycling Contract - Chris Zeger
8.
Recycling Contract - Mark Harris
9.
Recycling Contract - Deanna McClintick
10. 84th Street School Zone - Travis Langemeier
11. 84th Street School Zone - Annette Johnson
12. 84th Street School Zone - William Boernke
13. 84th Street School Zone - Chris & Mandy Moore
14. 84th Street School Zone, opposition - Chuck Richter
15. 84th Street School Zone - Kayla Northup
16. Recycling Contract, opposition - Deanna McClintick
17. Recycling Contract, opposition - Bruce Stahl
18. Recycling Contract - Vicky Dunn
19. 84th Street School Zone - Michael & Shirley Leibert
20. Recycling Contract - Deb Kerrey
21. Recycling Contract - Shawna Richter-Ryerson
22. Recycling Contract - Kay Williamson

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

Recycling Contract, opposition - Lee Todd
84th Street School Zone - Jill Anderson
Recycling Contract, opposition - Gary & Faye Gutgesell
84th Street School Zone - Sarah Beach
84th Street School Zone - Jessica Kluck

IX.

MISCELLANEOUS

X.

MEETINGS/INVITATIONS
See invitation list.

XI.

ADJOURNMENT
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Memorandum
Date: ✦ August 1, 2017
To: ✦ City Clerk
From: ✦ Amy Huffman, Planning Dept.
Re: ✦ Administrative Approvals
cc: ✦ Mayor Chris Beutler
Planning Commission
Geri Rorabaugh, Planning Dept.
This is a list of the administrative approvals by the Planning Director from July 25, 2017
through July 31, 2017:
Administrative Amendment No. 17041, to Use Permit No. 123E, Landmark Corporate
Center, approved by the Planning Director on July 25, 2017, to adjust the lot layout for Lot
16, Block 2; to change Lot 6, Block 4 into Lot 6A and 6B, Block 4; and to reduce the front
yard setback to 20 feet for Lots 1 and 12, Block 2, generally located at N. 33rd Street and
Oxbow Circle.
Administrative Amendment No. 16048, to Special Permit No. 16010, Allo
Communications, approved by the Planning Director on July 29, 2017, to rescind Special
Permit No. 16010 for Public Utility and Cable Television Purposes, generally located at
3515 Holmes Park Road, S. 70th Street and Holmes Park Road.

City/County Planning Department
555 S. 10th Street, Ste. 213 • Lincoln NE 68508
(402) 441-7491

**ACTION BY PLANNING COMMISSION**

NOTICE:

The Lincoln/Lancaster County Planning Commission will hold a public
hearing on Wednesday, August 2, 2017, at 1:00 p.m. in Hearing Room
112 on the first floor of the County-City Building, 555 S. 10th St., Lincoln,
Nebraska. For more information, call the Planning Department, (402)
441-7491.
The Lincoln/Lancaster County Planning Commission will meet on
Wednesday, August 2, 2017, immediately following the regular Planning
Commission hearing, in Hearing Room 112 on the first floor of the
County-City Building, 555 S. 10th St., Lincoln, Nebraska, to discuss the
Alcohol Policy Review.
**PLEASE NOTE: The Planning Commission action is final action on
any item with a notation of “FINAL ACTION”. Any aggrieved person may
appeal Final Action of the Planning Commission to the City Council or
County Board by filing a Notice of Appeal with the City Clerk or County
Clerk within 14 days following the action of the Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission action on all other items is a
recommendation to the City Council or County Board.
AGENDA
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 2, 2017

[All Commissioners present]
Election of Chair and Vice Chair for a 2-year term. **Dennis Scheer elected Chair,
and Tracy Corr elected Vice-Chair for a 2-year term**
Approval of minutes of the regular meeting held July 19, 2017. **APPROVED: 6-0;
(Finnegan and Harris abstained)**
1.

CONSENT AGENDA
(Public Hearing and Administrative Action):
TEXT AMENDMENT AND RELATED SPECIAL PERMIT:
1.1a

Page
01

Text Amendment No. 17011, amending Title 27 of the Lincoln Municipal
Code by amending Section 27.63.110, allowing the City Council to increase
the number of freestanding signs per frontage for garden centers in the AG
zoning district when two or more tenants operate within the boundary of the
special permit and the tenants have separate entrances along the same
frontage; and repealing corresponding section as hitherto existing.

Staff recommendation: Approval
Staff Planner: Rachel Jones, 402-441-7603, rjones@lincoln.ne.gov
Planning Commission recommendation: APPROVAL; 8-0. Public
hearing before the City Council is tentatively scheduled for Monday,
August 21, 2017, 5:30 p.m.
1.1b
Page
07

Special Permit No. 06022A, to amend Special Permit 06022 to allow two
freestanding signs on South 14th Street with one sign located at each
entrance, on property generally located at 10901 South 14th Street.
Staff recommendation: Conditional Approval
Staff Planner: Rachel Jones, 402-441-7603, rjones@lincoln.ne.gov

Planning Commission recommendation: CONDITIONAL APPROVAL; 80, as set forth in the staff report dated July 25, 2017. Public hearing
before the City Council is tentatively scheduled for Monday, August 21,
2017, 5:30 p.m.
CHANGE OF ZONE:
1.2
Page
15

Change of Zone No. 17017, for a new Historic Landmark District overlay
zone, on property generally located at 1535 R Street.
Staff recommendation: Approval
Staff Planner: Ed Zimmer, 402-441-6360, ezimmer@lincoln.ne.gov

Planning Commission recommendation: APPROVAL; 8-0. Public
hearing before the City Council is tentatively scheduled for Monday,
August 21, 2017, 5:30 p.m.
2.

REQUESTS FOR DEFERRAL: None.

3.

ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA: None.

4.

PUBLIC HEARING AND ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION:
4.1

Page
41

Special Permit No. 17026, for an AG (Agricultural District) Community Unit
Plan for 10 lots on approximately 153.24 acres, more or less, with a partial
waiver of the detention requirements for a drainage basin, on property
generally located at North 134th Street and Adams Street. **FINAL
ACTION**
Staff recommendation: Conditional Approval
Staff Planner: Tom Cajka, 402-441-5662, tcajka@lincoln.ne.gov

Planning Commission ‘final action’: CONDITIONAL APPROVAL, as
set forth in the revised staff report dated July 20, 2017: 8-0.
Resolution No. PC-01566.
AT THIS TIME, ANYONE WISHING TO SPEAK ON AN ITEM
NOT ON THE AGENDA, MAY DO SO
**********
Adjournment

1:17 p.m.

PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL ACTION
NOTIFICATION
TO:

Mayor Chris Beutler
Lincoln City Council

FROM:

Geri Rorabaugh, Planning

DATE:

August 2, 2017

RE:

Notice of final action by Planning Commission: August 2, 2017

Please be advised that on August 2, 2017, the Lincoln City-Lancaster County Planning
Commission adopted the following resolution:
Resolution No. PC-01566, approving SPECIAL PERMIT NO. 17026, for an AG
(Agricultural District) Community Unit Plan for 10 lots on approximately 153.24 acres,
more or less, with a partial waiver of the detention requirements for a drainage basin, on
property legally described as Lots 15 and 16, I.T., located in the SE 1/4 of Section 1610-8, Lincoln, Lancaster County, Nebraska, generally located at North 134th Street and
Adams Street.
The Planning Commission action on this application is final, unless appealed to the City
Council by filing a notice of appeal with the City Clerk within 14 days of the action by the
Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission Resolution may be accessed on the internet at www.lincoln.ne.gov
(Keyword = PATS). Use the ASearch Selection@ screen and search by application number
(i.e. SP17026). The Resolution and Planning Department staff report are in the ARelated
Documents@ under the application number.
F:\devreview\final action notices\cc\2017\080217

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

dmcintosh@neb.rr.com
Monday, July 31, 2017 3:44 PM
Cyndi Lamm; Jon Camp; Jane Raybould; Carl B. Eskridge; Leirion Gaylor Baird; Roy A.
Christensen; Bennie R. Shobe
Recycling Contract

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Council,
In reading today’s LJS I see the city wants to spend $875,000.00 dollars on research to see who recycles. Do we really
need to spend money like this? I know it’s not down to science but could we not ask the waste companies how many
people have recycling service now, figure a percentage of how many haul their own recycling and figure the rest just
don’t really care.
I recycle myself. I do it when and how I want. I recycle newspaper, mixed paper, aluminum cans, scrap metal, electronics
and I should do plastic but I haven’t yet. I make a little money on the metal which helps pay for the gas to get it there.
Forcing this down people’s throat will not work and wasting money for the program is not the answer. It smells to much
like the money poured into the 14th and Superior round about. It’s past time to stop wasteful spending. The city has to
get wiser.
Thank you,
Dale McIntosh
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike S. Malone <msm3@iteris.com>
Monday, July 31, 2017 3:08 PM
Jon Camp
N. 84th Street School Zone

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Hello Councilman Camp:
I am contacting you as a licensed professional engineer (PE) and Professional Traffic Operations Engineer (PTOE). I have
followed this situation in the media. I understand the citizen concerns but I also understand traffic engineering
standards and practice.
The City of Lincoln staff is knowledgeable and understands well the issues at hand. A school zone and lowering the
speed limit is not the correct solution at this location.
Public Works Department staff have presented valuable information to the media regarding the situation and the
standards they use to determine school zone needs in Lincoln. I urge you to support your City staff in this decision.
Thanks very much.
Michael S. Malone, PE, PTOE

iteris
Vice President
8101 O Street | Suite 201
Lincoln, NE 68510
T 402.476.5101
M 402.826.7131
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

WebForm <none@lincoln.ne.gov>
Monday, July 31, 2017 6:08 PM
Council Packet
InterLinc - Feedback

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Council Office - Feedback
Date : 7/31/2017 6:07:30 PM
Full Name
Address
City
Phone
Email
Comments

David Beatty
1219 Aberdeen Ave
Lincoln, NE
I think spending nearly $850,000 on recycling education is out of line. It's a city ordinance... give it 4-5
months to shake itself out and then move on from there.

