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INTRODUCTION
This document is the result of a project completed in the Capstone Studio of the Master Community and Regional
Planning (MCRP) degree program at the University of Nebraska–Lincoln (UNL). This project intends to serve as a
guide and resource to the Lincoln/Lancaster County Planning Department, who intends to update the Lincoln/
Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan (LPlan 2040) with information pertaining to adaptive reuse of underutilized
offices into housing in Downtown Lincoln, Nebraska.
Further, the project seeks to establish an understanding of the current status of adaptive reuse developments in
Lincoln, Nebraska up to this point (Appendix D), to study the circumstances that brought them to fruition and to
learn from the experiences those developers had in working with the Lincoln/Lancaster County Planning
Department. Included is also an evaluation of practices that leading cities have implemented, along with an
analysis of their performance.
From interviews with local developers and members of the real estate industry (Appendix A), an evaluation of other
cities’ practices, and a review of the relevant literature, this project offers several carefully selected strategies for
the department to incorporate into future plans.

STUDY AREA
The study area illustrated below is the primary focus of the project submitted herein and represents the commonly
understood boundary for Downtown, Lincoln, Nebraska and as defined in the Downtown Master Plan (2018). The
area is bound by railroad tracks/5th St. to the west, railroad tracks to the north (including UNL), Antelope Creek to
the east, and G St. to the south.
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
All over the country, demand for office space continues to decline even though the economy is back to heights
predating the Great Recession. The office market faces disruptive forces from telecommunicating and higher
efficiency of leased space due to technological advances and slow increases in job growth in the service industry
(Brown 2014). Nationwide there is a growing stock of underutilized space both in downtown and suburban
settings that remain vacant due to financial and regulatory barriers (Liu 2017; National Trust for Historic
Preservation 2017).
The aforementioned trends are impacting the office real estate market in Downtown, Lincoln as well. Office leases
have been sluggish in 2020, and the COVID-19 outbreak is likely to continue to intensify the impacts that
telecommuting is having on office leasing (Meginnis 2020). During the 1980s, demand for office space outpaced
supply in most of the US and, by the end of the decade, many cities were experiencing the largest office building
boom in their history. The ensuring economic contraction left those markets with major surpluses of office space
that were never quite diminished (Frainstien 1995; Gann and Barlow 1996 via Heath 2001).
Meanwhile, available housing is at an all-time low, and new construction can be characterized as lukewarm at
best. The Baby Boomer and Millennial generation currently make up the largest share of new home purchases and
leases; they have a strong desire to live in walkable neighborhoods with plenty of amenities nearby (Downtown
Master Plan 2018). This imbalance of demand for housing and chronic office underutilization is challenging
municipal planners around the country and enticing developers searching for reuse investments where the criteria
align (Brown 2014).
The commercial real estate industry categorizes office buildings based on building quality, age, and type in three
categories, which are referenced frequently throughout this paper. These categories are labeled A, B, and C, and
represent the three tiers of rental prices and building quality. The Building Owners and Managers Association
classifies these tiers as follows:
The first tier, Class A, includes the most prestigious buildings competing for premier office users with rents above
average for the area. In general, these buildings have high-quality standard finishes, state of the art systems,
exceptional accessibility, and a definite market presence. The second tier, Class B, includes buildings that are
competing for a wide range of users with rents in the average range for the area. Class B building finishes are fair
to good, and their systems are adequate, but the building does not compete with Class A and therefore is not at
the same price point. Class C buildings compete for tenants requiring functional space at rents below the average
for the area (Building Owners and Managers Association 2018).
The Downtown Lincoln Office market encompasses over 130 office buildings as of December 2019. Sixteen
percent of which are categorized as class C offices, seventy-four percent are Class B, and the remaining ten
percent are known as Class A. According to the Downtown Market Assessment of the Downtown Master Plan
(2018), the area is experiencing an overall vacancy rate of twelve percent compared to the City average of ten
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percent. Class B and C office space have higher vacancy rates, at fourteen percent and twenty-eight percent,
respectively. When analyzing vacancy and rental rate data obtained from a Lincoln-based commercial realty firm,
NAI FMA (2020), the trends (Appendix H) show a moderately stable class A and B office market in Downtown
Lincoln marked by a moderate contraction in vacancy over the last two periods and a moderation of rental prices.
The Class C office market, however, illustrates an overall climb in vacant space and a modest climb in rates too.
The high vacancy rates and high (or increasing) rental rates in Downtown Lincoln are indicative of a significant
imbalance in supply and demand known as chronic or perpetual vacancy.
Both the LPlan 2040 and the 2018 Downtown Master Plan establish goals for increased dwelling units in
Downtown Lincoln; the Plan's authors consider adaptive-reuse of office space a critical strategy for the
achievement of this goal. According to respondents participating in a Downtown Master Plan survey, 69% of them
wanted to see the redevelopment of underutilized sites (Downtown Master Plan 2018).
Although the Downtown Master Plan (2018) reports that the demand for housing in Lincoln's Downtown area—
dwelling units that incorporate walkable, multi-use spaces—is notably high, the population growth rate has
remained low and is outpaced by the downtown population growth rate of several peer cities (Appendix F). The
Downtown Master Plan (2018) cites the cause of this problem as a lack of reasonable housing options and
indicates that adaptive reuse projects could supplement such need. However, the complex nature of adaptive
reuse projects may inhibit many of them from coming to fruition, resulting in continued high levels of underutilized
office space and a lack of Downtown housing (Meginnis 2020, National Trust for Historic Preservation 2017;
Seacrest 2020).
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RELEVANCE TO LPLAN 2040, DOWNTOWN MASTER PLAN, AND
AFFORDABLE HOUSING COORDINATED ACTION PLAN
The conversion of underutilized office space in Downtown Lincoln stands as one strategy capable of supporting
the achievement of several key aspects of the 2040 Lincoln/Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan (LPlan 2040).
First, in its broad vision statement, the LPlan 2040 notes the desire to "maximize the use of land to preserve
agriculture and natural landscapes” and cites infill solutions and redevelopment among the best ways to achieve
this goal.
The LPlan 2040 contains a specific vision statement for the Downtown Lincoln area titled “Downtown Lincoln–
Heart of Our Community” and states:
“Downtown Lincoln is the heart of our community, a unique common ground for all Lincoln
and Lancaster County residents. It is also emerging as an attractive place to live, becoming
an increasingly vibrant mixed use neighborhood. At the same time, Downtown Lincoln
belongs to all residents of Nebraska because “downtown” is synonymous with the University
of Nebraska, state government, and the State Capitol building. This state-wide ownership
has strong economic implications. LPlan 2040 will ensure that downtown remains a special place."
(pg. 1.3)
Adaptive reuse of underutilized office spaces supports the LPlan 2040’s “Environmental Stewardship and
Sustainability” pillar, which makes it a goal to encourage mixed-use projects that will reduce vehicle trips, a known
benefit of increased downtown living. Building reuse is further recognized to support environmental goals as,
according to the Downtown Master Plan (2018), reuse of older buildings is among the most sustainable means of
“...accommodating the changing purposes and functions of Downtown properties." This concept has grown in
importance with an increased understanding of the limits to energy supplies and community resources, the
likelihood that energy costs will continue to increase in the future, the climate impacts of energy consumption, and
the impacts on the physical and economic health of the community. LPlan 2040 describes a community that
values natural and human resources, supports advances in technology, and encourages development that
improves the health and quality of life of all citizens (pg. 1.4)
The reuse of commercial space for housing options thus is a core vehicle to achieve the goals of the LPlan 2040,
and implementing the conversions in Lincoln's Downtown and the surrounding area appears to be a focal point
that would positively impact Lincoln residents as a whole, being that "Downtown Lincoln belongs to all residents of
Nebraska" (see pg. 1.3 as referenced above). Further, the literature examined and outlined in the above text
identifies the environmental sustainability benefits of such conversions which although not specifically identified in
LPlan 2040's "goals" based on the "Environmental Stewardship and Sustainability" statement found on page 1.4
and 1.5, would undoubtedly be achieved if such conversions were placed as a priority.
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LPlan 2040 establishes a number of "Elements" recognized as relevant to the use of the conversion of
underperforming office building space to housing (pg. 1.11). The first, "Mixed Use Redevelopment," seems to
grasp the benefits the conversion of underutilized office spaces to housing could have for the Lincoln community.
However, the second, "Neighborhoods and Housing," apparently does not see the application of such conversions
as necessary to answer the present and future demand for housing. Included directly below is a brief synopsis of
the relevance of the conversion of underperforming office building space to housing to LPlan 2040 and an
explanation of the advances such conversions could contribute if properly acknowledged and applied throughout
the city in response to housing demands.
Chapter 6 of LPlan 2040 lays out the strategy for redevelopment that strives for both compatibility with
surrounding areas and accomplishment of the various principles of LPlan 2040. This Element focuses on existing
and expected large supply of underdevelopment or under-utilized commercial land with city services already in
place. The primary location for application of this Element is for new dwelling units in Lincoln’s “Greater
Downtown”; an area described as including Downtown proper, Antelope Valley, the Haymarket, South Haymarket,
Telegraph District and Innovation Campus (pg. 6.1). LPlan 2040 calls for 3,000 additional dwelling units in Lincoln’s
Greater Downtown by 2040 (pg. 6.3). It further calls for high-density dwelling units to meet the demand and grow
the tax base in this core area. The LPlan 2040 highlights that additional dwelling units within the area are a
necessity in order to capitalize on the collective investments made to infrastructure, new building construction, and
entertainment. It is clear from the vision statement (pg. 1.3) that the Lincoln community values the unique role of
Lincoln's Downtown and sees it as a vibrant, mixed-use neighborhood that offers a choice for residential lifestyles
and daily needs. The implementation and further application of multi-use and conversion of underutilized
infrastructures in Lincoln's Downtown will propel LPlan 2040's ultimate goal: "offering new opportunities for living
and working while conserving our local environmental and cultural resources for future generations" (pg. 1.2).
Chapter 7 of LPlan 2040 discusses desired neighborhood patterns and strategies for meeting future housing
demand. Conversion of office space to residential housing is relevant to the issues outlined in this chapter as it is
apparent that living in and around Lincoln’s Greater Downtown areas is highly desirable and practical for a
significant portion of Lincoln’s residents and promotes affordable housing. The disparity in the density of Lincoln’s
developing neighborhoods compared to neighborhoods nearest to downtown highlights this tendency:
“The density in the urban area currently ranges from 1 to 3 dwelling units per gross acre
in developing neighborhoods to as much as 19 per gross acres in neighborhoods nearest to Downtown."
(Pg. 7.2)
Despite this, the LPlan 2040 fails to recognize the potential the conversion of office space to residential housing
could have for developing highly desirable, cost-efficient housing throughout the city in Chapter 7. In the
subsection labeled "Strategies for Neighborhoods and Housing" found on pg. 7.4 the only acknowledgment of the
utility of this conversion is noted in the sixth bullet point and is a minimal, specific recommendation for mixed-use
commercial centers to incorporate special needs housing. This paper will, therefore, identify the abundance of
uses such conversions would have in building neighborhoods in desirable and convenient locations in order to
meet both current and future housing demands.
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In addition to a high degree of relevance to the goals of the 2040 LPlan, the initiative of intensifying reuse of office
buildings in Downtown for housing has significant ties to the Downtown Master Plan adopted in December 2018.
In its market assessment (pg. 2.3), the Plan calls to establish the possibilities for another 900 to 1,900 market-rate
dwelling units in the Greater Downtown. The Plan also highlights an imbalance in housing, where development
activity concentrates in Haymarket and along the P Street corridor, leaving portions of the south of O St and East
of 9th with little development of housing. This southeastern portion of Downtown offers several adaptive-reuse
opportunities as it contains a concentration of highly vacant class C office space.
The Downtown Master Plan recognizes that residential development models the most substantial market
opportunity in Downtown (pg. 4.1.1). It further acknowledges that an increase in both the quantity and array of
housing options and price points is key to enhancing the region's competitive edge through its ability to attract
young and skilled labor to the market (pg. 4.1.3). Adaptive, reuse by its nature, retains the historic facade of
converted buildings while offering a mixture of floor plans suitable for a variety of budgets, including affordable
housing (National Trust for Historic Preservation 2017).
As a result of these findings and goals, the Downtown Master Plan outlines short term (zero to eighteen months)
goals of examining the level of support existing incentives offer for housing development in Downtown and
identifying additional incentives for adaptive reuse among others. In the mid-term (eighteen months to five years),
