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1. Introduction
The 2050 Lincoln Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) provides the
blueprint for the area’s transportation
planning process over the next 29 years. This
plan also supports the Transportation Goal,
Element, and Policies of PlanForward, the
Lincoln-Lancaster County 2050
Comprehensive Plan. The transportation
planning process is a collaborative effort
among the City of Lincoln, Lancaster County,
Nebraska Department of Transportation
(NDOT), StarTran, and other agencies. The
multimodal transportation system was
evaluated, and a set of recommendations
were made with extensive public input. This
LRTP meets all federal requirements and
addresses the goals, objectives, and action
steps to meet the community's vision for the
future.
The LRTP update process is federally required
for all MPOs every five years and provides
multiple benefits. The regular update offers
the community an opportunity to adjust the
integration with the Comprehensive Plan, to
identify what challenges and opportunities
may lay ahead, to reexamine values as they
relate to urban travel and development
patterns, and to communicate about what
they think the transportation system should
look like in the future.

The Lincoln
MPO 2050
LRTP, in
accordance
with federal
requirements,
addresses
transportation
system needs
and provides
a set of
methods,
strategies, and actions for developing an
integrated, fiscally constrained multimodal
transportation system that supports the
efficient movement of people and goods.
The LRTP covers the transportation systems
of the jurisdictions located within the Lincoln
Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA), which
encompasses all of Lancaster County,
Nebraska. The LRTP considers the
interdependent nature of the metropolitan
area’s multimodal transportation systems by
addressing the region’s roadway, transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian modes in a combined
effort.
While the LRTP covers the entire Lincoln MPA
(Figure 1.1), it includes more detailed
transportation planning for areas within the
federally designated Urban Area Boundary.
The Urban Area Boundary encompasses
160 square miles of area that is anticipated to
maintain or develop dense development
patterns that require urban services within
the time horizon of the LRTP (2050).
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Figure 1.1

Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Area
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M e t r o po l i ta n P l a n ni ng
O r g a ni z a ti o n
The Lincoln MPO is responsible for
transportation planning in Lincoln and
Lancaster County. The MPO is a
policy-making board of local government and
transportation authority representatives who
review transportation issues and develop
transportation plans and programs for the
metropolitan area. The MPO works to ensure
the directives of federal regulations are
incorporated into transportation planning
and operations in the County. This
organization provides the forum for
cooperative decision-making and
involvement of principal City and County
elected officials. Although these individuals
come to the table with multiple, and
sometimes competing perspectives, they
work together to establish local and regional
priorities for the transportation
improvements that are eligible to use state
and federal funds.
To support the decision-making process, the
MPO Officials Committee relies on other
committees and staff, such as the MPO
Technical Committee, as well as active
participation from interested community
members, concerned business
representatives, interest groups and other
voices in the community. The MPO is also
responsible for preparing the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) and the Unified
Planning Work Program (UPWP). These two
documents are short-term coordination and
communication resources that help
implement the goals of the LRTP.

sources of funding are generally planned to
be used outside this identified boundary. The
Lincoln MPO also determines the distribution
of federal funding that is allocated to
efficiently develop the transportation system
and serve the community as it grows.

R e a s o n f o r P l a n ni ng
The Lincoln MPO 2050 LRTP anticipates
many changes over the 29-year planning
period. Changing demographics,
employment patterns, and technologies will
create challenges for provision of
transportation services and facilities. The
coordinated planning effort between the
LRTP and PlanForward strengthens the
connection between land use and
transportation decisions. Lincoln and
Lancaster County face significant financial
challenges in the construction of new
transportation facilities and the care and
maintenance of an expanding and aging
system. Technology changes and increasing
demands for alternative transportation
options will also present new challenges and
opportunities to ensure that the
transportation system equitably serves the
needs of all people within the planning area.