IP: 76.84.39.252
Form: https://lincoln.ne.gov/city/council/feedback.htm
User Agent: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows NT 10.0; Win64; x64) AppleWebKit/537.36 (KHTML, like Gecko) Chrome/59.0.3071.115 Safari/537.36
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Bob Rauner <brauner@healthylincoln.org>
Monday, July 31, 2017 9:30 PM
Cyndi Lamm; Jane Raybould; Jon Camp; Bennie R. Shobe; Roy A. Christensen
kathy.danek@lps.org
Follow up to city traffic engineer

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Dear City Council Members,
I am writing in response to the testimony tonight by the city traffic engineer and Miki Esposito because as proponents,
we are not given the opportunity to point out the flaws in opposing testimony. After hearing the testimony of the city
traffic engineer and Miki Esposito, I can understand why the Kahoa families are so frustrated with the city at this
point. At no point did either of them address the parent’s chief concern – How can the crossing be made safer for our
kids? The only data they cited was based on what was best for motor vehicles. At no point were any design features
discussed to make pedestrians safer and there was no attempt to respond to any of our testimony.
In addition, and most importantly, the data they cited does not logically back up their conclusion that the intersection in
question is safe for pedestrians. Just because the data shows that the number of car crashes at the 84th & Leighton
intersection are among the lowest in the city, it does not logically follow that the intersection is also safe for
pedestrians. This logical fallacy they are making is because they are not considering the data that is missing, how many
pedestrians would be injured if kids actually used the intersection at rates consistent with the majority of kids walking to
school? This data will never exist because most parents are exhibiting good judgement in not letting their kids walk to
school through an unsafe intersection.
(If you would like an interesting description of this common mistake in logic where people sometimes misread data and
come to the exact opposite conclusion that they should, this article titled “Abraham Wald and the Missing Bullets Holes”
about how much armor to put on World War II fighters is a nice read - https://medium.com/@penguinpress/anexcerpt-from-how-not-to-be-wrong-by-jordan-ellenberg-664e708cfc3d).
I encourage you to either vote for the resolution, or instruct Miki to bring back a plan that addresses the parent’s
concerns and adds features to the crossing that makes it safer for school children. In addition, this is not an isolated
problem in Lincoln as many neighborhoods, including my own (e.g., the crossings on Cotner for the kids moving between
Eastridge and Lefler neighborhoods that I complained about when my kids were young), have problems as well. The city
transportation people need to be more responsive to parents for creating safe routes to schools for our children.
Sincerely,
Bob Rauner, MD, MPH
President, Partnership for a Healthy Lincoln
4600 Valley Road, Suite 250
Lincoln, NE 68510
brauner@healthylincoln.org | www.HealthyLincoln.org |LinkedIn
W: 402-430-4505
Analytical | Learner | Responsibility | Achiever | Connectedness
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sue Samson <smsamson132@live.com>
Monday, July 31, 2017 10:58 PM
Council Packet
Recycling contracts

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I just finished reading the informative article on the proposed recycling contract. My first reaction is:
Do we really need TWO state firms to research and promote recycling in Lincoln? I am familiar with Verdis and know
that Kim Morrow has given talks and testified at the council in favor of recycling. I hope she will continue to promote
recycling and conservation.
It would be great if some of the Grant money could be used for a web site and perhaps some incentive to remove
impediments that keep some people from participating in recycling. My mailbox is filled with junk mail; I'm not in favor
of "post cards".
Recycling has been offered in Lincoln ever since 1971; I think there will be groups and individuals who will help promote
city recycling under this new recycling endeavor.
Susan Samson
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Council Members,
My name is David McClintock. Due to the flow of tonight’s testimony (July 31, 2017), I was turned away
from sharing my testimony by Council Member (CM) Christensen. It is disappointing that after a long
duration of testimony supporting the resolution for the North 84th Street School Zone, there was no call
for testimony opposing the resolution. This is in part why the City staff scrambled to deliver testimony
when CM Christensen moved to close public hearing on this topic, and why I did not stand up earlier to
deliver my testimony. While I am an active voter (never missed an election including primaries), this
was my first attendance to a City Council meeting…and the above encounter was not a positive
experience. I understand the need to conduct meetings in a timely fashion. It is also important for the
council chamber to be a welcoming environment, especially to new public participants who may be
unfamiliar with the council procedures. A welcoming environment demonstrates an openness to
working together for the betterment of the Lincoln community. Still I experienced a strong element of
frustration because I was a new environment beyond my familiarity and expertise. To an extent, the
parents/families/CM Lamm may be experiencing a similar frustration in regards to requesting the North
84th Street school zone.
I felt compelled to share at tonight’s meeting not only as a Northeast Lincoln resident who drives 84th
Street daily, and not only as a lifelong Lincolnite, but as a Professional Engineer licensed to practice
engineering in the state of Nebraska. I am thrilled to live in Lincoln and see it growing! During the
course of my career I have had the pleasure of working on several exciting projects not only across the
country, but also here in Lincoln. A few years ago the engineering consulting firm I work for completed
the Lincoln crash study for study years 2009‐2012. In fact, our final report from 2012 is still available on
the Lincoln Public Works website. I encourage everyone to go the Lincoln Public Works website and
search “crash” to see the detailed crash report. I am aware that City staff shared more current crash
statistics at tonight’s meeting, but the fact that the City is actively tracking and analyzing the crash data
demonstrates the Lincoln Public Works staff proactive commitment to safety for all of Lincoln’s
residents.
As a Professional Engineer, I support the engineering recommendation provided by the City of Lincoln
Public Works Department to not construct a school zone at the above location. This engineering
recommendation is not only consistent with accepted engineering practices and guidance (such as the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, MUTCD), but it is consistent with the responsibilities of a
professional engineer.
In Nebraska, the practice of engineering and the construction of public works is regulated by the
Nebraska Engineers and Architects Regulation Act. Specifically, Nebraska Statute 81‐3402 states the
following: In order to safeguard life, health, and property and to promote the public welfare, the
professions of architecture and engineering are declared to be subject to regulation in the public interest.
Applying for licensure is not a simple task. It requires a Bachelor’s degree in engineering from an
accredited university; following graduation, four years of apprenticeship under a currently licensed PE,
and passage of two exams.
Additionally, the NE E&A Regulation Act includes statutes defining when public works projects require
approval and supervision of a professional engineer. Specifically, Nebraska Statute 81‐3445 reads: …the
state and its political subdivisions shall not engage in the construction of any public works involving
architecture and engineering unless the plans, specifications, and have been prepared and the

construction has been observed by an architect, a professional engineer, or a person under the direct
supervision of an architect, professional engineer, or those under the direct supervision of an architect or
professional engineer.
The Nebraska Engineers and Architects (NE E&A) Regulation Act also provides additional guidance and
information describing specific details, applications, exceptions for the practice of
engineering/architecture, but here is the point I want to call attention to: one of the primary
responsibilities of professional engineers is the safety and well‐being of the public.
In addition to the NE E&A Regulations Act, the complimentary Nebraska Rules and Regulations (Title
110) have been set forth for the purpose of interpreting and implementing the NE E&A Regulation Act.
Here are a couple sections to further my argument.
Section 5.1.1 reads as follows: In practicing engineering or architecture, the architect or professional
engineer shall act with reasonable care and competence and shall apply the technical knowledge and
skill ordinarily applied by architects and professional engineers of good standing in the same locality.
Section 5.1.2 reads as follows: In designing a project [or in consideration of a project], the architect or
professional engineer shall take into account all applicable federal, state, and municipal laws and
regulations. While the architect or professional engineer may rely on the advice of other professionals
(attorneys, architects, professional engineers, or other qualified persons) as to the intent and meaning of
such regulations, once have obtained such advice, the architect or professional engineer shall not
knowingly design [consider] a project in violation of such laws and regulations.
These above sections are related to the discussion regarding how speed limits are set (MUTCD Section
2B.13) and how school zones are applied/considered (MUTCD Section 7B, note that Section 2B.13 still
applies). As City staff shared in tonight’s meeting, by law the Lincoln Public Works must follow the
MUTCD guidance. Additionally, as shown in the above excerpts, professional engineers are also
required to follow and comply laws from a personal ethical perspective to maintain public safety.
In summary, the engineering recommendation provided by City Public Works staff is a strong warning
against the installation of a school zone on North 84th Street and should not be ignored by the city
council. This recommendation is consistent with local and national engineering best practices,
standards, engineering judgement, and the Nebraska Engineers and Architects Act. Again, I respectfully
request the city council cease moving forward with the proposed resolution for a proposed school zone
on North 84th Street near Leighton Ave.
Sincerely,
David McClintock, PE

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CHRIS ZEGAR <recycle_lincoln@msn.com>
Tuesday, August 01, 2017 5:10 AM
Jon Camp
Council delays decision on recycling education contract because of high cost

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Recycling Enterprises of NE, Inc.
Chris Zegar
1200 West Upland Ave.
Lincoln, NE 68521
402-421-6655
From: CHRIS ZEGAR
Sent: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 5:09 AM
To: clamm@lincoln.ne.gov
Subject: Council delays decision on recycling education contract because of high cost
Thanks for delaying this. I hope you give careful consideration to this kind of expense.
I have been doing recycling collection and processing in the City of Lincoln for almost 28 years. I have bought out
competitors, taken over customer bases for collectors going broke, done everything I possible could to promote
recycling. I have gone broke, I don’t know how many times, trying to keep my rates as low as possible. All with limited
success. Only to have a competitor come in at a higher price, right across the street from one of my customers that I
have been providing services for years. Not even thinking to call us to sign up for services. Very frustrating to say the
least, but part of the competition process, I guess.
Do you realize what I could due with this kind of money or capital injection into my business? Everyone wants to
promote this and that with whatever costs that the “professionals and consultants” getting whatever fees they charge. I
could reduce my collection fees considerably. I could offer benefits to my employees. We employee people with
troubled pasts, behind on child support, disabilities and all other types. These people make wages in the $10-$15
range. The odds of them getting jobs in other fields are very limited.
Now the mayor and his selected green team pushing recycling have increased competition for recycling and refuse in all
areas of the city. Instead of having 2 or 3 haulers in an area, you now have many more. In some areas of the city I have
personally counted 17 different haulers. With each hauler providing refuse, yard waste and now recycling collection,
that is an increase from maybe 9 trucks a week to 51 trucks a week. Not only is this a safety issue, but it is tearing up the
streets. This is mostly happening in new areas of the city as all the haulers are fighting for the customer base.
In 2014, I went to the City about some angel funding of my own. Options for these types of opportunities for our type of
industry are limited to say the least. I had been selected for $2,000,000 to invest in processing equipment for the
sorting of recyclables that the city is pushing for. All I needed to get this money was for the city to take a 0% loan and
purchase recycling containers for every household in the city. The city said no, they did not want to do this.