the Plan establishes a goal of creating an existing inventory of reuse and redevelopment sites, including class C
offices and underutilized commercial spaces such as the Gold's building in hopes of spurring more projects in the
ensuing years.
Adaptive reuse for housing is a strategy that has a high degree of relevance to the increasing availability of housing
in a variety of price points( Ahlers 2015). The City of Lincoln is in the process of drafting the Affordable Housing
Coordinated Action Plan (2020), whose aim is to address housing needs for the City's residents earning less than
80% of the Area Median Income (AMI). The Plan establishes that the City of Lincoln will need 2,200 additional
rental units priced below $500 and another 2,800 between $500 and $1,000 a month.
The large stock of underperforming assets in Downtown Lincoln offers significant opportunities for increasing
housing affordability. Adaptive reuse has been a tool to promote affordable housing, with numerous completed
projects around the country, the strategy has demonstrated capacity to overcome some of the biggest hurdles
outlined by the newly drafted Plan through increasing housing variety for the missing middle" and increasing
mobility in the market. Some examples have demonstrated that the cost of building reuse can be less expensive
than new construction. In many cases, reusing underutilized buildings for affordable housing, allows developers to
double up on incentives such as Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs) as well as state and federal Historic
Tax Credits. As a result, planned adaptive reuse projects for affordable housing have the potential of being more
viable than those for market-rate housing units.
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REVIEW OF ACADEMIC AND PROFESSIONAL LITERATURE
DRIVERS FOR ADAPTIVE REUSE
The last decade's revival of downtown living, championed by the desires of a walkable community by both the
millennial generation and "empty nesters", has brought to the forefront a lesser-studied dimension: the conversion
of older office buildings into apartments and condominiums.
Now more than ever, politicians, planners, and developers are showing an increased interest in adaptive reuse as a
solution for city-center housing demands and the social and environmental challenges of our time (Williams 2016;
Downtown Master Plan 2020). The literature on the topic of adapting office buildings to residential use in
downtown areas is sparse with five primary academic works. Unfortunately, these academic writings lack recent
studies and fail to cover a broad spectrum of real estate markets and city settings. Nonetheless, the literature that
is available describes adaptive reuse of underutilized office spaces as a useful development style that consumes
less land, reduces single-occupancy driving, and better utilizes existing public infrastructure resources (Heath
2001). As with the Lincoln/Lancaster County Planning Department, other municipal and county planning
departments are also seeking policy guidance on this topic (Wade 2020).
The existing and available body of research does indicate that this conversion practice is not new and, in fact, was
greatly utilized to revitalize New York and other city cores throughout the end of the twentieth century (Williams
2016; Remøy and Vander Voordt 2014). In Lincoln, Nebraska, renovations such as the Hayward Building and the
Stuart Building, described in detail in Appendix E to this document, have shown a history of conversion as early as
the 1980s. Several authors, including Williams (2016), Bolan Smart Associates (2016), Beauregard (2005) and
Heath (2001) provided a relatively recent overview of the use of this conversion and development technique in
London, New York, Chicago, Dallas, Toronto, and Baltimore. Remøy and Vander Voordt (2014) took a deeper look
at 15 buildings in the Netherlands and revealed more specific findings on the legal, technical and architectural
barriers to such conversion. Each of these studies described the factors contributing to office spaces becoming
obsolete and leaving buildings severely underutilized, the high-level policies that cities have implemented as
solutions, and provide means of feasibility assessments for reuse.
In New York, during the economic slumps of the late 1980s and 1990s, many office tenants left Lower Manhattan
for Midtown or elsewhere, where buildings were newer and higher quality (Williams 2016). The exodus from
downtown left the area with a 25% vacancy rate of its more than 100 million square feet of office space. Since
large portions of lower Manhattan buildings were old and no longer suitable for modern office requirements, they
became good candidates for reuse (Williams 2016). The driver for the successful application of the office-toresidential conversion efforts in lower Manhattan was the tight housing market and a high supply of obsolete office
buildings, which created a tangible value-gap between rates in housing and commercial real estate (Williams 2016;
Beauregard 2005; Heath 2001).
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Through the nineties and early 2000s, many cities suffered from an abundance of office space and a hollowing out
of their downtown areas. In the case of Toronto, the downtown office district offered limited housing options and
instead consisted of office buildings that left the area seemingly abandoned after 6:00 PM (Heath 2001). The
benefits of increasing the number of residents in a city center are widely recognized to help achieve a range of
societal economic and environmental goals, and office-to-residential conversions are a good solution for inner-city
redevelopment (Heath 2001).
IDENTIFYING OPPORTUNITY
Class B and C building owners face four possible strategies for dealing with underutilized space: consolidation,
renovations, demolition, and new build or conversion to other functions (Romey and Van Der Voort 2014; Bullen,
Love 2010 ). Option number one, consolidation, continues the status quo–keeping the building as is and hoping
for better times and lower vacancy rates; this is the option most owners choose, according to Remøy and Vander
Voordt (2014). Many high-vacancy cases, such as in the Lincoln Downtown area, selling the building can result in a
loss, being that the value of the property is based on its potential rent yield. Adaptation for other office markets is
also a strategy that many owners choose (Bolan Smart Associates 2016). But competing for another class of
tenants can be a costly endeavor; if the market is already saturated with prime office spaces, the opportunity of
adaptation and a significant remodel can lose its appeal. Nonetheless, if the building is located in a prime area,
demolition and redevelopment do create the possibility for aligning the space to future user's needs and may
outweigh the increased risk of loss of income that comes with renovation (McGinnis 2020).
When it comes to the urban setting, the literature indicates that successful conversions are primarily found in
downtown areas and city centers, and conversions in business parks or suburban areas rarely happen due to
numerous obstacles (Bolan Smart Associates 2016; Remøy and Vander Voort 2014; Heath 2001). The complexity
around the reuse of suburban office parks arises from the fact that they require more structural changes to the
area as a whole. Such requisites would include but are not limited to, significant enhancements to multi-modal
transit connectivity. This issue does not arise when the conversion of underutilized office space to residential
housing occurs in city centers as such areas are already established as multi-functional areas, offering highly
accessible transportation options and access to nearby amenities. Based on this information, the underutilized
office buildings available in Lincoln’s Downtown is well-positioned to take on a successful office-to-housing
conversion plan as the area is both located in the city center and the edge of the housing area, Near South and
Everett in the south, the North Bottoms to the North and Malone to the East.
In addition to the importance of ensuring appropriate location, demand, and policy factors, the capacity of the
buildings themselves to undergo conversion has to pass physical/design requirements and economic muster.
Financially, the most successful projects, according to Heath (2001), were those that brought in the cheapest
rental square-foot rates in their former use and had low-interest payments on their capital investments. Bolan
Smart Associates (2016) describe a budgetary Pro-forma for assessing the economics of potential conversion
(Appendix G). Ultimately, they write that for a project to go forward, the new rates must be higher than the former
rates plus the cost of conversion.
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From a physical or architectural standpoint, the ease of conversion depends on the height and depth of buildings,
acoustic separation, fire safety, and the building envelope (Gann and Barlow 1996). Buildings constructed before
1960 are broadly seen as good candidates for reuse as they generally have lower ceiling heights and thus are
optimal for residential use compared to commercial (Gann and Barlow 1996). Floor depth should ideally be
between 65 and 85 feet to facilitate a floor layout conducive to housing, and column spacing should be higher
than 30' by 30' (Gann and Barlow 1996). Smaller single-use conversions are more accessible and less
complicated than more significant multi-use transformations (Bolan Smart Associates 2016). Gann and Barlow
(1996) also identify the best conversion opportunities are buildings that have rich heritage are culturally significant
or listed as monuments; this is because it aligns a great deal of community interest with the successful
preservation of the building through reuse (Gann, D. M., & Barlow, J. 1996; National Trust for Historic Preservation
2017; Ross 2020; Williams 2016 ). This is also a trend Lincoln's Downtown has followed recently in the
conversions of buildings such as the Grand Manse as well as the Gold's and Co. building. Accessibility of parking
structures is also an indicator of a fitting location for conversion as constructing parking space for housing
requirements can be otherwise cost-prohibitive (Seacrest 2020).
LOCAL POLICY
Although the United States is currently experiencing a convergence of high demands for housing and an abundant
supply of underutilized space ripe for reuse, office-to-residential conversions are occurring at low numbers as a
share of the overall growth in housing (Remøy and Vander Voordt 2014; Meginnis 2020). The low rates of adaptive
reuse for housing are likely because of the many barriers projects face; most frequently cited among them are
outdated zoning and building codes, parking requirements, and the lack of adequate financing opportunities
(National Trust for Historic Preservation 2017).
The literature notes building reuse, by its very nature, involves revisiting the original premise of the property's
planning and use, an intensive regulatory process (Bolan Smart Associates 2016). City and County policies related
to zoning and building development govern the process that would allow for adaptive reuse of underutilized office
spaces for residential purposes. While developers want the market to set their own prices, uses and types,
planners and policymakers can, and do, exercise a great influence over the conversions of these underutilized
spaces into truly necessary housing. By way of example, to address its high vacancy rates in lower Manhattan, the
New York City Government initiated the Lower Manhattan Revitalization Plan to enable and subsidize the
conversion of obsolete office buildings into apartments (Beauregard 2005). This plan included subsidies given to
the conversion of offices constructed before 1975, and focus was invested in the creation of studios and smaller
apartments from first-time buyers and renters (Beauregard 2005).
Williams (2016) cites the effect of a concerted effort enforced by both city policy and programs, such as the above
referred to plan adopted in New York City, to apply the office-to-residential conversion. As a result of these efforts,
New York’s conversion of underutilized office buildings to single-family housing options was successful and
resulted in a positive reshaping of the real estate market in the area. Other cities, too, who were able to effectuate
an increase in housing, through conversions of office buildings, did so with concerted efforts from the executive
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office and ordinances passed by city councils ( Heath 2001; National Trust for Historic Preservation 2017; Ross
2020, Williams 2016).
In Toronto, the City took heavy-handed means of intervention to incentivize office to residential conversions, and
the result was a thriving housing market in the city’s core (Heath 2001). As proposed in elements of Lincoln’s LPlan
2040, Toronto set a goal of intensifying existing urban areas and increasing residences downtown. The Planning
and Development Department in the City of Toronto took proactive measures to eliminate the burdens of the
consultation and approval process, reducing the timeframe necessary for approval from two years to three months
(Heath 2001). Additionally, Toronto made changes to zoning to allow for increased residential density and
amended the building codes to decrease open space requirements typically applied to residential developments
(Heath 2001).
With the significant barriers and complexities many potential conversion projects face, local governments have an
array of options towards easing of regulatory burdens or providing tax incentives that can move a plan into
feasibility (Bolan Smart Associates 2016). The building checklist adopted from Bolan Smart Associates (Appendix
C) highlights the numerous considerations developers face when considering adaptive reuse for housing; over half
of the criteria elements cataloged, are listed as being impacted by policy at the local government level. The
National Trust for Historic Preservation (2017) has put forth a model ordinance to aid policymakers in their effort to
advance adaptive reuse as essential a planning strategy. The outlined ordinance (appendix B) is based on
successful policies first implemented by Los Angeles and Phoenix and soon followed by other major cities and is
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CASE STUDIES
City staff and elected officials around the country are working to identify and implement innovative and settingspecific solutions for strengthening adaptive reuse in their areas. A primary goal of this document is to uncover the
best practices and implementation strategies of adaptive reuse programs in other cities. Key elements reviewed in
this portion of the study include the background and history of the programs, the impacts they had, and the
hurdles faced along the process.
The Downtown Lincoln Master Plan (2018) outlines a group of peer cities that were selected based on several
aspects that make them comparable to the context of Lincoln and its Downtown area. While those were initially
identified as targets for this research too, the findings of this paper indicate that none of those cities have
established targeted programs for incentivizing reuse of downtown office space for housing, or adaptive reuse
more broadly. As a result, the two cities selected for these case studies (Los Angles, Tucson) were chosen based
on the merits of their targeted efforts at adaptive reuse, not based on a shared set of characteristics and
conditions with Lincoln, Nebraska.