While the Lincoln MPO plans and develops
programs for all of Lancaster County,
separate and defined funding sources are
used to fund the respective urban and rural
transportation programs. Urban sources of
funding are used only within the “Urban Area
Boundary,” as shown on Figure 1.1. Rural
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PlanForward refreshes the outlook for growth
and land use in the City and County.
Increased emphasis on mixed use
redevelopment and infill within the existing
City will add density and concentrate it in
areas along major transportation and utility
corridors. While the density increases
proposed in this plan are relatively modest,
they are significant to the process of planning
transportation infrastructure. The Plan
anticipates a community of complete
neighborhoods with housing options in a
variety of settings and walkable, bikeable and
transit access to commercial centers and
entertainment. This approach leads to
improved access for all transportation modes
in existing neighborhoods, safe connections
for all users, and construction of new
neighborhoods with Complete Streets and
accessible amenities over the next several
decades.
As Lincoln and Lancaster County’s population
continues to grow, there will be greater
demand for additional transportation
infrastructure. With aging infrastructure and
increasing construction costs to provide
sustainable and resilient infrastructure,
transportation funding is strained to meet
the needs for repair, replacement, and
growth. This is due to several factors,
including vehicle fuel efficiency, gas-tax rates
not increasing with inflation or vehicle
technologies, project cost inflation, and other
federal and state resources not raising
enough funds to meet the current and future
network demands.
This Plan continues to address funding issues
by making the existing system more efficient,
directing strategic investment in the growth
of the transportation network, and providing
a transportation network that encourages
active transportation vehicles as a reliable
and equitable form of commuting. Continued

discussion about the purpose and approach
to increasing transportation funding remains
a community priority.

C o m pl i a nc e w i t h F e d e r a l
R e g u l a ti o ns
The Lincoln LRTP has been prepared under
the direction of the Lincoln MPO in
accordance with federal, state, and local
transportation planning guidelines and
policies. The LRTP addresses both the long
range transportation needs of the City of
Lincoln and Lancaster County and the federal
requirements for preparing a Long Range
Transportation Plan as
The FAST Act is the most
specified in the Fixing
current authorization for
surface transportation
America’s Surface
investment in the United
Transportation (FAST)
States. It builds on previous
Act, the current federal
national transportation bills,
transportation funding
such as the Intermodal
and policy bill.

Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA);
the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century of 1998
(TEA-21); Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEALU); and Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century
(MAP-21). Together these
established a new agenda for
maintaining and investing in
the nation's transportation
infrastructure.

FAST Act carries
forward many of the
principles and
accomplishments of
previous legislation
and builds on and
refines many existing
efforts. This legislation
also introduced new
measures to meet the
many challenges
facing our
transportation system,
such as improving safety, reducing traffic
congestion, improving efficiency in freight
movement, increasing intermodal
connectivity, and protecting the
environment. A list of planning requirements
that the Lincoln MPO follows can be found on
Page 2-4.
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Performance‐Based Planning:
Performance‐based planning is a strategic
approach to transportation planning that
analyzes data to determine how effectively
transportation investments are working
toward achieving the identified
transportation goals. The FAST Act
emphasizes performance‐based planning,
establishes performance measures and
targets, and identifies seven national goals
that states and MPOs are to work toward.
Agencies seeking federal funds must
demonstrate their progress toward achieving
regional, state, and national goals. States and
MPOs that do not demonstrate adequate
progress toward achieving the goals will be
required to take corrective action, which may
involve actions required by the MPOs. This
LRTP update incorporates performance
measures (detailed in Chapter 2) that relate
to local and national goals.

be implemented using committed or
available revenue sources. The Lincoln LRTP
fiscally constrained plan (detailed in
Chapter 7) uses a transparent evaluation
process to consider the potential for
transportation projects to contribute to the
region’s transportation goals and
performance targets, in combination with
reasonably expected revenue forecasts
through 2050.

