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FACTSHEET

TITLE: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT NO.
03017, by the Director of Planning, at the request of Jim
Burden, to amend the 2025 Lincoln/Lancaster County
Comprehensive Plan, to include a presentation of a
universal transportation service known as Personal Rapid
Transit or PRT.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Denial.

SPONSOR:  Planning Department 

BOARD/COMMITTEE:  Planning Commission
Public Hearing: 05/21/03
Administrative Action: 05/21/03

RECOMMENDATION: Denial (5-1:  Carlson, Larson,
Duvall, Taylor, and Steward voting ‘yes’; Schwinn voting
‘no’; Bills-Strand and Krieser absent).

FINDINGS OF FACT:  

1. The staff recommendation to deny this request is based upon the “Status/Description” and “Comprehensive Plan
Implications” as set forth in the staff report on p.2-3, concluding that the PRT concept does not appear to be
a feasible addition or replacement for the current transit system or a substitute for the automobile during the
course of this Comprehensive Plan. Before the PRT system for the Lincoln Metropolitan Area can be seriously
considered for inclusion in the Plan, all the system design details and tradeoffs will need to be calculated.  Any
development strategy will need to follow formidable planning and evaluation processes so that the PRT systems
can be compared with other transit systems on the basis of their ability to meet well-defined public goals.
Potentially, the PRT concept could be reviewed as part of  the upcoming community wide study to develop a
Multi-Modal Transportation Plan.

2. The applicant’s testimony is found on p.4.  The additional documentation submitted by the applicant at the
public hearing is found on p.10-26.

3. There was no testimony in opposition.

4. On May 21, 2003, the Planning Commission agreed with the staff recommendation and voted 5-1 to recommend
denial (Commissioner Schwinn dissenting, See Minutes, p.4)
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2003 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ANNUAL REVIEW

Comprehensive Plan Amendment No. 03017
Personal Rapid Transit

Applicant Location Proposal

Jim Burden City wide Amend the Mobility &
Transportation section to
include a presentation of a
universal service known as
personal rapid transit or PRT.  

Recommendation: Denial
The PRT concept does not appear to be a feasible addition or replacement for the current transit
system or a substitute for the automobile during the course of this Comprehensive Plan. 

Status/Description

Personal rapid transit is a generally unknown and undeveloped subset of a class of transit systems.  The PRT
term is the most commonly used for a range of concept technologies that are a system of (generally) elevated
one-way guideways connecting small stations spaced relatively close together.  With the stations placed off of the
main guideway, this will allow vehicles to by-pass the stations thus providing a non-stop trip.  Current PRT designs
envision small vehicles, or "pods", seating 3-6 passengers each, traveling at 25 to 50 mph from any origin station on
the system to any other station in the system.  

The overhead guideways (or rails) are laid out across an urban area in a grid pattern and since the guideways
are elevated, PRT operations would not interfere with street level traffic or require reductions in road lanes or parking.
The only street-level space required for the guideway would be room to put a two-foot diameter support pole about
every 60 feet.  Stations would be very small, with typical stations being only 30 to 50 feet long. 

Comprehensive Plan Implications

It is important to point out that none of the PRT technologies are currently operational or ready for
deployment.  Several urban systems are in the planning stages and receiving attention and others are more or less
dormant, without development funding.  

The PRT is a public transit system and is not likely to replace the automobile.  Even though the PRT system
is not expected to offer serious competition for the automobile, it does propose to have service characteristics for
some markets that are expected to attract a large number of riders.  The service characteristics are such that it may
attract significant ridership with in some markets and directly compete with conventional transit systems.  PRT studies
are taking place in some communities but none replace streets.

Untried new technology

The PRT system does not fit into the monorail type commuter systems.  Several of monorails currently exist
in the United States and Europe, but these are largely confined to airports and amusement parks.  Two cities, Miami
and Detroit have monorail-type automatic downtown people-movers, and Jacksonville is now building one.  Japan
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leads the world in monorail technology and usage with includes eight transit systems and several new hybrids using
the first working urban mag-lev system (magnetic levitation, a faster, frictionless monorail variation). 

Even with this, these are monorail-type transit systems and do not meet the PRT concept definition provided
by the Advanced Transit Association which says the true PRT is to include: 1) small vehicles available for exclusive
use by an individual or a small group traveling together, 2)  direct origin to destination service, without a necessity to
transfer or stop at intervening stations, and 3) service available on demand rather than on fixed schedules.  