LOS ANGELES (LA), CALIFORNIA
A. Name: Adaptive Reuse Ordinance; Los Angeles Municipal Code: Subdivision 26 of Subsection A of
Section 12.22
B. Location: Los Angeles, California
C. Background and Summary: In 1999 the city of Los Angeles, California, implemented a city-wide
Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, which was applied through the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The purpose of
this Ordinance is to revitalize the Greater Downtown Los Angeles Area and facilitate the conversion of
older, economically distressed, or historically significant buildings to apartments, live/work units, or visitorserving facilities. By this Ordinance, Los Angeles intended to reduce vacant space, as well as preserve the
Downtown's architectural and culturally significant buildings while encouraging the development of a live/
work and residential community to yield a more balanced array housing and jobs in the area's primary
employment center. This Ordinance was also instituted in the hopes of developing a "24-hour city" and
encourage mixed commercial and residential uses to improve air quality, reduce vehicle trips by locating
residents, jobs, hotels, and transit services near each other. The Ordinance's main components include
providing for an expedited approval process, ensures that older and historic do not get subjected to same
zoning and code requirements that apply to new construction and that requirements are eliminated or
decreased.
D. Planning and design/Specific Plan executed under Ordinance
a. In 2001 CIM, an international investment group determined that based on the area's market
fundamentals and the influx of public and private investment Downtown Los Angeles, and
specifically, the South Park District was positioned to experience significant growth. The
company, therefore, began making substantial investments under the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance
and committed over $600 million in fourteen different projects within the city's core, including the
first approved adaptive reuse project under the 1999 Ordinance. (CIM, n.d.)
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E. Economic factors
a. Both private and public investment and support began with the development of several major
entertainment and cultural venues, including the STAPLES Center, the Los Angeles Cathedral,
and Disney Concert Hall (CIM, n.d.).
F. Political factors: Implemented by City Council, enforced by city ordinance
G. Physical factors/construction: The provisions of the Los Angeles Ordinance apply to Adaptive Reuse
projects in all or any portion of a building.
a. Within the Downtown Project Area, the “Downtown Project Area” is defined as a large,
encompassing area in and around the Greater Los Angeles downtown region.
b. Buildings constructed in accordance with building and zoning codes in effect prior to July 1,
1974.
i.
A Certificate of Occupancy, building permit, or other suitable documentation may be
submitted as evidence to verify the date of construction.
c. Five years have elapsed since the date of issuance of final Certificates of Occupancy; and
d. A Zoning Administrator finds that the building is no longer economically viable as an exclusively
commercial or industrial building,
e. Buildings designated on the National Register of Historic Places, California are also eligible
buildings.
f. Buildings built after July 1, 1974 may apply to the Adaptive Reuse project if: five years have
elapsed since the date of issuance of final Certificates of Occupancy; and a Zoning Administrator
finds that the building is no longer economically viable as an exclusively commercial or industrial
building.
H. Results and performance
a. Expedited approval process and building code exemptions for older buildings
i.
During an almost thirty-year period beginning in 1970, Downtown LA gained a total of
4,300 housing units. Then, between 1999 and 2008, after the Adaptive Reuse
Ordinance's implementation, Downtown LA saw an increase of at least 7,300 housing
units from chronically vacant buildings alone (Rosenberg 2012). As a result of the
program’s success it was expanded to include other neighborhoods in Los Angeles.
b. Removal of parking requirements:
i.
Prior to the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, developers in LA were required to provide two or
more on-site parking spaces for each housing unit. But the Ordinance did away with this
requirement, and after its implementation, the average number of on-site parking spaces
fell to 0.9 for each dwelling unit in adaptive reuse projects. Including off-site parking, the
parking space count was higher at 1.3 spaces per unit. That is representative of a 65%
drop in required parking spaces in an area where many residents already self-select to
reside in for reasons unrelated to having a multi-car garage (Rosenberg 2012). The lack
of adequate parking either to meet code requirements or demands of would-be residents
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is a significant barrier to adaptive reuse projects, as the costs for new parking spaces
render most investment opportunities as infeasible (Bolan Smart Associates 2016,
Secrest 2020).
I.