Fiscally Constrained Plan: All MPO LRTPs
must be fiscally constrained; that is, an LRTP
must include sufficient financial information
to confirm that projects in the document can
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Other federal regulation emphasis areas
include:
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP):
NDOT published the Strategic Highway
Safety Plan, 2017-2021. It maintains the same
five Critical Emphasis Areas as the previous
plan and added a new one to address crashes
involving older drivers, most of which are
outside the scope of an LRTP. The
transportation planning process includes an
ongoing traffic safety evaluation, looking at
the Crash Data Analysis from the City of
Lincoln and NDOT for the planning area. The
process involved identifying high crash rate
locations, considering the types of crashes,
and then evaluating improvements where
feasible. The crash information was used as
part of the 2050 LRTP project selection
process.
Existing Transportation Facilities: The LRTP
must include a discussion of strategies to
improve the performance of existing facilities.
Many recommendations in this Plan include
projects/programs focused on improving the
current system and providing new
connections to the existing multimodal
system that will improve its performance.
Furthermore, maintenance of the current

system remains a key element addressed in
the LRTP funding approach. Projects that
would address congestion on existing
roadways were identified through the
Congestion Management Process included in
Appendix E.
Agency Consultation and Environmental
Mitigation: An MPO must document in the
LRTP how agencies in the following areas are
consulted with in the transportation planning
process: environmental protection, wildlife
management, land management, and
historic preservation. A discussion of potential
environmental mitigation activities must be
included in consultation with federal, state
and tribal wildlife, land management, and
regulatory agencies. Potential environmental
impacts and mitigation measures were
included in the evaluation of multimodal
alternatives. The process for consulting with
agencies and considering environmental
mitigation is described in Chapter 8 and
further discussed in Appendix H –
Environmental Overview.
In summary, this transportation plan is to
meet or exceed the principles of federal
regulation planning provisions in addressing
the changing transportation needs and many
challenges facing the Lincoln MPA.
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P l a n U pd a te P r o c e s s
The LRTP update process includes an
integrated sequence of tasks that produce a
comprehensive and compliant transportation
planning document. Project oversight from
participating agencies helps to develop the
foundational goals (Chapter 2) and deliver a
purposeful public engagement process
(Chapter 3). The existing model of current
and future travel demands is updated with
robust traffic counts and the recommended
growth scenario (Chapter 4) created by the
PlanForward update process. The range of
multimodal transportation project needs are
then updated (Chapter 5) using the best

available data to consider future
opportunities and challenges. Projected
funding amounts and sources are also
updated for the planning period to guide
development of investment alternatives
(Chapter 6). Public input provided
throughout the planning process is used to
recommend a preferred funding approach
that is applied to the prioritized list of projects
and to develop the fiscally constrained plan
(Chapter 7) supported by an implementation
plan (Chapter 8) needed to complete
projects, keep the plan current, and align
transportation policies with additional action
steps documented in the plan.

Integration of Modal Plans

 Lincoln Bike Plan (On-Street Bicycle

The Lincoln MPO LRTP integrates mode‐
specific master plans and other
transportation‐focused plans to fully address
the pedestrian, bicycle, transit, rail, and
roadway needs. Plans incorporated into the
LRTP include:

 NDOT State Freight Plan, November

 Lincoln’s Vision for a Climate-Smart
Future, February 2021

 Congestion Management Process,
May 2020

 Lincoln School Zone Standards,

Facilities Plan), May 2019
2017 (revised February 2021)

 Lincoln Traffic Management Master
Plan, November 2015

 Lincoln Travel Options Strategy,
December 2013

 Lincoln Airport Master Plan,
August 2007

April 2020
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Contributing Agencies and
Committees

The contents of this LRTP have been
developed over a nearly two-year process in
close coordination with the LRTP Oversight
Planning Committee (composed of
representatives from the previously listed
entities) and the Community Committee
established to support the PlanForward
update. The Community Committee provided
review and input for both the Comprehensive
Plan and LRTP update processes. At key
milestones and decision points in the
planning process, the LRTP was presented
and discussed with the MPO Technical
Committee and the MPO Officials
Committee. Appendix A includes a complete
list of committee meetings.

The FAST Act requires that the MPO establish
a cooperative planning process in
consultation with other agencies, including
federal, state, and local agencies; transit and
human service providers; and other
interested parties. In addition to outreach to
the general public (as described in
Chapter 3), this LRTP planning process has
been completed in coordination with the
following entities:

 Lincoln‐Lancaster County Planning
Department

 Lincoln Transportation and Utilities
(LTU): Transportation Department,
StarTran

C o m pl e t e d P r o je c t s

 Lancaster County Engineer’s Office
 Lincoln Parks & Recreation Department
 Lincoln‐Lancaster County Health

Projects from 2040 LRTP
Since 2017, multiple high priority
transportation projects identified in the 2040
LRTP have been successfully funded and
constructed as well. The benefits of an
organized and community supported
transportation planning process are seen in
the initiation of multimodal project such as
VanLNK, BikeLNK and ScooterLNK, as well as
the completion of major projects throughout
Lincoln and Lancaster County, listed in
Table 1.1 and depicted on Figure 1.2.