1

Do you realize what would have happened, had the city done this? The would have bid out areas of the city for haulers
of recyclables. They would have bid out for the processing of these materials. They would have had revenue to pay for
these container in 2 to 3 years. They would have had the revenue for the adverting, consulting and whatever else
today. They wouldn’t have upset any of the haulers, because at this time, none of them wanted to haul recycling
anyway.
So now the mayor wants to spend all this money to save all this money of having to build a new landfill. Well I guess
with all this money that we are saving, after we pay the consultants I guess, then we can pay for the new streets in these
new areas of the city where all the haulers are competing for customers. We are not solving any of those problems.

Just think, where would we be now, had the city moved on this 3 years ago. What would the City Council have spent the
money on that they would have received from the recycling money that would have been generated. Oh, one other
thing I forgot to mention. I would have expected the fees for recycling services to have been in the $3-$5 price range,
had the city moved forwarded with contracted haulers. What a huge savings this would have been to the
homeowner. Ask yourself, what are you paying for recycling now? Our rates are in the $9 to $12 range.
Sincerely,
Recycling Enterprises of NE, Inc.
Garbage Guyz, Inc.
Chris Zegar
1200 West Upland Ave.
Lincoln, NE 68521
402-421-6655
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mark Harris <markwilliamharris@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 01, 2017 8:15 AM
Jon Camp
Please vote yes for recycling education

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Dear Council Member Camp,

I am disappointed in the Council’s decision last night to table the recycling education contract. Lincoln is far
behind nationally in its recycling and has been cited as one of the worst cities for recycling efforts in the
country. The time for recycling education is now.

Please vote to move the recycling education project forward on August 14th.

Mark Harris

1

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

WebForm <none@lincoln.ne.gov>
Tuesday, August 01, 2017 10:24 AM
Council Packet
InterLinc - Feedback

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Council Office - Feedback
Date : 8/1/2017 10:23:42 AM
Full Name
Address
City
Phone
Email
Comments

DEANNA MCCLINTICK
7839 AGATHA DR
Lincoln, NE 68516
402-488-7591
JDMCC@NEB.RR.COM
Concerning recycling. We already recycle and I believe most schools educate the children as to its value and
the schools recycle. Spending that much money is outrageous even though you have a grant to pay for
some. Many people to not recycle because they do not want to recycle and they know better. Making the
mom and pop garbage operations offer it was not fair to them as we already had opportunities to use a
recycling service at a fairly low price. Offering incentives and advertising would be your best bet--am sure
we have enough"think" tanks in Lincoln and ad agencies to come up with something. Thank you for your
service and lending ear.

IP: 97.98.165.54
Form: https://www.lincoln.ne.gov/city/council/feedback.htm
User Agent: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows NT 10.0; WOW64; rv:54.0) Gecko/20100101 Firefox/54.0
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Travis Langemeier <tlangemeier@live.com>
Tuesday, August 01, 2017 6:42 PM
Jon Camp
School Zone

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Councilman Camp,
It was a pleasure meeting you a Cyndi's birthday party/campaign kickoff a week or so ago.
Thank you again for allowing myself & the many other speakers we had in support of the school zone at 84th &
Leighton voice our concerns for the children of that area last night. This is an issue that I have personally been
involved with for 6 years now and as was shown last night, am pretty passionate about. Hopefully that passion
on this matter, compassion for the children of that area and the information we all provided helps in your ability
to make a sounds decision regarding the safety of these kids. For my children, getting to witness how our city
government functions was a treat & memorable experience. Both my children are even more excited for the
upcoming school year knowing they may finally have the opportunity to ride their bikes to & from
school. There are many parents around the neighborhood who have been asking how the meeting went as their
kids are equally as excited for this opportunity.
Again, thank you for your service to our great community and for your attentiveness to this issue. Lincoln is
fortunate to have quality individuals such as yourself leading our community.
Best regards,

Travis N Langemeier
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Annette Johnson <catspad3@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, August 01, 2017 8:54 PM
Cyndi Lamm
Jon Camp
84th & Leighton Dilemma

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Dear Ms. Lamm
I've been following the news about the crossing wanted at 84 & Leighton. I understand the safety of the school children and until it is necessary to build an
elementary school on the other side of 84th; how about a compromise. I am a motorist and a former parent who took my child to Messiah Lutheran School. I was
informed one bitter cold day that Messiah would hold classes as usual because all children of Messiah are driven to school by their parents. This was sent out in
email by Principal Matt Stueber.
So for the current dilemma, since there are no children crossing 84th to get to Messiah, in addition, the crosswalk is down, outside of the speed zone by the fire
house. Why doesn't the city remove this speed zone and put it where needed.
The parents of Messiah will only be able to turn into the parking lot and turn right to exit the parking lot in the coming years. While the children of your district have
a slower safer enforced speed zone. They do this on Sundays and even encourage it during the Easter and Christmas Eve service days. No children go home for
lunch. Kindergarteners and preschoolers are picked up and dropped off one by one.
Can you see what it would take to move the speed zone from Messiah to the zone up by 84th & Leighton? I am sure parents from Messiah will holler however,
ask them how many times does their child walk to school? If they holler about how hard it is to navigate their minivans and how unsafe it is to turn their minivans
left onto 84th to go get a cup of coffee at Scooters, again point out the children walking / biking to the school on 84th.
Also extending South Street past Messiah would negate entrances off of 84th street.
Seriously, if my child had to go to his public elementary - Holmes school. I would have driven him because crossing even Normal is terrifying for a parent allowing
their kid to cross that street.
Now, as a motorist I have loved 84th street that your able to go easily from one end to the city to the other. It is showing a high rate of semi truck and construction
traffic as well. However, now coming back from Omaha I have been stopped at every red light from Cornhusker to A street. Very frustrating and isn't good for gas
mileage. So, believe me I'm ready to go after A streets as there are fewer stops. I used to go 70, but again after red light after red light, it's annoying when trying to
get out of town. Truly, I would recommend another pedestrian bridge over 84th. That would cost more than a school zone.
I've CC'd my rep John Camp on this as well.
Have a good day.
Sincerely
Annette Johnson

Right-click here to download pictures. To help p ro tect y our priv acy ,
Outlo ok prev ented au tomatic download of this picture from the
In ternet.

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

William Boernke <boernke@icloud.com>
Tuesday, August 01, 2017 11:01 PM
Jon Camp
Miki Esposito

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Dear Councilperson Camp:
Public Works Director Miki Esposito is quoted in the "Journal Star: "But research points out that it [a school zone] is
unsafe. 'Traffic safety is not arbitrary. It is not a guess. It is scientific and proven.'" Ms Esposito should be fired for
being dogmatic about her beliefs. The medieval Roman Catholic Church charged Galileo with heresy for rejecting the
Church dogma that the sun moves in the sky. Pope John Paul II apologized for the behavior of the medieval Roman
Catholic Church (about 400 years too late; but better late than never). Dogmatic people should never be in positions of
power over others and dealing with dogmatic bureaucrats is a fate worse than death.
It is logically impossible to prove a negative. You can't prove there are no unicorns and that school zones are not safe.
She seems to think that scientists have published this conclusion. But the simple fact is no rational scientist would try to
conclude that something is not safe. This is because science tests hypotheses. The hypothesis that school zones are
safe can be verified. If you falsify the hypothesis that school zones are safe, you then can conclude that school zones are
not safe. But the hypothesis that school zones are not safe is not falsifiable and is not science. In case this is unclear,
the hypothesis: "God does not exist," is not falsifiable and is not a subject for science (much to the chagrin of dogmatic
atheists; e.g., Richard Dawkins).
She must have slept through high school physics. The kinetic energy of a moving vehicle is a function of its mass and the
square of its velocity. Ergo, a car moving at 45 mph will cause more damage in a collision than it will cause at 25 mph in
a school zone. This means that because vehicles are moving at a lower velocity in a school zone, collisions will not cause
as much damage in school zones than they will when cars are moving at 45 mph. I wish Ms. Esposito would check the
statistics of deaths from auto accidents back in the 70's when you had to drive 55 mph on the Interstate.
The reason to have a school zone where children are likely to cross the street is that the frontal lobes of the brain do not
fully mature until a person is in the mid 20's. It is the frontal lobes of the brain that cause people to avoid risky behavior.
This is why young males are poor drivers (they foolishly engage in risky behavior). This is why the military always
drafted young males below the age of 26. Young males are more likely to charge a hill without thinking about it, while
mature males are more likely to question Tennyson, who said; "Theirs not to reason why; theirs but to do and die." The
late Senator Pat Moynihan once said: "Every generation is invaded by barbarians: the young males of that generation."
Children are much more likely to cross a street using a route to school that is the shortest distance between two points
even if there is a stop light that is out of the way where crossing a busy street would be safer.
But what bothers me the most about Ms Esposito is that she thinks we should ignore safety in order not to
inconvenience drivers who don't want to slow down for a school zone. Airport screening inconveniences air travelers.
But we accept this because it makes air travel safer.
Inconveniencing drivers is well worth it if it saves the life of only one child.
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If Ms Esposito were really concerned with safety, she would make the other north/south thoroughfares (e.g., 27th; 40th;
48th; 56th; and 70th) completely 4-lane, as 84th is completely 4-lane. I often drive north on 27th. At Highway #2, the 4lane street funnels into 2-lanes (with a left turn lane). Human nature being what it is, people try to pass on the right
north of Highway #2 to continue traveling north, even though the right lane is clearly marked "Right Lane Must Turn
Right"; it does not indicate people in the right lane should merge into the left lane. But try telling the people who live in
the Country Club Neighborhood that 27th should be 4-lane from Highway #2 to South Street. I guess they don't accept
the fact that the needs of the many (those who drive on 27th St.) outweigh the needs of the few (those who live in the
Country Club Neighborhood. These people want to keep Lincoln perpetually in the 1950's when there were fewer
people and automobiles and 2-lane streets were adequate. Lincoln is a small city with the mentality of a small town.
William Boernke
1004 Galloway Circle
Lincoln, NE 68512
Sent from my iPad
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mandy <mandylee97@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 10:07 AM
Jane Raybould; Leirion Gaylor Baird; Carl B. Eskridge; Bennie R. Shobe; Jon Camp; Roy
A. Christensen
Cyndi Lamm
84th and Leighton School Zone