Analysis, evaluation, observations and lessons learned.
a. Urban regeneration requires a vision and a continued commitment to sustainability. In the case of
Los Angeles, there is evidence of a commitment to sustainability through the implementation of an
adaptive re‐use program. A key to Los Angeles’s success was the offering of incentives. Such
incentives are therefore likely required to entice investment in potential buildings and overall
involvement in the program.
i.
Cornerstone projects and developers, such as CIM and Central City Development
Group., who were willing and able to invest millions of dollars into applicable real estate
propelled the success of Los Angeles’s program
b. The ability to make commercial buildings attractive to developers as viable reuse projects required
use of legislation, in this case the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance applied through the Los Angeles
Municipal Code. This legislation reduced code and zoning requirements and offered substantial
financial incentives in the form of tax concessions.
c. The advantages of adaptive reuse in terms of sustainability appear to outweigh the advantages of
demolition and new development as experienced in Los Angeles.
d. LA’s experience with adaptive reuse incentive and code relief are applicable and relevant to
Lincoln and Lancaster County in a number of primary ways.
i.
Unlike other cities, but similar to Lincoln, LA specifically targeted their initiatives at the
Greater Downtown Area.
ii.
While adaptive reuse of commercial space for housing was not the only goal of the
program, their efforts did demonstrate significant impacts to market-rate and affordable
housing, which are of high regard to the City of Lincoln as exhibited in the LPlan 2040
and the Downtown Master Plan (2018).
J. Major participants and contacts
a. Con Howe, 2002 Director of Planning for the City of Los Angeles;
b. Nate Wittasek, Senior Managing Engineer at the Los Angeles based consulting firm, Exponent
c. Donald Shoup with the Department of Urban Planning, UCLA; Phone: (310) 825-5705;
shoup@ucla.edu
d. CIM headquarters; 4700 Wilshire Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90010; (323).860-4900
e. Hamid Behdad; Central City Development Group; 601 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 2601, Los
Angeles, CA 90017; (213) 482-4327
K. Project website(s)
L. Bibliography/reference list
a. Bullen, Peter and Love, Peter. 2009. "Residential regeneration and adaptive reuse: learning from
the experiences of Los Angeles", Structural Survey, Vol. 27 No. 5, pp. 351-360.
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b. Subdivision 26 of Subsection A of Section 12.22 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (2001).
https://www.lacity.org/pln/zone_code/2000zc/zonecode.htm
c. Rosenberg, Jeremy. 2012. “How Downtown L.A. Became a Place to Live (without Parking)."
History and Society, April 2, 2012. https://www.kcet.org/history-society/how-downtown-labecame-a-place-to-live-without-parkin
d. CIM. n.d. “Transforming Downtown LA into a Thriving Community” Accessed March 28, 2020.
https://www.cimgroup.com/portfolio/community-case-studies/los-angeles
e. Behdad, Hamid. 2012. “Hamid Behdad on How Best to Update LA City’s Adaptive Reuse
Ordinance." The Planning Report an Insiders Guide to Planning and Infrastructure. https://
www.planningreport.com/2012/02/26/hamid-behdad-how-best-update-la-city-s-adaptive-reuseordinance.

TUCSON, ARIZONA
A. Name: Adaptive Reuse Pilot Program
B. Location: Tucson, Arizona.
C. Background and Summary: The Adaptive Reuse Pilot Program Launched in December 2016 is made
up of a combination of incentives and code relief tools to encourage infill projects that adapt older, existing
buildings to new business uses. The program was initiated by order of Mayor Rothschild, a longtime
proponent of adaptive reuse (Memo 2016), and is supported by the findings of a recent study about
Tucson's historical buildings named "Older, Smaller, Better In Tucson." The adaptive reuse strategy of the
City of Tucson is modeled closely after programs used in Phoenix, Arizona, and Los Angeles, California,
both of which are widely seen as exemplary implementations of promoting building reuse. The program
targets buildings of at least fifty years of age, but makes allowances for buildings that are at least thirty
years old.
a.