Department

 Lincoln Urban Development
Department

 Nebraska Department of
Transportation (NDOT)

 Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA)

 Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
Table 1.1

Major Projects Completed Since 2017 LRTP

A

Yankee Hill Road Widening with Trail

J

Van Dorn Street Repaving + Intersection

B

Pine Lake Road Widening

K

Rokeby Road Paving + Intersection

C

Bluff Road Paving

L

S. 40th Street 2+1

D

W. Agnew Road Paving

M

Highway 34 and W. Fletcher Road Intersection

E

W. Denton Road Paving

N

S. 56th Street Widening

F

Old Cheney Road Paving

O

Stonebridge Trail

G

Adams Street Paving

P

Salt Creek Levee Trail

H

S. 54th Street Paving

Q

A Street Connectors (SW 40th St.: A St. to F St &
SW 27th St.: Shane Dr. to A St.)

I

Rokeby Road Widening

R

Rock Island Connection
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Figure 1.2

Major Projects Completed Since 2017 LRTP
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Lincoln on the Move

Green Light Lincoln

Transportation planning helps the region set
a vision for the transportation system and
establish funding priorities. The last Lincoln
MPO LRTP was adopted in January 2017.
That planning process and the community
conversation it included led the Citizens’
Transportation Coalition to recommend a
¼ cent local sales tax to help address some
of the funding gap with $33 million annually
through 2025. Successful voter approval of
the Lincoln on the Move ballot question in
2019 has enabled LTU to address three
priority areas: Existing Street Improvements,
Growth Projects, and one Railroad
Transportation Safety District project at 33rd
and Cornhusker Highway. Between October
2019 and September 2021, a total of 16 street
improvement projects and 11 new growth
projects will have been completed, were
under construction, or were soliciting bids as
a direct result of this additional funding. Ten
of the 16 street improvement projects are
multi-road, neighborhood projects located in
different areas of Lincoln. These projects are
also shown on Figure 1.2.

Green Light
Lincoln, a
program led by
LTU, focuses on
improving traffic signal system elements for
intersection detection, signal displays and
phasing, intelligent transportation systems
(ITS), and traffic monitoring and incident
management. Green Light Lincoln improves
overall transportation system reliability and
performance by
decreasing travel
delay and
smoothing traffic
flow. The
citywide
program has
completed four
phases of system optimization and traffic
signal upgrades through 2020. These
investments are helpful in providing safe
roadways for all users and improving the
efficiency of the transportation network. In
many cases, the useful life of existing
infrastructure is extended further by the
signal upgrades.
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2. Vision, Goals, and
Performance
Measures
The existing multimodal transportation
system was developed and maintained
through an ongoing process of intentional
work necessary to realize a community vision
for how transportation supports everyday life.
The future vison for multimodal transportation
serves as a guidepost for community leaders
who must work together to make decisions
that reflect the collective intentions of the
many community members affected by the
transportation network. The vision is
reinforced through specific goals established
to communicate what the community looks
like when the vision is achieved. The planning
process leads to successful implementation
when goals have been created with broadbased, inclusive community engagement. The
goals are the basis for performance measures
used to track progress over time, and the
transportation plan is designed to make the
incremental advances needed to achieve the
community’s long-term vision.
A complete transportation network is
essential to supporting a complete
community. Transportation serves the
essential needs of the community and its