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Lincoln City Council Members:
As a parent of 2 children who lives on the east side of 84th and Leighton, I ask that you please consider the
placement of a school zone around the area and also lowering the speed limit at all times to 40 mph. My boys
have begged and pleaded with to be able to walk and ride their bikes to and from school each day (they
attend St John's - which would also make a light at the Holdrege/Carlos Street intersection convenient but
we'll save that for another discussion) and I have had to tell them no over and over again. My oldest son
believes that I don't think he is able to cross a street at the age of 10. I have full faith in him being able to but
have had to explain that I do not trust the drivers on 84th street enough to be able to have him risk crossing
it. The speed there is just too high. I don't want to be a "helicopter parent" but I just cannot send them across
that intersection knowing how fast people are going.
I grew up in a small town in Northeast Nebraska and absolutely hated walking/riding to and from school. I was
doing the opposite of what my son does and begging my parents to please pick me up after school, as I didn't
want to walk (about the same distance my kids would have to now). And, now I have kids begging to do
so?? Makes me laugh a bit especially in the day and age where kids are attached to their tablets, phones, etc.
and spending more and more time being sedentary.
I know that there are other factors to take into consideration but I feel that the safety of the children (and
anyone crossing that intersection) is absolutely more important that if some one gets to work 25 seconds
earlier than they would have had the school zone not been placed there. If this would save one life, it is
entirely worth the money and effort that everyone has put into getting this done.
I appreciate the time you have taken to research and understand this very important topic and hope that the
right decision is made.
Thank you for your time,
Chris & Mandy Moore
8810 Eagleton Ln
Lincoln, NE 68505
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chuck Richter <richtercdr@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 11:14 AM
Jon Camp
School zone at 84th and Leighton

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I am requesting that you vote no on a school zone at 84th and Leighton.
While I am all for safety of the children, I believe that there is a personal responsibility for their safety, and a choice for their safety.
while I no longer have school age children, I think about it a lot. I have grand children that will be attending school in a couple of years. I
think that neighborhood choice and locations of the school should be something you consider when buying a home.
I am a resident of Waterford estates. The children of Waterford would attend Meadow Lane. they have to cross 84th. Should we put in
school zones at Vine, or Holdrege, or maybe O st.
My adult children both own houses east of 84th, north of Adams. Their children will go to Pershing. Should we install school zone at 84th
and Adams or maybe Havelock?
I'm sure we could come up with a lot more examples of children having to cross busy streets to be able to walk to school. That's why it is the
parents duty to ensure the safety of their kids, and that may mean that they can't walk to school because of a busy street.
We are talking a very small number of families that would take advantage on a school zone.
84th is a busy street, and it will get busier. Where a school is located in comparison to your home should be something that you consider.
North 84th, while the speed limit is 45, the lights are timed so that you will stop at every light. I think adjusting the timing would help a lot
with the people who want to push through yellow and early red lights.
Charles Richter
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kayla Northup <knorthup@comproins.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 11:32 AM
Jon Camp
School Zone - North 84th/ Kahoa

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Hello Mr. Camp,
I wanted to ask you to support the initiative to put a school zone in place on North 84th for Kahoa Elementary. We live
east of 84th Street and my kids attend Kahoa. The intersection at 84th & Leighton is very busy and I do not feel safe
having my kids walk or ride their bikes to school with the current situation. The neighborhoods east of 84 th that feed
into Kahoa are full of kids. I don’t know of any parents that allow their children to walk/ride bikes to school
currently. The high speed of traffic is a large contributor to that. My son would love the chance to ride his bike to
school, but we need your help to keep our kids safe.
Thanks for your consideration.
Kayla Northup

Kayla Northup, Group Account Manager
Compensation Programs, Inc.
1040 N. Cotner Blvd Lincoln, NE 68505
Office (402) 488-5100
Fax (402) 488-5141
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jon Camp <joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 11:41 AM
Angela M. Birkett
FW: RECYCLING

Importance:

High

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Please put on Directors’ Agenda.

JON A. CAMP
Lincoln City Council
200 Haymarket Square
808 P Street
P.O. Box 82307
Lincoln, NE 68501-2307
Office:
Fax:
Cell:
Email:

402.474.1838/402.474.1812
402.474.1838
402.560.1001
joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com

From: Jim and Deanna McClintick [mailto:jdmcc@neb.rr.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 2, 2017 11:02 AM
To: Jon Camp; Jon Camp
Cc: Mayor; mayor-verify-1309634474.14607.1.0.d1b043ae@lincoln.ne.gov
Subject: RECYCLING

Dear Jon,
Wanted to be sure you got this as sent it on the city site to all members.
When I try to click on your e-mail on the site, I get the pop up below—I did not use to-so not sure what changes they made. Maybe this needs to be corrected.
Concerning recycling. We already recycle and I believe most schools educate the children as to its
value and the schools recycle. Spending that much money is outrageous even though you have a
grant to pay for some. Many people to not recycle because they do not want to recycle and they know
better. Making the mom and pop garbage operations offer it was not fair to them as we already had
opportunities to use a recycling service at a fairly low price. Offering incentives and advertising would
be your best bet--am sure we have enough"think" tanks in Lincoln and ad agencies to come up with
something. Thank you for your service and lending ear. As you say—this sounds too much like “big
brother”.
1

Thank you for your service and your lending ear.
Deanna McClintick
7839 Agatha Dr
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jon Camp <joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 11:41 AM
Angela M. Birkett
FW: here we go again on recycling

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Please put on Directors’ Agenda.

JON A. CAMP
Lincoln City Council
200 Haymarket Square
808 P Street
P.O. Box 82307
Lincoln, NE 68501-2307
Office:
Fax:
Cell:
Email:

402.474.1838/402.474.1812
402.474.1838
402.560.1001
joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com

From: Bruce Stahl [mailto:brucestahlis@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 2, 2017 10:50 AM
To: Jon Camp
Subject: Re: here we go again on recycling

Cool picture. According to Nancy Hicks yesterday,
the firm calls it behavior modification using
psychological principles. They are talking about
influencing an entire population toward what Big
Brother wants.
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Today Nancy reports there was competitive
bidding. I wonder if the RFP would reveal if Beutler
specified behavior modification, etc.
Seems to me that the city should wait until the
foolish recycling law kicks in to determine the
degree of compliance. If there is a "problem," then
the city can enforce the law by whatever means
the statute states or engage a low key "did you
know?" campaign. Like a letter included with the
water bill. Why are they trying to get the cart
before the horse?
I've said to you before that this recycling matter is
a progressive process for Beutler. Cardboard now,
all other paper tomorrow. You recall the original
Beutler recycling program was cut back to
cardboard. So hiring a marketing firm probably
really is to brainwash folks toward acceptance of a
more extensive recycling program. Again wonder if
the RFP would indicate the true objective of the
project.
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I hope the Republican party is grooming a firstclass candidate for mayor!!! How Beutler spends
tax money makes him vulnerable.
Bruce

From: Jon Camp <joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com>
To: Bruce Stahl <brucestahlis@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 2, 2017 8:56 AM
Subject: RE: here we go again on recycling

See the attached which I showed during the public hearing. You and I are on the same page!

JON A. CAMP
Haymarket Square/CH, Ltd.
200 Haymarket Square
808 P Street
P.O. Box 82307
Lincoln, NE 68501-2307
Office:
Fax:
Cell:

402.474.1838/402.474.1812
402.474.1838
402.560.1001

Email:
Website:

joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com
www.lincolnhaymarket.com

Check our reception and event venues at:
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Apothecary-Lofts-Ridnour-Rooms/173175799380032

From: Bruce Stahl [mailto:brucestahlis@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2017 10:15 AM
To: Jon Camp
Subject: here we go again on recycling

Jon, regarding the $850,000 recycling marketing
contract as described by Nancy Hicks this
3

morning, it immediately struck me as shades of
"1984."
I thought the city decided the way to modify
behavior was to institute a fine for failure to
comply. Now Beutler wants to hire a company to
brainwash us to feel good about complying?
Albeit the State is equally culpable in providing
funds for this, doesn’t the city have better use for
its share than to "encourage behavior change?"
My neighbor has been waiting three years to have
the four inch step removed from his sidewalk,
Williamsburg Park looks like a farm field in places,
and the unexpected drop off in the middle of South
31 Street paving in front of my house has sent
people to their butts.
st

And I hate to ask this since I don’t know the
answer, but how much did this marketing
company/pseudo psychologists contribute to
Beutler’s campaign funds? Other than obsession, I
don’t know any other reason for spending such a
large amount of money in this way. If Beutler feels
4

compelled to do this, it sounds like a project for
senior marketing students at UNL!!!
Not that it should be done in the first place, at least
was this project put out for bids? Surely this is not
a sole source situation. Nor is there an element of
expediency.
In any event, I request your no vote on this
nonsense.
Thanks.
Bruce Stahl
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

vickyadunn@gmail.com
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 11:44 AM
Council Packet
Recycling education

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I do believe it is important for people to learn, understand and put in place recycling activities at home at work and
throughout the community.
Thank you.
Vicky Dunn
Sent from my iPhone
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike Leibert <mike@mleibert.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 11:13 AM
Jon Camp
84th and Leighton - Crossing

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Council Person – Jon Camp:
As residents of Harrison Heights located to the east of 84th street we are extremely supportive of
establishing the safest option possible for the children east of 84th street who are required to attend schools
west of 84th street. These children should have the same value as children in south Lincoln who resident
east of 84th street. If the safest option for these children was the establishment of a school zone then why is
it not the safest option for the children in northeast Lincoln?
The argument of the City Engineer Service department is nonsensical. If the speed limit on ‘north’ 84th is 45
mph and the City Engineer states that this is an unsafe area for a school zone but 40 mph is safe for a school
zone south of ‘O’ street then the answer is that the speed limit on north 84th street should be 40 mph. Also,
by the City Engineer stating that the 45 mph speed limit is unsafe for a school zone then how safe could a
regular crossing for school children be at 84th & Leighton?
City seems to have prioritized the south Lincoln beltway and apparently feels 84th street should be the exit
out of Lincoln instead of focusing on the necessary preparations for an east beltway. The city has indicated
that north 84th street should remain a major highway for accessing Interstate 80. This designation is most
inappropriate as Lincoln continues to grow. You have not had problem approving housing developments
east of north 84th for the purpose of expanding your tax base but between the city and the school district
there has apparently been little forethought as to the children of these new developments; lacking both
schools (or safe access to schools) and parks/recreation areas.
Thank you.
Michael & Shirley Leibert
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Deb Kerrey <dkerrey@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 12:14 PM
Council Packet
Recycling