The Tucson program incentives and regulatory reductions include:
i.
Dedicated Lead Planner to facilitate projects through the review process.
ii.
Project-specific checklist to help guide developer
iii.
Assistance with the application of available building code and zoning relief tools for
parking, setbacks, density, height, landscaping, screening.
iv.
Overlapping processes for zoning relief tools and development review
v.
Permit review fee waivers
vi. Allowance for change of use following less restrictive standards if new use allowed by
zoning.
vii. Permitted change of use without improvements
viii. Building height modifications
ix. Economic incentives that may be available for projects located within redevelopment
districts
b. Projects eligible for the tools and incentives of the Program include:
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i.

D.
E.

F.

G.
H.

Projects will provide a community benefit defined by Plan Tucson and will be consistent
with area and neighborhood plans.
ii.
The resulting use of the building will be commercial in nature (including housing).
iii.
Building is at least 50 years old or is at least 30 years old, vacant for 5 years and
constructed of masonry.
iv.
Project will not cause the building to be delisted or ineligible for National Register of
Historic Places
c. Time period of the case study, including dates of key steps
i.
The pilot program was established for a 12 month period in 2017 using existing code
relief tools, during which time the effectiveness of the program will be reviewed.
d. Overall location map and site plan, photographs, etc
i.
Unlike, LA the program permitted any building city-wide to participate if meeting the
guidelines above to participate in the program, though most suitable projects were closer
to the central historic part of the city.
Planning and design issues and features
a. Specific plans and/or projects developed
Economic factors: The City of Tucson is planning to see economic benefits from its Adaptive Reuse Pilot
program both directly, e.g., fees and increased tax revenue, and indirectly through the projects' rippleeffect in the macroeconomy. During the pilot project period, program administrators were instructed to
track the economic impact of construction activities related to reuse projects and the direct revenues to
the City from factors such as impact fees, sales tax on materials, etc. In an interview with the 3Q18
Commercial Real Estate Insights Report, the Pilot Program's administrator, Jonathan Mabry, said, "the
program will make it easier to get new businesses into old buildings...[it] will save developers time and
money while boosting the economy through job creation and proliferation of construction projects" (Wilson
2018, 9)
Political factors
a. Through interview, we found that changes in the Mayor Office holder impact staff and transitions
of such programs don’t always succeed. Much fell through the cracks.
Physical factors/construction (if any)
Results and performance
a. Solutions that may have been considered: The Adaptive Reuse Program included nine (9)
components that were to be evaluated at the conclusion of a 12 month pilot period. According to
the a city memorandum (Elias 2016) evaluated the program elements were sufficient and if any
changes or other tools were needed. However, unfortunately, due to turnover within the Tucson
Planning Department, staff never completed an evaluation of the program (Ross 2020). The
indicators below were explicitly listed in a city memorandum (Elias 2016) to track the program’s
effectiveness:
i.
Total number of completed projects
ii.
Average time frames for projects from determination of eligibility to Certificate of
Occupancy
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iii.
Average total cost of projects
iv.
Uses of properties before and after projects
v.
City revenues generated (construction sales tax, impact fees)
vi. Reuse and recycling of existing building materials
b. The solution chosen, the process for implementing it
c. The results and the current status of the problem and the solutionI.
I. Analysis, evaluation, observations and lessons learned
a. Lessons learned that are applicable to the problem/issue describe in the case, as well as to
similar problems/issues elsewhere
b. Relevance and applicability to Lincoln and Lancaster County
J. Major participants and contacts
a. Names, titles, and contact information of key people and organizations involved: email and postal
addresses, phone numbers, etc.
i.
Ross, Nicholas, Lead Planner, Nicholas.Ross@tucsonaz.gov, 201 North Stone Avenue,
Tucson, Arizona 85701
K. Project website(s)
L. Bibliography/reference list
i.
City of Tucson, Arizona. n.d. “Adaptive Reuse” Accessed April 4, 2020. https://
www.tucsonaz.gov/pdsd/AdaptiveReuse
ii.

Wilson, David. 2018 “Adaptive Reuse: Turning Blight into Bright. Q318 Commercial Real
Estate Insights Report." Accessed April 4, 2020. https://www.ccim.com/newscenter/
commercial-real-estate-insights-report/adaptive-reuse/?gmSsoPc=1

iii.

Elias, Albert. Memorandum to Nicole Ewing Gavin. 2016. “Adaptive Reuse Pilot Program
(City Wide)” https://www.tucsonaz.gov/files/pdsd/projects/IID_Sunset/Attachment_B__Adaptive_Reuse_Pilot_Program.PDF

Case Study Summary
The actions taken by the municipal governments of Tucson and Los Angeles, along with other cities studied
through the literature, indicate that concentrated efforts can make a moderate positive difference in supporting
adaptive reuse for housing. Although market conditions, the principal driver for conversion, are unique to each city
and condition, the solutions implemented by cities commonly consist of the following items:
• Zoning alleviation, primarily to reduce parking requirements or allow residential use in an otherwise zoned area.
• Financial incentives in the way of Tax Increment Financing, Tax Abatements, Sale Tax relief for individual
purchases during construction, and waving of permitting fees.
• Simplifying and fast-tracking of the complex permitting and the plan-development process typically required for
conversion projects.
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This section was formulated after careful consideration of the preceding chapters and reflects a compilation of the
research, interviews, peer city case studies, and other readings. The City of Lincoln has shown itself to already be
doing a great deal to aide the conversion of Downtown Lincoln's underutilized commercial space to housing.
Nevertheless, the factors governing the suitability for building conversions are multi-faceted, and the regulatory
portion, that which the City of Lincoln can control, is only a fraction of the barriers underutilized office spaces face
in transforming to a different use.
Further, according to the research compiled in completing this project, it is likely that office buildings which have
not yet been converted to residential use, may be blocked by factors beyond the City's control. It is likely the
market conditions, the building's location, or architectural aspects may be the inhibiting factors precluding such
conversions. Nonetheless, there are some steps the City of Lincoln and Lincoln/Lancaster County Planning
Department can take to capitalize on current practices to streamline redevelopment in Lincoln's Downtown Area.
●

RECOMMENDATION NO. 1: Create a task force involving city planners, building codes, zoning department
along with developers, and architects.
○ SUPPORT FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION: This is a strategy currently utilized by Tucson, Arizona,
and previously implemented by other adaptive reuse leaders, including Los Angeles, Phoenix, and
Toronto. In a first-hand interview with Nicholas Ross (2020), Lead Planner for the City of Tucson, it
was discussed that Tucson’s planning department found it very beneficial to include architects
and other individuals from the development community in their discussions. Mr. Ross indicated
that by including such individuals, can better inform city workers about the practical issues arising
from city guidelines. Throughout the review of the literature on this subject, it became apparent
that each city that successfully implemented an adaptive reuse program, be it through tax
incentives or ordinances, first had in place a multi-disciplinary committee with representatives
from government and private industry.

●

RECOMMENDATION NO. 2: Designate a Project Manager at the city planning department to shepherd
projects through the process, assisting with plans, zoning, identifying programs, and incentive
opportunities.
○ SUPPORT FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION: The interview with Kent Secrest (2020), an attorney for
several local developers who have completed conversions of office spaces to housing in the
Lincoln area, revealed that the number of individuals with adequate knowledge of the complex
process of adaptive reuse is limited. The lack of adaptive reuse resources (individuals who know
how to navigate the available tax incentives, and complete the application process) in Lincoln
prevents would-be developers from taking part in the process. During an interview with Russ
Mayer (2020), the owner of a building currently undergoing conversion to condominiums revealed
that he was not aware of TIF financing options. According to Mr. Mayer, if the attorney he hired for
a different matter would not have mentioned the opportunity of utilizing TIF funding for the Huber

22

Building Condominiums, the conversion would not have gone through. There appears to be a
clear gap, and efforts should be made both to communicate the processes and the currently
available resources to building owners and investors.
●

RECOMMENDATION NO. 3: Focus city resources on the portions of Downtown with the most opportunity
for office to residential conversions.
○ SUPPORT FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION: The quality of infrastructure surrounding a potential
conversion building, both above and below ground, has a high level of impact not only on a
project’s ultimate success but also on an investor’s initial decision to invest in a specific building.
In a March 2020 interview with Gerard Keating, the new owner of the Gold’s and Co. building, it
was conveyed by Mr. Keating that the purchase of the building with the intent of adapting it for a
hotel was highly influenced by the investment the City of Lincoln was making along the O Street
corridor, where the building is located. With infrastructure dollars being spent primarily outside of
Lincoln’s Downtown area, reuse projects that are recipients of Tax Increment Financing are
required to use a large portion of those dollars towards utilities, sidewalk, and other non-building
specific expenses. A specific example provided by Mr. Seacrest was the artistic metal enclosure
encompassing Lincoln Electric City Transformers that were adjacent to the property was paid for
by TIF money awarded to the Schwarz Building redevelopment project. If more money could have
been used to improve the value of the property itself, the bank would be able to increase the loan
amount.