members. Land use planning decisions made
for Lincoln and Lancaster County are
reflected in the five PlanForward themes:
Livable, Equitable, Resilient, Innovative, and
Thriving. Each theme is supported by the
eight transportation goals of the LRTP
(Figure 2.1). All actions, plans and policies that
lead to accomplishing transportation goals,
therefore, serve to address the broader
community planning efforts.
Community outreach efforts
Eight LRTP Goals
for this plan (Chapter 3)
reinforce the five
encouraged active
PlanForward planning
themes. The two plans
participation in identifying
were developed
the vision, goals, and needs
concurrently and reflect
of the region. To create a
a unified vision of how
vision that reflects the needs
transportation supports
and desires of the members
the community.
of Lincoln and Lancaster
County, the Lincoln MPO met with
stakeholders across the region through
internet surveys, virtual open houses, and
focus groups. The City of Lincoln and
Lancaster County provided opportunities for
the PlanForward Community Committee to
participate extensively in the development of
this plan. The transit agency (StarTran), NDOT,
and many community-based organizations
and advocacy groups representing the diverse
interests of Lincoln and Lancaster County
supported the review and development of the
vision and goals for the LRTP.

Page 2-1

ADOPTED December 15, 2021

Figure 2.1

PlanForward Themes and LRTP Goals

T r a n s po r ta ti o n V i s i o n
a nd G o a l s
The following five principles guide the plan
toward that vision.
One Community: In Lincoln and Lancaster
County, the unifying qualities of
transportation will be emphasized. Complete
neighborhoods, activity and employment
centers, rural communities, and open lands
should be connected by a continuous
transportation network supporting all travel
modes. The transportation network needs to
sustain the One Community concept by
linking neighborhoods and rural
communities and eliminating disparities that
exist for the quality of the network
throughout the community.

A Balanced Transportation System:
Transportation planning in Lincoln will be
guided by the principle of balancing needs
and expectations. It will recognize that
transportation is a means to the goal of a
unified, livable, and economically strong
community. The system needs to move
people and goods effectively around the
community, while minimizing impacts on
established neighborhoods, investments, and
the natural environment. The concept of
balance also applies to
The vision for
transportation modes.
transportation in Lincoln
While the system must
and Lancaster County is a
function well for motor
safe, efficient, and
vehicles, it should also
sustainable transportation
promote and
system that enhances the
appropriately fund public
quality of life, livability, and
transportation, bicycling,
economic vitality of the
and walking as viable
community.
travel choices that
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support the public health, safety, and welfare
of the community.
Emphasis on Technology in Transportation:
Transportation technologies continually
emerge to meet the challenges of increased
demand on the transportation network.
Connected and autonomous vehicles,
alternative fuels, traffic analytics, on-road
communications, shared micromobility (such
as bike and scooter share), ITS deployment,
corridor signal optimization, among many
other transportation technologies, offer
efficient and cost-effective solutions to
enhance the regional transportation systems.
Technology investments and available data
should be leveraged responsibly to help
make the transportation system more
efficient and reliable.
Transportation as a Formative System: As
linked systems, transportation and land use
are subject to change by growth and
development. The future land use plan
includes projections of future development
and determines the character of the
transportation plan. On the other hand,
transportation has a major impact on the
form of developing and redeveloping areas.

Lincoln and Lancaster
County will use
transportation
improvements to
guide new growth and
infill development
patterns.

Goals were formulated to
represent the community’s
vision and the desired state for
Lincoln and Lancaster
County’s transportation
system. These goals are the
foundation for performance
measures, performance
targets, recommended policy,
and project implementation
actions described in later
chapters of this LRTP.

Planning as a
Process:
Transportation
planning is a dynamic
process, responding to
factors such as community growth,
development directions, social and lifestyle
changes, and technological advances.
Therefore, PlanForward and LRTP use an
ongoing process of updates and
amendments that respond to these changes.
While this Plan is intended to guide future
decisions regarding the development of an
integrated and multimodal transportation
system, it is flexible and subject to change to
meet future community needs.
The following eight goals guide the plan
toward intentional transportation
decision-making.
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Alignment with Federal Planning Requirements
Several laws, regulations, and other federal documents affect the development of the LRTP by
specifying methods to be considered in the planning process or to be contained in the plan.
These include FAST Act, existing and proposed metropolitan planning regulations, management
and monitoring system regulations, Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, the
Americans with Disabilities Act, Executive Order 13958 on Advancing Racial Equity and Support
for Underserved Communities, and a variety of others.