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Please do whatever you can to educate the citizens of Lincoln on recycling. Anything we can do to increase and expand
the amount that Lincoln recycles will benefit us all.
Thank you, Deb Kerrey
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Shawna Richter-Ryerson <shawna.richter@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 12:54 PM
Council Packet
Recycling education

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

When I moved to Lincoln in 2011, I was shocked to discover trash service was not offered through the city. I
was even more shocked to learn recycling wasn't included in normal trash service. I quickly found both a trash
man and a recycling man, but the cost to have both was much higher than I had payed for city-provided services
that included both in Iowa or Illinois.
Imagine my continued shock (and horror) that many of my coworkers didn't recycle at all and never had. I
worked at the Journal Star, in the newsroom, where my expectation was that since they wrote, edited and laid
out stories about trash waste and recycling, they would know and see the value in recycling service and seek it
out. It turns out, most people don't live that way. Most people don't take steps to seek out another cost, another
service, more education, no matter how important it is.
And that's why I am writing about the expanded recycling program and the need to fund public education. It
took me four years to convince each of my coworkers to get a recycling can and divert all that waste from
landfills. But they each did it and stuck with it because once they had the recycling can and service, they were
excited about how little trash they actually had to throw away each week. They saw the value in that moment
and couldn't fathom why they hadn't done it sooner.
But to expand the recycling program with the intent of diverting more waste will only work if you educate the
public at the same time. You cannot change the rules or expect residents to educate themselves. If my career has
taught me anything, it's that communication is the most valuable tool. Cutting the funding for education ensures
that Lincoln fails in its goals and therefore fails our future generations. This is a program and an expansion that
must succeed.
Please do not cut funding for education on recycling.
Shawna Richter-Ryerson
3800 S 20th St
Lincoln
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kay Williamsen <kayw547@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 2:05 PM
Council Packet
Recycling education

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

It is extremely important to reach out and educate those that have remained out of the loop for 30 years.
My grandchildren educated me when they were in elementary school 30 years ago. The city does have excellent
information on its website.
But if someone has not been committed to recycling for this long it will be a monumental task that needs to be
addressed.
Please provide that help!

Kay Williamsen
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jon Camp <joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 4:08 PM
Angela M. Birkett
FW: $855K boondoggle to recycling indoctrination

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

For Directors’ Agenda.

JON A. CAMP
Lincoln City Council
200 Haymarket Square
808 P Street
P.O. Box 82307
Lincoln, NE 68501-2307
Office:
Fax:
Cell:
Email:

402.474.1838/402.474.1812
402.474.1838
402.560.1001
joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com

From: main gousa [mailto:gousa@windstream.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 2, 2017 2:05 PM
To: Mayor Chris Beutler; Bennie Shobe; Jane Raybould; Cyndi Lamm; Leirion Gaylor Baird; Carl Eskridge; Roy
Christensen; Jon Camp
Subject: $855K boondoggle to recycling indoctrination

It is time for the citizens of Lincoln to rise up against the Mayor’s and the City Council’s proposed massive
boondoggle of waste. $855,000 is being proffered as the right amount for indoctrination training to teach the
good citizens of Lincoln how to recycle. Let’s call it “Ranger Rick’s Recycling Reign” “Ranger Rick” (aka
Mayor Beutler) evidently believes the citizens of Lincoln do not yet suffer enough from high taxes. Evidently,
another boondoggle is just the nostrum we need. Citizens of Lincoln, Renters, and Property Tax payers, do
not need additional stupidity which furthers already insanely high property tax rates. Nebraska is one of the
top 5 worst states for highest property taxes paid. Missouri’s rate is half ours. Colorado and Wyoming pay
property taxes at almost 4 times less than in Nebraska. Last year Lincolnites were told it’s just another
pizza. This year it’s just another $855,000!!! Pretty soon we will be talking about real money!!!
P.S. to my friends attached are my short comments exposing the Mayor's $855,000 monstrosity. All their
contact emails are ready for you to write an email to them as well.
Lee
1

Lee Todd
3900 Pace Blvd
Lincoln, NE 68502
cell 402 416 4800
fax 402 477 8887
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:

jberglund@neb.rr.com
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 4:35 PM
Carl B. Eskridge; Leirion Gaylor Baird; Jane Raybould; Bennie R. Shobe; Jon Camp; Roy
A. Christensen

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I am emailing on behalf of putting a school zone in the intersection of 84th and Leighton. I would have 2 children using
it. One is attending Mickle and one attending Kahoa. The argument of the keeping the flow of traffic, especially on 84th
street as a whole is ridiculous. I take 84th street to work and have for the last 14yrs. There have been several lights
added this street that impedes the flow of traffic. Not to mention a light at 84th and Lexington, which is .3 miles from
84th and Leighton intersection. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Thank you,

Jill Anderson
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jon Camp <joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com>
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 6:27 PM
Angela M. Birkett
FW: $850,000 for What?

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

For Directors’ Agenda/Addendum

JON A. CAMP
Haymarket Square/CH, Ltd.
200 Haymarket Square
808 P Street
P.O. Box 82307
Lincoln, NE 68501-2307
Office:
Fax:
Cell:

402.474.1838/402.474.1812
402.474.1838
402.560.1001

Email:
joncamp@lincolnhaymarket.com
Website: www.lincolnhaymarket.com
Check our reception and event venues at:
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Apothecary-Lofts-Ridnour-Rooms/173175799380032

From: Gary Gutgesell [mailto:gfgutgesell@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 2, 2017 5:24 PM
To: Jon Camp
Subject: $850,000 for What?
Dear Councilman Camp,
We're never surprised when something strange comes forth from our mayor's office. Now he plans to hire two companies
to "encourage" residents and businesses to recycle (anticipating the cardboard ban at the landfill). This latest bonehead
idea to spend $850,000 to indoctrinate people on "sustainability issues" is beyond our comprehension. Billboard ads and
pamphlets would be far less expensive and better received by citizens. Really, these expenditures on indoctrination and
psychological profiling should not be a function of government anyway!
This whole focus on cardboard is foolish and a waste of money. This is just another way of government to take control of
the people. Rather, we need control of government here! Please continue to do what you can to stop this foolishness.
Thank you,
Gary and Faye Gutgesell
7154 Culwells Ct.
Lincoln, NE 68516
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sarah Beach <sarahbeach1@hotmail.com>
Thursday, August 03, 2017 7:34 AM
Cyndi Lamm; Leirion Gaylor Baird; Jon Camp; Roy A. Christensen; Bennie R. Shobe; Jane
Raybould; Carl B. Eskridge
84th & Leighton School Zone

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Good morning!
Thank you for giving us the opportunity for our voices to be heard at the city council meeting this past
Monday.
I've heard that you are interested in finding out more about the # of children who currently aren't allowed to
walk across the intersection but would be allowed if the school zone was put approved. I have 1 child who I
would allow to walk or bike to school of there is a 25mph school speed zone put in to protect the 84th Street
crossing at Leighton.
Thank you again for your time and consideration.
Sarah Beach
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica Kluck <jkluck@my.wgu.edu>
Thursday, August 03, 2017 7:48 AM
Jon Camp
School zone on North 84th

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I am writing you to ask that you please consider what is safest for the children who attend Kahoe school when
voting on this issue.
Thanks
Jessica Kluck
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DIRECTORS’/ORGANIZATIONAL AGENDA
ADDENDUM
MONDAY, August 7, 2017

I.

CITY CLERK

II.

MAYOR’S CORRESPONDENCE

III.

DIRECTORS CORRESPONDENCE
PUBLIC WORKS & UTILITIES
1. Recycling Education Memo
2. RFP Response Scoring Guide
3. RFP Proposal Evaluation Worksheet

IV.

CONSTITUENT CORRESPONDENCE
1. 84th Street School Zone - Aaron Lyons
2. Recycling Contract - Charles Humble
3. Abbott Sports Complex, opposition - Julie Kercher
4. Recycling Contract - Wayne Boles
5. 84th Street School Zone - Ann Langemeier
6. 84th Street School Zone - Chyaria Sheehan
7. 84th Street School Zone, opposition - David McClintock
8. Re-Paving District 159 - Ben Herr
9. Request for Deferral relating to the Abbott Sports Complex - Andrew R Willis

RFP Response Scoring Guide
This guide is intended to assist the evaluator in determining the quality of the response category and shall be used to substantiate the basis for
The percentage applied to calculate the score. *See example in table below to show how the percentage score would be applied.

Percent
Score

Quality of
Response

90-100

Excellent

80-89

Good

70-79

Moderate

60-69

0-59

Marginal

Unacceptable

Description

The Proposal addresses the requirements
completely, exhibits outstanding knowledge,
creativity, innovation or other factors to justify
this rating.
The proposal addresses the requirements
completely and addresses some elements of the
requirements in an outstanding manner.
The proposal addresses most elements of the
requirements.

The proposal meets some of the RFP
requirements.

The proposal meets a few to none of the RFP
requirements.

Strengths Relative
to Requirements
Meets requirements –
numerous strengths in
key areas.
Meets requirements –
some strengths in key
areas
Meets most
requirements –
minimal strengths
provided in their
response.
Meets some of the
requirements with
some clear strengths.
Meets a few to none of
the requirements with
few or no clear
strengths.

Weaknesses

None

Minor – not in key
areas
Moderate – does not
outweigh strengths

Exist in key areas –
outweighs strengths

Significant and
numerous

Confidence in
Proposed
Approach

Very High

High

Moderate

Low

No Confidence

The example in the table below shows how to apply a percentage score to calculate the evaluator score’s for a respective category.
RFP Scoring Requirement
Breakdown
Percentage Evaluator
(Initial Evaluation)
1,000 Point
Applied
Score
Scale
Ability to meet the project schedule (15%)
150
Submitted information that describes performance record for timeliness
50
80
40

Evaluation Score Sheet
RFP 17-116 Comprehensive Residential and Commercial Recycling Communication, Education, Engagement & Behavior Change Initiative
Firm:

Page 1

PART I

RFP Scoring Requirements
(Initial Evaluation)

Qualfications, Experience and References

30%

Maximum
Points by
Category

Enter
Percentage
Score Using
Scoring
Guide

300

%

Evaluator
Score

Comments
(Include detailed notes on page 3)

Qualifications:

•

The Vendor provided a listing of the primary personnel who will be involved in the management of the services covered under an agreement and
the specific areas of responsibility for each, and any proposed subcontractors.