●

RECOMMENDATION NO. 4 : Leverage the City’s Downtown parking infrastructure
○ SUPPORT FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION: Leverage the City's Downtown parking infrastructure.
While excessive parking requirements appear to be a barrier to many adaptive reuse projects
based on the literature, the condition identified in Lincoln's Downtown is different. As gathered
through interviews for this report, it was determined that an essential requirement for a successful
residential reuse project is the accessibility of parking (Secrest 2020; Meginnis 2020). According
to an interview with Kent Secrest, one of the vital deciding factors leading to the Raymond
Building redevelopment was the reserved parking spots allocated to the building's residents in the
nearby Lumber Works Garage. The city should seek to leverage its above ground and street-level
parking to best support reuse projects in Downtown.

●

RECOMMENDATION NO. 5: Cultivate a network of lenders committed to this reviving Downtown Lincoln
through Adaptive Reuse.
○ SUPPORT FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION: Projects in market locations, such as south and east
Downtown Lincoln, may not fit lender formulas and struggle to secure capital. According to a
case study prepared by the National Trust for Historic Preservation (2017) "…complex layering of
financial sources as well as lack of comparable projects, lead some lenders to assign higher risks
or refuse [reuse] projects." Investment opportunities, in Lincoln also struggle with funding sources
due to the same complexities as in LA and elsewhere. Any steps the City of Lincoln could take to
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increase banks’ trust levels in adaptive reuse projects in Downtown Lincoln will likely catalyze
additional development.
●

RECOMMENDATION NO. 6: Carve out allowances or exemptions for adaptive reuse projects form buildings
codes and zoning.
○ SUPPORT FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION: Several cities studied for this report, including both Tucson
and Los Angeles, initiated specific zoning exceptions for adaptive reuse meeting certain
established criteria. The cities recognized that bringing their stock of old buildings to comply with
present-day codes would be a cost-prohibitive endeavor for most adaptive reuse projects.
Therefore, the ordinances and program studied established flexibility regarding several regulatory
requirements such as land use, building height, parking, density, and setbacks. This flexibility
translates to assurances for developers and investors that they obtain the necessary permits to
start construction. The City of Lincoln, too, has made similar accommodations for adaptive reuse
projects in the past (Lang 2020), but those are one-off exceptions per building. To best cultivate
new adaptive reuse projects, the City should consider carving out a specific list of regulatory
exemptions that architects and developers alike can depend on during the feasibility and
economic consideration of a potential adaptive reuse project.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEWS
For this report, a total of ten semi-structured interviews were carried out with planning staff in the City of Lincoln,
planning staff at other municipalities, property developers, owners, and consultants. The knowledge derived from
the interviews is interspersed throughout the document, along with the appropriate in-text citation.
The interviews of persons local to the Lincoln, Nebraska market were designed to identify the status-quo of
adaptive reuse policy and practice in Lincoln and explore the extent to which any such factors are effective or not.
Developers and property owners who have either previously completed a change of use project or are undergoing
a current project were asked about their experience in working with the City. They were asked about the hurdles
they faced, and aspects about the process they hoped could be improved upon.
The interviews with the planning department staff of other cities were designed to uncover what practices and
policies are in place in their respective cities and how those policies and practices are performing. Planning
department staff at other cities were also asked about the process of bringing those programs to fruition and if
there are any changes to their programs that they would hope to make.

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS

Name

Title

Organization

City, State

Interview
Date

Wade, Traci

Planning Manager

Lexington-Fayette Urban
County Govt.

Lexington, KY

2/25/2020

Gerard, Keating

Developer

Keating Resources

Lincoln, NE

3/2/2020

Seacrest, Kent

Attorney

Seacrest & Kalkowski

Lincoln, NE

3/18/2020

McGee, Dallas

Asst. Director

Urban Development
Department

Lincoln, NE

4/6/2020

Meginnis, Richard

President

NAI FMA Realty

Lincoln, NE

4/6/2020

Ross, Nicholas

Lead Planner

City of Tucson

Tucson, AZ

4/6/2020

Barnes, Paul

Long Range Planner

Lincoln/Lancaster
County Planning Dept.

Lincoln, NE

4/7/2020

Batterman, Boyd

Partner

BIC Construction

Lincoln, NE

4/10/2020
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Lang, Mike

Project Development
Manager
Speedway Properties

Lincoln, NE

4/13/2020

Mayer, Russ

Owner

Lincoln, NE

4/15/2020

Huber Building
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APPENDIX B
MODEL ORDINANCE FOR ADAPTIVE REUSE
Source: National Trust for Historic Preservation. 2017. “Untapped Potential: Strategies for Revitalization and
Reuse."
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APPENDIX C
BUILDING CONVERSION CHECKLIST
Building Conversion Checklist adopted from Bolan and Smart Associates. Red=critically important; Yellow=
important; Green=some importance. Answering ‘no’ to any cell in the Near Term or Future column, indicates a
project will not be feasible to be reused for housing.

Adaptive Reuse for Housing Evaluation Criteria
Criteria

Near Term Future

Potential for Policy
Impact

Location
Mix-use proximate

Yes

Office growth

Limited

Market for alternate uses

Limited

Property / Buildings
Age when reinvested > 25 years

No

< 85 feet wide bld depth

No

Bld frame (>30 foot column spacing)

No

Window line open space views

Limited

Mostly building code compliant

Limited

Some conversion value

No

Underused FAR

Yes

Occupancy
Vacant

No

Single user

No

Multi-tenant (possibly complicated)

No

Economic
Land to value ratio > 1.0

No

Non-office rents > office rents

No

Value recovery > repositioning costs

No

Regulatory
Policy supported

Yes

Zoning compatible

Yes

Requirement factors (MPDUS)

Yes

Incentives (regulatory relief, financial)

Yes

Future Infrastructure / other change

Yes
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APPENDIX D
DOWNTOWN OFFICES BY CLASS
The map below represents office locations within Lincoln’s Downtown area categorized by building class as
defined by the Building Owners and Managers Association (2018). Due to its source, the building information is
confined to what is known by the real estate industry as Lincoln’s Central Business District (CBD), which
represents only a portion of the study area.
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Sources:
NAI FMA Realty. 2020. "Downtown Office Buildings June 30 2019 to December 31 2016."
Lancaster County, NE Assessor. 2020. "Property Ownership maintained by the Lancaster County, NE Assessor's Office."
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Central Business District, Lincoln Buildings with Assigned Class
Parcel ID