There are several concept PRT systems in the planing and development stages that are projecting a viable
revenue operation.  But the PRT concept is currently an untested form of urban travel and is seen as risky technology
to be initiating in it’s early stages of development.  

Projected PRT System Costs

The cost of a PRT system is a very frequent question and one that is very difficult to answer because costs
depend so much on the particular characteristics of the application, which are normally unique to each urban area.
Generally, the costs of a PRT system is expected to be around $5 Million per mile (one way) which is based on a
combination of actual prototype costs and several comprehensive costing studies.  

Shown below are the capital cost and operating expense estimates for a proposed PRT application in
Cincinnati.  Note that these are costs for a complete, mostly ready-to-go PRT system and is only used here as an
example.  Only when some are built will more definitive cost information become available. 

This cost estimate was developed by members of the Sky Loop Committee in Cincinnati in 2001 which is the
most recent and detailed estimate of the cost of a PRT system available.  The Sky Loop application is for a 12.84 mile
downtown circulator type system.  The assumed daily trips were 37,100 and the assumed vehicles per mile was 55.
More detail on the proposed PRT network and other attributes can be found at the Sky Loop website.
 

Proposed
Sky Loop PRT

Cincinnati, Ohio (12.84 miles)

Capital Costs Annual Operating Costs

Total Capital Costs $70,080,898 Total Annual Operating Costs $ 8,927,723
Capital Costs per mile $  5,458,013 Annual Debt Service $ 1,360,788

Total Annual Costs $10,288,511

Conclusion

The PRT concept does not appear to be a feasible addition or replacement for the current transit system or a
substitute for the automobile during course of this Comprehensive Plan. Before the PRT system for the Lincoln
Metropolitan Area can be seriously considered for inclusion in the Plan, all the system design details and tradeoffs
will need to be calculated.  Any development strategy will need to follow formidable planning and evaluation process
so that the PRT systems can be compared with other transit systems on the basis of their ability to meet well-defined
public goals. Potentially, the PRT concept could be reviewed as part of  the upcoming community wide study to
develop a Multi-modal Transportation Plan.
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 03017

PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE PLANNING COMMISSION: May 21, 2003

Members present: Carlson, Larson, Duvall, Taylor, Steward and Schwinn; Krieser and Bills-Strand absent.

Staff recommendation: Denial.

Proponents

1.  Jim Burden, the applicant, submitted written information for the record consisting of subtitles and
references and 150 pages of rebuttal.  The main issue is that we can do this in Lincoln.  It is cheaper to build
an initial prototype than it would be to do most of the transportation studies that the state and city undertake.
It would be an effective replacement of all transit we do today.  Automobile use cost remains the cheapest
form of transit known.  It is the labor cost that makes all transit forms noncompetitive with automobile use
costs.  PRT eliminates the labor costs and goes to automation.  About 9 years ago, higher speed systems
were proposed, and then a group in Sweden viewed the self-hoist systems.  The self-hoisting systems
allow elevated transit to operate without elevated stations.  If the network is complete, then there is no
reason to use the automobile.  And if it is faster, there is no longer a need for airports.  The reason we do
not hear about this is because it eliminates jobs for engineers and heavy contractors; it eliminates the
possibility of manufacturers to produce repetitive vehicles; it eliminates real estate development options
which require about 40% more land in rural areas; it is about 1/3 of all the earnings of insurance companies;
and one-third to one-half of all civil engineering jobs would be eliminated.  Denver, Minneapolis, St. Paul,
Las Vegas, and Seattle have had it in their public records from time to time but it has always been defeated
by administrative decision.  Burden further discussed the costs.  

There was no testimony in opposition.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 03017
ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION BY PLANNING COMMISSION: May 21, 2003
 
Duvall moved to deny, seconded by Larson.

Steward believes that Mr. Burden should be commended for his persistence and his research, and he does
not think we do enough forward-looking planning in terms of our transportation system.  We would do well
to pay a little more attention to the alternative technologies that are available, even though it might take years
for us to get there.  The implications are huge.  They have land use implications and corridor width and right-
of-way implications, and we just continue to act as if the personal auto was the only and forever form of
transportation.  Somebody will see a change in that regard, but the question is whether we will be prepared.

Schwinn agreed.  He does not know that it hurts anything to have this concept put into a 25-year
Comprehensive Plan, or at least listed as a potential so he will vote against the motion to deny.  

Motion to deny carried 5-1: Carlson, Larson, Duvall, Taylor and Steward voting ‘yes’; Schwinn voting ‘no’;
Krieser and Bills-Strand absent.














