Provided a project team organizational chart showing lines of responsibility and extent of involvement of any and all

• subcontractors.

150

0

150

0

Provided the QA/QC review procedures to be utilized which are clear and concise and ensure a quality product meeting

• specifications will be provided.
• Provided a statement of general qualifications and experience for this type and scope of project.
Past Performance - Experience

• Provided specific information and examples of services provided for similar types and sizes of projects in a government setting.
• Provided cost control and results oriented policy and procedures used by the Vendor on similar projects.
Technical Approach
30%
Described in detail the key elements and strategies recommended to accomplish Task 1,3,4 and 5 as listed in the Specifications.
Specifically:
• Implementation strategies describing project priorities for both the residential and commercial sectors, key work elements to
meet critical project dates.
Described in detail the key elements and strategies recommended to accomplish Task 1,3,4 and 5 as listed in the Specifications.
Specifically:
• Detail the services provided to the City including examples of strategies, general concepts or messaging that might be
appropriate for the residential and commercial sectors to meet education and engagement objectives.

Ability to Successfully Meet Project Schedule
10%
• Provided a detailed outline and project implementation schedule for each phase of campaign as required in Task 2 for each
phase and indication that the firm has the capaciy and resources to meet the project schedule.

• Provided prioritization information related to residential and commercial behaviors in the first year and beyond.
Quality of Proposal Submission and Response Characteristics
• Proposer provided four references for similar services over the last five years with all requested information.

10%

Proposer submitted a clear and concise Proposal, properly organized in the correct format, provided the correct number of

• proposal copies and includes requested submittals.

300
150

0

150

0

100
100

0

100
100

0

Available Ponits

Score

800

0

Evaluator's Total Score from Initial Evaluation (Not including Cost Factor)

Evaluator's Name

Date

ESWC‐01 (MAY 2017)

Evaluation Score Sheet
RFP 17-116 Comprehensive Residential and Commercial Recycling Communication, Education, Engagement & Behavior Change Initiative
Firm:
Page 2
PART I - Continued

Available
Points

Cost Factor
Cost Proposal

20%

Points
Awarded

Comments

200

*Formula for amount of points on Cost Proposal = Lowest Cost Submitted ÷Cost Submitted x Maximum Points Possible for Cost Proposal.
The calculated score for the “Cost Factor” section will be provided by Purchasing, please insert the points when received.
PART I - TOTAL:

Available Points

Total Score from Part I

Proposer's Ranking
(Initial Evaluation & Cost)

Score

1,000
Oral Interviews to be conducted - Circle one: YES or NO
If Oral Interviews will be conducted, complete Part II and III
If Oral Interviews will not be conducted, complete Part III

PART II:

RFP Scoring Criteria WITH conducting Oral Interviews

Available
Points

Oral Interviews

500

Points
Awarded

Comments

PART III.

Available
Points
Initial Evaluation
1,000
Oral Interviews
500

Scoring Summary

Firm's Final Results

Total Cummulative Points

Evaluator's Name

Score

Proposer's Ranking

1,500

Date

ESWC‐01 (MAY 2017)

Evaluation Score Sheet
RFP 17-116 Comprehensive Residential and Commercial Recycling Communication, Education, Engagement & Behavior Change Initiative
Firm:

Page 3

Initial Evaluation
Qualifications, Experience and References
Detailed Notes:

Technical Approach
Detailed Notes:

Ability to Successfully Meet Project Schedule
Detailed Notes:

Quality of Proposal Submission nd Response Characteristics
Detailed Notes:

Evaluator's Name

Date

ESWC‐01 (MAY 2017)

Oral Interview Score Sheet
RFP 17-116 Comprehensive Residential & Commercial Recycling Communication, Education, Engagement, & Behavior Change Initiative
Page 1

Firm Name:

Carson+Co Global

PART II:
ORAL INTERVIEW – PART II

Available
Points by
Category

Qualifications, Past Performance and Experience

150

1. Provided a direct representative name to the City of Lincoln and explained the role the
person will take in the project. Person being considered has skills and experience which are
in line with the proposal and specifications.
2. Incentives:
A. Provided complete narrative and examples from other cities, similar in size to Lincoln, as
to why they did or did not include incentives in their proposal and that such incentives are, or
are not, necessary to meeting the goals of the Lincoln recycling program.
B. Information explaining how they would encourage use of drop-off sites and if incentives
will be used to meet the City’s goal for use of these facilities.

%

Evaluator
Score

50

100

Summary Score by Category
Technical Aspects

250

1. Specific information describing how their company will influence, educate, and increase
recycling in the commercial, multi-family housing, and industrial sectors.

100

2. Details on how they will obtain data from hauling companies and their strategy in the
event that hauling companies will not provide the data requested.
3. Approach to ensuring that commercial and residential customers will understand and
adhere to the new cardboard recycling ban in 2018.
4. Explained how the program will be transitioned to the City at the end of the contract
term if the contract is not extended.

%

Score

%

Score

75
50
25

Summary Score by Category
Ability to Meet the Project Schedule
1. Provided a clear and concise proposed transition plan for the start of the Lincoln
program and implementation schedule for the first 12 months which will be effective in
meeting the goals of the City. Provided specific information on the implementation of the
cardboard recycling campaign.

Summary Score by Category

100
100

Comments
(Include detailed notes on page 2)

Oral Interview Score Sheet
RFP 17-116 Comprehensive Residential & Commercial Recycling Communication, Education, Engagement, & Behavior Change Initiative

_____________________________________________________
Evaluator’s Signature
Date

Interview Points
Available
500

Total
Score

Oral Interview Score Sheet
RFP 17-116 Comprehensive Residential & Commercial Recycling Communication, Education, Engagement, & Behavior Change Initiative
Page 2

ORAL INTERVIEW – PART II (Detailed Notes)
Qualifications, Past Performance and Experience
Detailed Notes from Discussion Points
1.

2.

3.

Technical Aspects
Detailed Notes from Discussion Points
1.

2.

3.

Ability to Meet the Project Schedule
Detailed Notes from Discussion Points
1.

RFP Response Scoring Guide
This guide is intended to assist the evaluator in determining the quality of the response category and shall be used to substantiate the basis for
The percentage applied to calculate the score. *See example in table below to show how the percentage score would be applied.

Percent
Score

Quality of
Response

90-100

Excellent

80-89

Good

70-79

Moderate

60-69

0-59

Marginal

Unacceptable

Description

The Proposal addresses the requirements
completely, exhibits outstanding knowledge,
creativity, innovation or other factors to justify
this rating.
The proposal addresses the requirements
completely and addresses some elements of the
requirements in an outstanding manner.
The proposal addresses most elements of the
requirements.

The proposal meets some of the RFP
requirements.

The proposal meets a few to none of the RFP
requirements.

Strengths Relative
to Requirements
Meets requirements –
numerous strengths in
key areas.
Meets requirements –
some strengths in key
areas
Meets most
requirements –
minimal strengths
provided in their
response.
Meets some of the
requirements with
some clear strengths.
Meets a few to none of
the requirements with
few or no clear
strengths.

Weaknesses

None

Minor – not in key
areas
Moderate – does not
outweigh strengths

Exist in key areas –
outweighs strengths

Significant and
numerous

Confidence in
Proposed
Approach

Very High

High

Moderate

Low

No Confidence

The example in the table below shows how to apply a percentage score to calculate the evaluator score’s for a respective category.
RFP Scoring Requirement
Breakdown
Percentage Evaluator
(Initial Evaluation)
1,000 Point
Applied
Score
Scale
Ability to meet the project schedule (15%)
150
Submitted information that describes performance record for timeliness
50
80
40

Oral Interview Scoring Guide
This guide is intended to assist the evaluator in determining the quality of the response category and shall be used to substantiate the basis for
The percentage applied to calculate the score. *See example in table below to show how the percentage score would be applied.

Percent
Score

Quality of
Response

90-100

Excellent

80-89

Good

70-79

60-69

0-59

Moderate

Marginal

Unacceptable

Description

The Firm addresses the discussion point
completely, exhibits outstanding knowledge,
creativity, innovation or other factors to justify
this rating.
The Firm addressed the discussion point
completely and addresses some elements of the
requirements in an outstanding manner.
The Firm addressed most elements of the
discussion point.

The Firm addressed some of the discussion
points.

The Firm addressed only a few to none of the
discussion points.

Strengths Relative
to Requirements
Meets standard –
numerous strengths in
key areas.
Meets standard – some
strengths in key areas
Meets most standards
– minimal strengths
provided in their
interview.
Meets some of the
standard with some
clear strengths.
Meets a few to none of
the standards with
only a few or no clear
strengths.

Weaknesses

None

Minor – not in key
areas

Confidence in
Proposed
Approach

Very High

High

Moderate – does not
outweigh strengths

Moderate

Exist in key areas –
outweighs strengths

Low

Significant and
numerous

No Confidence

The example in the table below shows how to apply a percentage score to calculate the evaluator score’s for a respective category.
Oral Interview – Part II
Available
Percentage Evaluator
Points
Applied
Score
Qualifications, Past Performance and Experience
1. Explanation of qualifications, past performance and experience?
(Score reflects the Firm’s Response to discussion point and related follow‐up questions)
250
80%
200

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Aaron Lyons <aaronlyons215@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 03, 2017 7:40 PM
Jon Camp
School zone

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

John,
We NEED a school zone at 84th and Leighton. I live in the neighborhood and it is very dangerous even for adults to cross
with the time the light gives us.
Aaron Lyons
Go Chiefs!