The FAST Act contains many environmental,
funding, infrastructure, modal, safety, and
other transportation-related provisions. These
provisions also require that the process for
developing transportation plans considers all
modes and is “continuing, cooperative, and
comprehensive” to the degree appropriate.
The eight goals developed for the LRTP are
primarily aligned with national goals and
federal planning factors (Table 2.1). The LRTP
is based on a set of goals intended to
implement the vision and support the
transportation needs and community values,

while aligning with national goals and federal
planning factors.
These goals were presented to the public for
input regarding their relative importance. The
LRTP Oversight Committee and the
PlanForward Community Committee then
used that input to develop a weighting
system for the goals, which were used as a
multiplier in the initial evaluation of each
roadway and trail project. This process,
described in Chapter 7, satisfies part of the
FAST Act performance-based planning
requirements.
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Table 2.1

Relationship of LRTP Goals to FAST Act Requirements

FAST Act Planning Factors

Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling
global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency




Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and
nonmotorized users



Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight



Promote efficient system management and operation

Transportation Equity

Funding & Cost Effectiveness
















Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce
or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation



Enhance travel and tourism






Safety: To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries
on all public roads






Congestion Reduction: To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the
National Highway System



System Reliability: To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation
system



Freight Movement and Economic Vitality: To improve the national freight
network and support regional economic development



Reduced Project Delivery Delays: To reduce project costs, accelerate project
completion, eliminate delays in project development, and reduce regulatory
burdens

Environmental Sustainability





Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across
and between modes, for people and freight

Environmental Sustainability: To enhance the performance of the
transportation system while protecting and enhancing the natural
environment





Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve
the quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation
improvements and State and local planned growth and economic
development patterns

Infrastructure Condition: To maintain the highway infrastructure asset system
in a state of good repair

Economic Vitality


Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and
nonmotorized users

Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system

FAST Act Goals

Safety & Security

Livability & Travel Choice

Mobility & System Reliability

Maintenance

Lincoln MPO LRTP
Transportation Goals
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P e r f o r m a nc e M e a s u r e s
Performance-based planning affords a
structure for this LRTP to ensure that scarce
resources are used effectively and equitably.
Transportation values of the community are
woven into the goals, objectives, performance
measures, and ultimately, evaluation criteria,
used to identify high-priority transportation
projects. Goals and objectives are the
foundation for performance-based planning;
the eight goals articulate the desired end
state, and the objectives are specific,
measurable statements that support the
achievement of a goal.
Thirty-seven system-level performance
measures are linked directly to the objectives.
The Lincoln MPO 2040 LRTP introduced
performance measures. Since they were
introduced, federal rulemakings have been
finalized for FHWA and FTA performance
measures, and federal guidance has been
issued for the establishment of targets for
these measures. The performance measures
included in the Lincoln MPO 2050 LRTP
support federal requirements and local
considerations that enhance the connection
between the LRTP and PlanForward 2050.
FHWA defines Transportation Performance
Management (TPM) as a strategic approach
that uses system information to make
investment and policy decisions to achieve
national performance goals. As part of the
TPM, the NDOT and Lincoln MPO must adopt
targets to strive for within the planning and
programming process. Targets are set for a
variety of performance measures related to
safety, state of good repair (SGR), and system
performance. Lincoln MPO adopted the
NDOT performance targets in 2018.
The StarTran 2018 Transit Asset Management
Plan (TAMP) set performance targets for SGR
for 2018–2021. The TAMP includes an
inventory of capital assets, a condition