Property Name

Address

Building SF

Class

10-26-213-006-000

9th Street Suites-Jenda

324 S 9 ST

4851 C

10-26-152-002-000

311 S 7 ST

311 S 7 ST

37602 B

10-26-229-005-000

530 S 13 ST

530 S 13 ST

13546 C

10-23-443-003-000

HP Lau Building

247 N 8 ST

38184 B

10-23-450-002-000

Old Federal Bldg

916 O ST

16800 B

10-25-122-004-000

Anderson,Creager & Wittstruck

1630 K ST

4730 C

10-23-433-003-002

126 N 13 ST

126 N 13 ST

10-26-206-012-000

Prudential Life Insurance

205 S 9 ST

4131 C

10-26-232-014-003

1045 LINCOLN MALL

1045 LINCOLN MALL

3046 B

10-25-108-001-000

1645 N ST

1645 N ST

10-24-324-008-000

Barister Place

130 N 16 ST

10-23-422-001-000

Journal Star

926 P ST

10-26-235-008-001

625 S 14 ST

625 S 14 ST

1400 B

10-26-235-008-002

625 S 14 ST

625 S 14 ST

1452 B

10-26-235-008-003

625 S 14 ST

625 S 14 ST

2888 B

10-26-235-008-004

625 S 14 ST

625 S 14 ST

2888 B

10-26-223-003-000

League of Nebraska Municipals

1335 L ST

11839 B

10-23-430-008-000

LES

1040 O ST

43700 B

10-26-203-025-001

Energy Square

1111 O ST

34843 B

10-23-433-004-000

1306 O ST

1306 O ST

54474 B

10-26-228-015-000

Farmers Mutual Insurance

501 S 13 ST

63609 A

10-26-234-001-000

Blue Cross & Blue Shield

605 S 13 ST

16008 B

10-26-232-012-000

640 S 10 ST

640 S 10 ST

3002 B

10-26-212-017-003

Color Court Building-Data Bank

825 M ST, UNIT

4316 B

10-26-212-017-004

Color Court Building-Data Bank

825 M ST, UNIT

4316 B

10-26-213-003-000

Arter Group

927 M ST

3640 B

10-23-425-002-002

1217 Q Street

1217 Q Street

11033 B

10-23-426-013-000

1340 P ST-Office

1340 P ST

13750 B

940 B

28039 B
3736 C
119467 B
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Continued 1 | Central Business District, Lincoln Buildings with Assigned Class
10-23-425-007-000

1230 P ST

1230 P ST

3492 B

10-23-424-002-000

216 N 11 ST

216 N 11 ST

10-26-204-016-000

Lincoln Square

1215 O ST

10-26-203-025-002

1111 O Street

1111 O Street

31598 B

10-26-235-009-000

605 S 14 ST

605 S 14 ST

19308 B

10-26-230-001-000

825 J Street

825 J Street

19826 B

10-26-134-005-000

512 S 7th Street

512 S 7 ST

63733 C

10-26-238-006-000

1003 H St

1003 H ST

2056 C

10-26-212-017-001

825 M ST, UNIT

825 M ST, UNIT

10016 B

10-25-106-012-000

1421 N ST

1421 N ST

33842 B

10-26-239-003-000

1133 H Street

1133 H Street

4549 B

10-25-102-011-000

130 S 16th St

130 S 16 ST

3241 C

10-26-222-010-000

1244 K Street

1244 K ST

4580 C

10-26-205-011-000

1330 N ST

1330 N ST

12322 B

10-25-100-011-003

1401 O ST

1401 O ST

5400 B

10-23-350-002-000

601 P ST Office

601 P ST

10-26-223-008-000

First Nebraska Trust

440 S 13 ST

9085 B

10-26-224-015-000

815 K ST

815 K ST

7872 C

10-25-108-003-000

1625 N St

1625 N ST

4973 B

10-23-419-015-000

1320 Q St

1320 Q ST

5416 B

10-26-204-014-000

1200 N ST

1200 N ST

139139 B

10-26-241-016-000

1327 H ST

1327 H ST

17695 B

10-23-450-001-000

Grand Manse

129 N 10 ST

10-26-227-009-000

3 Landmark Centre

1128 Lincoln Mall

10-26-205-008-000

132 S 13 ST

132 S 13 ST

10-26-229-006-000

1320 J ST

1320 J ST

8045 C

10-25-102-012-000

1610 N St

1610 N ST

5400 C

10-23-425-008-000

201 N. 13th Street

201 N. 13th Street

7044 B

12444 B
208525 B

58483 A

4200 B
105807 A
10800 B

39

Continued 2 | Central Business District, Lincoln Buildings with Assigned Class
10-23-427-004-003

The Creamery

701 P ST

8613 B

10-24-325-017-000

1701 P ST

1701 P ST

9940 C

10-25-129-013-000

Nebraska Trucking Assoc.