1

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jkercher@neb.rr.com
Friday, August 04, 2017 1:37 PM
Jon Camp
Abbott Sports Complex

Importance:

High

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Our family would like to express our opposition to Abbott Sports Complex being rezoned for industrial use. Both of our
daughters are home-schooled and play volleyball at Abbott. We know that, at this time, there are no other suitable
options for home-school and club athletics that offer what Abbott does. Home-school sports teams, in particular, have
great difficulty in accessing facilities for practices and games. Abbott has been THE place for these activities for many
years. Losing it could mean that many students will no longer be able to participate in these valuable activities. They will
either have no where to practice or have a facility that charges fees that are not affordable for many families trying to
make it on one income in order to home-school.
We respectfully ask you to consider the needs of the youth in the city of Lincoln and the surrounding communities.
Sports are so important for physical, social, and emotional development. Sports also keep kids busy and out of trouble.
Many kids in Lincoln are home-schooled and, therefore, do not have access to the sports teams in the public and private
schools. Many others do attend schools, but want more sports involvement outside of school. All of these kids need a
place to practice. Unless another suitable location with comparable facilities and equipment can be offered, Abbott
needs to remain what it is.
Thank you so much for taking the time to read this and to take my request under consideration.
Sincerely,
Julia Kercher

1

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wayne Boles <WBOLES@telesis-inc.com>
Friday, August 04, 2017 5:21 PM
Council Packet
FW: Recycling Communication Decision

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Lincoln City Council Members
Dear Friends:
Your service is very much appreciated.
Following the 1991 example of the City’s & County’s establishment of District Energy Corporation, which garnered
international awards, local businesses and citizens have been implementing and refining this needed world change all of
this Century, beginning with recycling and progressing to geo-thermal cooling and heating and now solar. In this process,
sustainability has proven to be cost-effective.
Interestingly, Lincoln’s 1991 initiative was 6 years ahead of Vice President Al Gore’s work on the world’s first climate
change treaty. His movie, “An Inconvenient Truth,” didn’t appear until 2006.
The commitment of the Lincoln Public Schools in this endeavor and the cooperation between the City’s and County’s
District Energy Corporation and the State of Nebraska has made Lincoln one of the most aggressive cities in the USA in
the cause of sustainability.
The University of Nebraska’s Innovation Campus’s Centralized Renewable Energy System (CRES) is the most recent
Lincoln institution to embrace sustainability. Olsson Associates and Tetrad Property Group deserve praise for their design
of the CRES, which uses Lincoln waste water to heat and cool Innovation Campus. The cooperation between UNL and
the City of Lincoln is commendable.
The next step in this journey, which was actually the first step, but hasn’t succeeded, to which our roadside litter, landfills
and oceans are testaments, is recycling. Given the number of inhabitants who aren’t practicing recycling, a strong
education program, researched, organized and communicated by competent professionals with the skills required for
success, is needed.
In a city of almost 300,000 residents, this is not an easy task. Fortunately, we have a City Administration and City
Council who are visionary and willing to address this issue. Fortunately, 4 organizations responded to the call. Three
bids were each over $1 million. One bid came in at $618,000 before the City amended the needs, raising the cost to
$850,000. Because of the state grant of $250,000, the City cost will actually be $600,000 (44 cents per resident). This is
a very reasonable cost, considering how much professional work needs to be done for such a large citizenry. I’ve counted
30 line item expenses, all of which require professional skills in order to succeed. Over 25,000 of Lincoln’s university
students and all of Lincoln’s elementary and secondary students weren’t alive in 1991. Thousands of Lincoln’s residents
weren’t living in Lincoln in 1991. Therefore, the City is to be commended for accepting the task of educating tens of
thousands of new residents and new adults in the importance of sustainability.
Here’s hoping the City Council will approve the project and succeed in the next step in our sustainability journey.
Very sincerely,

1

Wayne
E. Wayne Boles
128 N. 13th St., Condo 506
Lincoln, NE 68508
(402) 450-4523
Wboles001@neb.rr.com
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Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ann Langemeier <alangemeier@hotmail.com>
Saturday, August 05, 2017 2:30 PM
Carl B. Eskridge
Angela M. Birkett
School Zone Crossing - 84th & Leighton

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Dear Councilman Eskridge,
I’m writing you in support for the School Zone Crossing at 84th & Leighton. I know there was a lot of testimony
back and forth last week and the people we count on to be subject matter experts provided a lot of reasons
why they feel this is not a safe option. The data they site points to the increased accidents in current school
zones around town. I’ve thought long and hard about their side and all of a sudden it dawned on me… what if
the increased number of fender benders is an acceptable alternative to not having school zones? Crazy
thought, right? But think about it. The cause of these crashes really isn’t the school zone, or the reduced
speed, or the amount that the speed is being reduced by. The cause of these accidents is distracted drivers.
Unfortunately distracted drivers will be on the road regardless of the speed and I, for one, would rather have
them hit my rear bumper than my child in the crosswalk.
Let’s look at the consequences of the two. If we put in the school zone and someone rear ends me, I pay my
$250, $500, or even my $1000 deductible and I get my car fixed. In a few days it will be back in the garage
looking good as new. At the end of the day I would be happy to pay that cost for any child crossing the street.
In the other scenario the costs will be much higher. In the other scenario (if we hope for the best) I will be
paying a deductible on my medical insurance and praying my child’s injuries aren’t too severe. But at 45 MPH
this would be the best we could hope for. Because at 45 MPH my child will be much more likely to die. And
then the insurance claim that I will have to make will be for funeral expenses.
I am pleading to you as mothers, fathers, grandparents, aunts, and uncles. Please help keep our children safe.
Please don’t be swayed by data that doesn’t tell the full story. I’m begging you to consider the consequences
of not having a school zone at 84th & Leighton. Will there be a few fender benders? Maybe. That is still a small
price to pay for being able to tuck my children in at night because they were able to cross 84th St. safe and
sound.
Respectfully yours,
Ann Langemeier
Mother to Nolan and Jadyn

1

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:

Chyaria Sheehan <chysheehan@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 06, 2017 8:03 PM
Jon Camp

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Please vote to provide a safe school crossing at North 84th and Leighton.

1

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

David McClintock <dmcclintock@huskers.unl.edu>
Sunday, August 06, 2017 9:53 PM
Cyndi Lamm; Leirion Gaylor Baird; Jon Camp; Roy A. Christensen; Bennie R. Shobe; Jane
Raybould; Carl B. Eskridge
Angela M. Birkett
Re: City Council Agenda Items 17-94 and 17R-190, 84th Street School Speed Zone
School Zone - MUTCD Letter DJM 2017-08-06.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Council Members,
In my last letter I summarized the responsibilities of professional engineers as regulated by the Nebraska Engineers and
Architects Regulation Act. To supplement that letter as well as the other information the Public Works staff has
presented, please see the attached pdf for an additional letter which provides a guide as to how to interpret and apply
the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).
Again, I encourage the City Council to heed the recommendation that Public Works staff is providing to not reduce the
existing speed limit along N 84th Street and not install a school speed zone. The Public Works staff have the historical
data and facts for this intersection and other school zones to provide an informed, objective recommendation.
Sincerely,
David McClintock, PE
7141 Yosemite Dr
Lincoln, NE 68507

1

Council Members,
This letter’s intent is to provide assistance with interpretation and application of the Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). It is important to note that the MUTCD is written to professional
engineers and assumes such readers have a working knowledge of several other engineering
publications. A summary of these references are listed in Section 1A.11, 04.
One of the most important steps to interpreting the MUTCD is understanding the types of statements
included in this manual. As summarized in Section 1A.13, 01, there are four primary statements
included in this manual. Here is a brief summary; please reference the MUTCD for full definitions.







Standards‐a statement of required, mandatory, or specifically prohibitive practice regarding a
traffic control device. Note that standard statements labeled “standard” and are included in
bold, and the verb “shall” is typically used in standards statements.
Guidance‐a statement of recommended, but not mandatory, practice in typical situations, with
deviations allowed if engineering judgement or engineering study indicates the deviation to be
appropriate. Note that guidance statements are labeled “guidance” and that deviations from
guidance require approval by engineering judgement and/or engineering study. In another way,
unless engineering judgement and/or engineering study justifies a deviation from the guidance,
the guidance must be followed.
Option‐a statement of practice that is a permissive condition and carries no requirement or
recommendation. Note that option statements are labeled “option”.
Support‐an informational statement that does not convey any degree of mandate,
recommendation, authorization, prohibition, or enforceable condition. Note that this type of
statement is labeled “support” and is included to provide additional clarification, facts, and/or
background to the application of standards, guidance, and options.

It is also important to understand that the MUTCD is not a new document. The first MUTCD was
published in 1935 to create uniform traffic control devices for improved safety. Over the years, the
MUTCD has been continuously revised and updated to keep up with new ideas, technology, and
research. Additionally, there has been considerable research conducted to support the four types of
statements summarized above. This research is not generally quoted, referenced, or included in the
MUTCD, instead the manual assumes the reader has a working knowledge of the history and
development of the MUTCD.
The next important step in understanding the MUTCD is understanding who has the responsibility and
authority for traffic control devices.
Per Section 1A.07, 01: Standard: The responsibility for the design, placement, operation,
maintenance, and uniformity of traffic control devices shall rest with the public agency
or the official having jurisdiction, or, in the case of private roads open to public travel,
with the private owner or private official having jurisdiction.

It is important to note that the MUTCD groups the responsibility for design, placement, operation,
maintenance, and uniformity of traffic control devices within a jurisdiction under a single agency. As
such these responsibilities should not be separated, and these responsibilities are generally under public
works or state agency with professional engineers on staff.

Per Section 1A.08, 01: Standard: Traffic control devices, advertisements, announcements,
and other signs or messages within the highway right-of-way shall be placed only as
authorized by a public authority or the official having jurisdiction, or, in the case of
private roads open to public travel, by the private owner or private official having
jurisdiction, for the purpose of regulating, warning, or guiding traffic.

Per Section 1A.08, 03: All regulatory traffic control devices shall be supported by laws,
ordinances, or regulations.

The two sections above reinforce the authority of the public/state agency responsible for traffic control
devices.
Following these two sections (1A.07 and 1A.08), the terms “engineering study” and “engineering
judgement” are introduced. Section 1A.09, 01 references the MUTCD definitions for these two terms in
Section 1A.13.
Per Section 1A.13, 03, 64: Engineering Judgment—the evaluation of available pertinent
information, and the application of appropriate principles, provisions, and practices as
contained in this Manual and other sources, for the purpose of deciding upon the
applicability, design, operation, or installation of a traffic control device. Engineering
judgment shall be exercised by an engineer, or by an individual working under the
supervision of an engineer, through the application of procedures and criteria
established by the engineer. Documentation of engineering judgment is not required.

Per Section 1A.13, 03, 65: Engineering Study—the comprehensive analysis and evaluation
of available pertinent information, and the application of appropriate principles,
provisions, and practices as contained in this Manual and other sources, for the
purpose of deciding upon the applicability, design, operation, or installation of a traffic
control device. An engineering study shall be performed by an engineer, or by an
individual working under the supervision of an engineer, through the application of
procedures and criteria established by the engineer. An engineering study shall be
documented.

Per Section 1A.09, 02: Standard: This Manual describes the application of traffic control
devices, but shall not be a legal requirement for their installation.

Per Section 1A.09, 03: Guidance: The decision to use a particular device at a particular location
should be made on the basis of either an engineering study or the application of engineering
judgment. Thus, while this Manual provides Standards, Guidance, and Options for design and
applications of traffic control devices, this Manual should not be considered a substitute for
engineering judgment. Engineering judgment should be exercised in the selection and application
of traffic control devices, as well as in the location and design of roads and streets that the
devices complement. (Emphasis added above).

Per Section 1A.09, 05: Guidance: Jurisdictions, or owners of private roads open to public travel, with
responsibility for traffic control that do not have engineers on their staffs who are trained and/or
experienced in traffic control devices should seek engineering assistance from others, such as
the State transportation agency, their county, a nearby large city, or a traffic engineering
consultant.

For the purpose of clarity, it is important to note that the two guidance statements above should be
interpreted with the previous definition provided in Section 1A.13, 01, B. As such these guidance

statements are recommended (but not mandatory) and should be followed unless a deviation is justified
by engineering judgement or engineering study. It is also important to note that Section 1A.09, 03 is
listed as a guidance statement instead of a standard statement to maintain the manual’s emphasis on
engineering judgement as shown within this statement.
KEY MUTCD PRINCIPLE: Traffic control devices are not automatically applied and implemented (1A.09,
02). Instead the decision for specific devices at specific locations should be made by engineering study
or by the application of engineering judgement; both of which by definition (1A.13, 64, 65) are
conducted by an engineer (1A.09, 03, 05) under the authority of the public agency responsible for the
jurisdiction (1A.07, 01; 1A.08, 01). This principle is consistent with the Nebraska Engineers and
Architects Regulations Act which set forth the regulations and responsibilities for professional engineers
and the practice of engineering in the Nebraska.

The next interpretation included in this letter is the MUTCD’s guidance regarding the establishment of
speed limits (zones). The first step in understanding the MUTCD on this topic is to understand the
difference between speed zones and statutory speed limits. Both are defined in Section 1A.13, 03.
Per Section 1A.13, 03, 221: Statutory Speed Limit—a speed limit established by legislative
action that typically is applicable for a particular class of highways [or roadways] with
specified design, functional, jurisdictional and/or location characteristics and that is
not necessarily displayed on Speed Limit signs. [Clarification added]

Per Section 1A.13, 03, 218: Speed Zone—a section of highway [or roadway] with a speed
limit that is established by law or regulation, but which might be different from a
legislatively specified statutory speed limit. [Clarification added]

As shown above, statutory speed limits are established by legislative action and speed limit signs are
generally not implemented. Rural gravel roads and residential roads (within neighborhoods) are two
examples of roadways that are predominately controlled by statutory speed limits. Alternatively, most
urban roadways outside of neighborhoods are most likely under speed zone control with speed limit
signs implemented.
Per Section 2B.13, 01: Standard: Speed zones (other than statutory speed limits) shall only
be established on the basis of an engineering study that has been performed in
accordance with traffic engineering practices. The engineering study shall include an
analysis of the current speed distribution of free-flowing vehicles.

Per Section 2B.13, 12: Guidance: When a speed limit within a speed zone is posted, it should be
within 5 mph of the 85th-percentile speed of free-flowing traffic.

Per Section 2B.13, 16: Option: Other factors that may be considered when establishing or
reevaluating speed limits are the following:
A. Road characteristics, shoulder condition, grade, alignment, and sight distance;
B. The pace;
C. Roadside development and environment;
D. Parking practices and pedestrian activity; and
E. Reported crash experience for at least a 12-month period.

KEY MUTCD PRINCIPLE: Speed zones shall be established on the basis of an engineering study (Section
2B.13,01) and the posted speed limit should be within 5 mph of the 85th percentile speed of free‐
flowing traffic (Section 2B.13, 12). Additionally, other factors (Section 2B.13, 16) may be considered
when establishing or reevaluating speed limits.
It is important to note that the other factors included in Section 2B.13, 16 are frequently applied since
these factors also contribute to other roadway engineering design guidelines in other engineering
publications. It is also important to note that the guidance in Section 2B.13, 12 is not a standard such
that engineers are not required to adjust the speed limit should there be a significant difference
between the 85th percentile speed and the posted speed limit. For example, since this statement is
guidance, an engineer would not be required to increase a speed limit should flagrant speeding occur
along a roadway. Engineering judgement would advise a speed limit reevaluation in this scenario, but
other options would be available to bring observed speeds in closer compliance with the posted speed
limit (law enforcement, traffic calming measures, etc). Again, since Section 2B.13, 12 is guidance it must
be followed unless a deviation is justified by engineering judgement or engineering study.

The third interpretation in this letter is the MUTCD’s guidance related to school zones. As a reminder,
the purposes of the MUTCD is to provide guidance for the uniform application of traffic control devices
which improves safety.
Per Section 7A.01, 01: Support: Regardless of the school location, the best way to achieve effective
traffic control is through the uniform application of realistic policies, practices, and standards
developed through engineering judgment or studies. (Emphasis added).

Per Section 7A.01, 05: Support: A school traffic control plan permits the orderly review of school
area traffic control needs, and the coordination of school/pedestrian safety education and
engineering measures. Engineering measures alone do not always result in the intended change
in student and road user behavior. (Emphasis added).

Since both of the two statements are support statements, no mandatory action or guidance is implied.
Instead these statements are based on research gathered throughout the existence of the MUTCD and
are included for informational purposes.
Per Section 7A.01, 08: Guidance: The type(s) of school area traffic control devices used, either
warning or regulatory, should be related to the volume and speed of vehicular traffic, street
width, and the number and age of the students using the crossing.

It is important to remember that since this is a guidance statement, it must be followed unless a
deviation is justified by engineering judgement or study. It is important to note that this guidance
applies to ALL school area traffic control devices used and not any one specific type.
Per Section 7A.01, 10: Support: Reduced speed limit signs for school areas and crossings are
included in this Manual solely for the purpose of standardizing signing for these zones and not as
an endorsement of mandatory reduced speed zones.

In this statement, the MUTCD further clarifies the purpose of this manual as it relates to reduced speed
limit signs in school zones. As previously stated in Section 1A.09, 02, the MUTCD guidance does not

automatically warrant the installation of any type of traffic control device including school area traffic
control devices.
Per Section 7A.02, 02: Guidance: School walk routes should be planned to take advantage of
existing traffic controls.

It is important to note that this guidance statement applies to all types of existing traffic controls which
may include but is not limited to: stop signs, crosswalks, signage, traffic signals, and pedestrian push
buttons. The intent of this guidance statement is to recommend that existing traffic controls be used
whenever possible instead of the implementation of new traffic controls. In other words, additional
school area traffic control devices should only be applied when engineering judgement or study justifies
that the existing traffic controls do not sufficiently provide safe school walk routes.

In summary, when interpreting and applying the MUTCD it is important to understand the purpose of
this manual and traffic control devices.
Per Section 1A.01, 01: Support: The purpose of traffic control devices, as well as the principles for
their use, is to promote highway safety and efficiency by providing for the orderly movement of
all road users on streets, highways, bikeways, and private roads open to public travel throughout
the Nation.

Per Section 1A.01, 02: Support: Traffic control devices notify road users of regulations and provide
warning and guidance needed for the uniform and efficient operation of all elements of the traffic
stream in a manner intended to minimize the occurrences of crashes.

KEY MUTCD PRINCIPLE: The primary function of the MUTCD is safety through the uniform design,
placement, operation, and maintenance of traffic control devices. Success in this function results in
operational efficiency.
Additionally, other engineering design guidance publications focus on these same functions, but focus
on different aspects of engineering systems (roadway design, lighting design, etc). It is the professional
engineer’s responsibility to apply all of these engineering principles and guidance in the process of
developing cohesive, holistic designs.
Sincerely,
David McClintock, PE

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ben Herr <bcherr@gmail.com>
Monday, August 07, 2017 8:00 AM
Bennie R. Shobe; Jane Raybould; Jon Camp; Cyndi Lamm; Roy A. Christensen; Leirion
Gaylor Baird; Carl B. Eskridge
Re-Paving District 159

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Dear Council Members,
In today’s Council Meeting you will be voting on the resolution for the Re-Paving District 159 ordering
Saunders Avenue from 12th Street to 14th Street to be constructed and the cost allocated. This has been an
long and hard road(pardon the pun) for this short section of Saunders. It has taken 5 attempts at the petition
and we finally achieved more than a majority of owner support for the re-paving.
We now need your support for the re-paving of Saunders to go forward. It has been well established that this
section of the street is in very poor condition. We ask that you approve the resolution today for the Re-Paving
District 159.
Sincerely,
Ben and Amy Herr
Owners 1231 & 1330 Saunders Avenue

1

Angela M. Birkett
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Andrew R. Willis <awillis@clinewilliams.com>
Monday, August 07, 2017 8:24 AM
Teresa Meier
Cyndi Lamm; Leirion Gaylor Baird; Jane Raybould; Jon Camp; Roy A. Christensen;
Bennie R. Shobe; Carl B. Eskridge
request for deferral - Items 17R-175, 17-87, and 17R-182

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

On behalf of the applicant Almond Opportunity, LLC, I am requesting a further deferral on
agenda items 21, 22, and 23 (17R-175, 17-87, and 17R-182) relating to the Abbott Sports
Complex.
The City Council previously granted a two week deferral on these agenda items, but it is
clear that there is not going to be a quick resolution to this matter. While my client still
desires to move forward if possible, it appears that the foundations will need more time to
resolve the underlying issues with which we are not involved and never intended to be
involved. Therefore, I am requesting a deferral until the October 30 City Council meeting.
I apologize for the continued delays, but I believe that delaying any action on our
application for a couple months is the best course of action. Thank you.
ANDREW R. WILLIS
CLINE WILLIAMS WRIGHT JOHNSON & OLDFATHER, L.L.P.
233 South 13th Street | 1900 US Bank Bldg. | Lincoln, NE 68508
Direct: 402.479.7151 | Main: 402.474.6900 | www.clinewilliams.com
Lincoln | Omaha | Aurora | Scottsbluff | Fort Collins
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