500 S 17 ST

8801 C

10-26-244-002-000

455 S 11 ST

455 S 11 ST

5184 B

10-26-239-002-000

1141 H ST

1141 H ST

5094 B

10-26-232-014-001

1045 LINCOLN MALL

1045 LINCOLN MALL

5704 B

10-23-434-002-000

Husker Headquarters

1120 P ST

6550 B

10-26-234-002-000

1227 LINCOLN MALL

1227 LINCOLN MALL

7239 B

10-26-241-003-000

1335 H ST

1335 H ST

6373 B

10-23-416-009-000

1030 Q ST

1030 Q ST

9350 B

10-26-233-007-000

601 S 12 ST

601 S 12 ST

8826 B

10-23-413-007-000

Sinclair Hille Architects

700 Q ST

9898 B

10-26-240-001-000

701 S 13 ST

701 S 13 ST

5880 B

10-23-410-001-000

845 S ST

845 S ST

6625 B

10-26-212-017-002

Color Court Building-ETI

825 M ST, UNIT

9811 B

10-23-410-003-000

821 S St

821 S ST

7058 B

10-25-108-014-000

1609 N ST

1609 N ST

8810 C

10-23-432-006-000

1212 O ST

1212 O ST

5418 B

10-26-221-017-000

410 S 11 ST

410 S 11 ST

5727 C

10-26-127-011-000

410 S 7th Street

410 S 7 ST

5928 C

10-26-211-005-000

1318 M ST

1318 M ST

10559 B

10-26-232-016-000

1023 LINCOLN MALL

1023 LINCOLN MALL

10378 B

10-23-428-001-000

Eurasia Russian Store

809 P ST

21467 B

10-23-410-004-000

440 N 8th St

440 N 8 ST

18726 B

10-23-439-002-000

201 N 7 ST

201 N 7 ST

48607 B

10-23-425-004-002

1202 P St, #2

1202 P St, #2

11473 A

10-23-425-004-000

Swanson Russell & Associates

1202 P ST

17604 A

10-23-424-002-003

200 N 11th St, S200

200 N 11 ST

10472 B

10-26-212-016-000

301 S 9 ST

301 S 9 ST

6000 B

10-23-430-004-002

1000 O ST

1000 O ST

6305 B
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10-23-413-001-000

335 N 8 ST

335 N 8 ST

5100 B

10-26-213-007-000

914 L ST

914 L ST

7040 C

10-26-211-002-000

Sharp Building

200 S 13 ST

124992 B

10-26-210-001-000 / 10-26-210-002-000
Great Western Bank

1235 & 1241 N ST

52527 A

10-26-234-003-000

1201 LINCOLN MALL

1201 LINCOLN MALL

10-23-445-001-000

INS

850 S ST

145624 B

10-26-210-004-000, 10-26-210-001-000
Center on N

1221 N St

140041 A

10-26-221-013-000

1120 K ST

1120 K ST

3244 B

10-26-244-001-000

Law offices

1022 K ST

6195 C

10-23-432-004-003

100 N 12th St, #101

100 N 12th St.

10-23-425-001-000

NRC

1245 Q ST

53100 A

10-25-116-020-000

300 S 17th St

300 S 17 ST

11920 B

10-23-433-003-003

Frosty's

130 N 13 ST

1435 B

10-26-201-001-000

Terminal Building

947 O ST

76803 B

10-26-235-010-000

Hruska

635 S 14 ST

22969 B

10-25-109-005-000

220 S 17 ST

220 S 17 ST

42600 C

10-23-427-001-000

Former Salvation Army bldg

151 N. 8TH ST

52436 B

10-23-427-012-000

AR720

720 O ST

12766 B

10-26-204-009-000

1201 O ST

1201 O ST

22190 B

10-26-215-018-000

301 S 12 ST

301 S 12 ST

56595 B

10-26-222-001-000

411 S 13 ST

411 S 13 ST

15837 B

10-26-222-013-000

1225 L ST

1225 L ST

38931 B

10-23-420-013-000

Candy Factory

201 N 8 ST

53286 B

10-26-218-004-000

Heritage Square

421 S 9 ST

34294 B

10-23-432-013-000

Commerce Court

1230 O Street

53622 B

10-23-432-004-005

100 N 12th, Unit 200

100 N 12 ST

5889 B

10-26-245-007-000

Cornhusker Office Plaza

301 S 13 ST

85592 A

10-26-205-009-000

Federal Trust Building

134 S 13 ST

55421 B

10-25-115-010-000

1640 L ST

1640 L ST

19051 C

10-26-212-010-000

830 L ST

830 L ST

10144 B

10-23-351-002-000

600 P Street-Office

600 P Street

7500 B

929 B

140682 A
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10-23-440-010-001

1314 O ST

1314 O ST

9600 B

10-26-246-004-000

315 S 9 ST

315 S 9 ST

26566 B

10-26-205-010-000

Freadrich Bros. Building

1314 N ST

11655 B

10-26-210-006-000

US Bank Tower

233 S 13th

165493 A

10-23-432-014-000

Wells Fargo Center

1248 O Street

250991 A

10-23-426-010-000

1320 P STREET

1320 P STREET

10-23-421-008-000

826 P ST

826 P ST

13880 B

10-26-226-013-000

1010 LINCOLN MALL

1010 LINCOLN MALL

91120 A

10-26-233-009-000

2 Landmark Centre

1111 LINCOLN MALL

62185 B

10-26-228-008-000

1220 LINCOLN MALL

1220 LINCOLN MALL

28754 B

10-26-232-014-002

1045 LINCOLN MALL UNIT 2

1045 LINCOLN MALL UNIT 2

10-26-156-001-000

140 Canopy Street-Office

140 Canopy Street

10-26-202-016-000

Gold's Building

1033 O ST

3800 B

4907 B
11984 B

256198 B
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APPENDIX E
PARTIAL INVENTORY OF CONVERTED COMMERCIAL PROPERTY IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA
Building Name

Former Use

Year Built Conversion
Yr.

Type

Schwarz Paper Building

Office/
Commercial

1884

2019

Condominiums

Gold and Co. Store Building

Retail Store and
office space

1890

2020

Multi-use

Hayward Building

School

1902

1981

Condominiums

Lincoln Liberty Building

1907

Office Space

Cadillac Studios

1912

Rental apartments

Kindler Hotel

Social Club and
office space

1925

2018

Hotel and
Condominiums

The Hotel Capital "Georgian
Building"

Hotel

1926

1984

Condominiums

Federal Trust Building

–

1927

No cng. of use Office and retail

1929

1990

The Stuart Building
Raymond Bros

Commercial
Unimproved

Security Mutual Life Building
“Centerstone”

–

2020

Condominiums
Multi-use

Municipal Lighting and Waterworks
Plant
Arena Lofts

Condominiums
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The Gold and Co. Store Building at 1033 O St., is a landmark in Lincoln's downtown business area. The oldest
section, erected in 1924, is six stories high and displays Gothic Revival detailing and was home to a modest retail
business known as "The Peoples' Store" beginning in 1902 (Nebraska State Historical Society). Additions were
made in 1929, 1947, and 1951 when the building was still utilized as the original retail space and illustrate the
tantamount growth experienced by the store throughout the twentieth century until the store closed in 1980. Since
then, the building has been rehabilitated for retail and office space until recently, when Gerard Keating purchased it
in December of 2019, whose plans to transform the underutilized building include a one-hundred-plus room hotel
(Olderding 2019). This is not Mr. Keating's first time investing in the future of Downtown Lincoln. Nearly twenty
years ago, the Nebraska native, Gerard Keating, purchased the Federal Trust Building and successfully renovated
it.
The Federal Trust Building, one of Downtown Lincoln's most recognizable skyscrapers, was initially constructed in
1926-1927 in the Gothic Revival Style (Lincoln Journal Star 2019). This twelve-story structure, located at 134 S.
13th St, was purchased by Keating, in 2000. At the time, only two of the twelve stories were occupied, but
Keating put approximately two million dollars into renovating the building, and now more than ninety-three percent
of the building is occupied (Olberding 2011). Although the renovations were for the continued use of the space as
offices, this project still upheld a number of the pillars of the adaptive reuse endeavors by uncovering some of the
original features of the building such as its classic marble floors and restoring the buildings original four hundred
windows to gain environmental efficiency.
Keating's current plans for the Gold and Co. building are more aligned with the adaptive reuse agenda in that he is
planning on renovating the original six-story, 115,000-square-foot northern part of the building into a 110-room
extended-stay hotel but plans on the 207,000-square-foot, four-story southern part of the building to house
existing tenants, including State of Nebraska offices (Olberding 2019). Keating also plans on housing some
"unique bars and restaurants" at the ground level of the hotel, and restoring the original "Gold's" signs from the
original patterns to adorn the exterior of the building, which he plans on mainly keeping the same despite the
extensive renovations that will occur interiorly. Keating says this will all be made possible by the tax-increment
financing, or TIF, he is applying for with the city.
The Security Mutual Life Building, a ten-story skyscraper at 1206 O St., is a unique product of early 20th century
businesses on "0" Street, Downtown Lincoln's main thoroughfare. The structure was substantially rebuilt and
transformed into the present Security Mutual Life Building in 1916. For over four decades, the building housed
offices for the Security Mutual Life Insurance Co., but it is now known as Centerstone and houses commercial and
rental residential space (Nebraska State Historical Society).
The Hayward building, located at 1215 N. 9th St., just north of Downtown Lincoln, was originally built in 1902 and,
although underwent several renovations throughout the twentieth century, was consistently utilized as a school
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until 1981 when it was sold to a private individual and converted into condominiums. The area in which the
building is located in highly populated with both single-family homes as well as rental properties utilized by
Lincoln's university students.
Located at 139, N. 11th Street in Downtown Lincoln, the Hotel Capital now known as the Georgian
Building opened on May 19, 1926, and provided hotel accommodations in downtown Lincoln for four decades
until its purchase by a private individual, Bennett S. Martin, who then donated the building to the Lincoln YMCA
(Nebraska State Historical Society). The eleven-story brick building is an outstanding product of the Georgian
Revival style and is probably the best remaining example of an early 20th- century hotel building in Lincoln's
Central Business District. The upper floors of the building have been rehabilitated as rental housing units and
named Georgian Place; the lower levels still house the YMCA offices and gym.
Although it currently stands as an apartment building, the Municipal Lighting and Waterworks Plant is a Lincoln
landmark located at 2901 A Street (Nebraska State Historical Society). Notably, three large, and light blue
smokestacks protrude out of the roof of the otherwise red-brick building. Although the smokestacks are no longer
functional, they are no doubt aesthetically pleasing and pay tribute to the previous use of the building. The focal
east and north side of the building are adorned with two stories of large glass windows, which give locals a peek
into the highly sought-after residential apartments.
The Commercial Club building at 200 N. 11th Street and the adjoining vacant building were purchased and are
now home to the Kidler Hotel. The 34-room hotel was the result of a $10 million redevelopment of the two
buildings on the northeast corner of 11th and P, which also includes four private condominiums. The Commercial
Club was once the location of all men's social club, later became the home of Lincoln's Chamber of Commerce,
and later Gallup moved in stripping the third-floor ballroom of some of its grandeur and turning it into a
modernized, cubical call center. The recent renovation, however, has rejuvenated the space thanks to the tax
increment funding it receives (Salter 2018).
Now primarily known as the University Towers & Rococo Theatre building, the Stuart Building, located at 128 N
13th St, was originally constructed in 1927.
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APPENDIX F
PEER CITY DOWNTOWN POPULATION GROWTH, 2010-2017

City

State

Des Moines

Iowa

36%

Raleigh

North Carolina

28%

Salt Lake City

Utah

21%

Sioux Falls

South Dakota

19%

Omaha

Nebraska

Champaign

Illinois

16%

Lincoln

Nebraska

14%

Madison

Wisconsin

12%

Lansing

Michigan

7.5%

Lexington

Kentucky

6%

Downtown Pop. Growth Rate

18.5%

Source: Downtown Lincoln Master Plan. 2018. “2018 Downtown Lincoln Master Plan Center of
Opportunity." Lincoln, Nebraska. https://www.lincoln.ne.gov/CITY/plan/long/downtown/
DMP%202018.pdf
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APPENDIX G
PROPERTY REINVESTMENT ILLUSTRATION
The table below exhibits the economic prospects available to owners of underperforming office buildings.

Bolan Smart Associates. 2016. "Adaptive Reuse: Executive Boulevard and Rock Rock Spring
Office Markets." Washington, District of Columbia.
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APPENDIX H
DOWNTOWN LINCOLN OFFICE MARKET VACANCY AND AVERAGE PER FOOT PRICES

Source: NAI FMA Realty. 2020. "Downtown Office Buildings June 30 2019 to December