assessment of inventoried assets, a decision
support tool, and a prioritization of
investments. The Lincoln MPO adopted the
StarTran safety performance targets in 2020.
The StarTran 2020 Agency Safety Plan (ASP)
documents performance targets based on
the safety performance measures established
in FTA’s National Public Transportation Safety
Plan (NSP).
Performance measures aid in planning,
developing policy, prioritizing investments,
and measuring progress. Several
characteristics are common to good
performance measures, as follows:
Available Data: Measures are often
influenced by the availability of data and the
ease of obtaining the data regularly.
Trackable over Time: Measures should be
based on consistently tracked data that can
be compared on a regular basis.
Relation to Goals: In performance-based
planning, performance measures should
track progress toward stated goals and
objectives.
Storytelling Potential: Measures should be
meaningful and help to weave a storyline
around system performance. They can be an
effective communication tool for requesting
funds and garnering public support.
The Lincoln MPO and StarTran annually
summarize system performance and trends
for performance measures. For each
performance measure, available current and
historic data show the current system
performance and the trajectory of historic
trends, providing insight into the projects,
strategies, and policies needed to achieve
performance targets. Specific performance
targets are maintained and a desired trend
(increase, decrease, or maintain) has been
identified.
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Maintenance
As the transportation system ages, increased funding is required for maintenance.
Naturally, street systems built in the 1950s, 60s, and 70s have aged to the point of
needing reinvestment. Nebraska’s climate is also hard on streets—freeze/thaw
cycles and extreme temperature ranges cause continual pressure on the
transportation system. There is often competition between funding for new projects and funding
for the maintenance and operation of the existing system. Deferring maintenance funding in the
short term can lead to higher costs in the future. Constructing new roads also adds future
maintenance costs as new facilities age.
Goal: A well-maintained transportation system.
Objectives
Maintain streets, sidewalks, trails, transit fleet, and amenities to a state of good repair to
maximize the value of Lincoln and Lancaster County transportation assets.
System Performance Measures
(1- NDOT 4-year targets adopted to support state targets; 2- Annual targets may change, adopted to support StarTran targets)
1.

Percent of pavement Good/Poor for Interstate/non-Interstate NHS1 (FHWA
Performance Target: ≥ 50% Good Condition and ≤ 5% Poor Condition)

2.

Percent of NHS bridges Good/Poor1 (FHWA Performance Target: ≥ 40% Good
Condition and ≤ 10% Poor Condition)

3.

Percent of rolling stock (revenue vehicles) exceeding Useful Life Benchmark
(ULB)2 (FTA Performance Target: ≤ 25% Bus and ≤ 25% Paratransit Van)

Desired
Trend

4. Percent of equipment (non-revenue vehicles) exceeding ULB2 (FTA
Performance Target: ≤ 10% Automobile and 0% Other Support Vehicle)
5.

Percent of facilities rated under 3.0 on the Transit Economic Requirements
Model (TERM) scale2 (FTA Performance Target: 0%)

6. Percent streets rehabilitated (City Performance Target: ≥ 5% Arterial and
≥ 3% Residential Annually)
7.

Square feet of sidewalks replaced (City Performance Target: ≥ $1 Million
Annually for Sidewalk System Repair)

8. Age of traffic poles and signals (City Performance Target: Replace 8-12
Annually that are ≥ 30 Years Old)
9. Bridge Condition Inventory by Good/Fair/Poor (Performance Target: ≥ % (TBD)
Good Condition and ≤ % (TBD) Poor Condition for City/County)
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Mobility and System Reliability
An efficient system allows people to move from place to place in as direct a route
as possible, reducing the amount of time spent in travel, the distance that must
be traveled, and the amount of time spent in congested traffic. Innovation and
technology can work to support these outcomes. A transportation system that
performs well allows users to choose multiple transportation modes and to move by using those
modes efficiently and reliably. Unexpected delays are less tolerable because such delays have
larger consequences than those that drivers face with everyday congestion.
Goal: An efficient, reliable, and well-connected transportation system that leverages
innovation and technology for moving people and freight.
Objectives
Optimize the efficiency of the transportation network.
Improve the performance and reliability of the transportation system.
System Performance Measures
(1- NDOT 4-year targets adopted to support state targets; 2- Annual targets may change, adopted to support StarTran targets)
1.

Percent of person miles-traveled that are reliable for Interstate/non-Interstate
NHS1 (FHWA Performance Target: ≥ 94.0% Interstate and ≥ 88.0% NonInterstate)

2.

Truck Travel Time Reliability Index1 (FHWA Performance Target: ≤ 1.25)

3.

Congested roadways (Model Area Performance Target: ≥ 85% Roadways
Uncongested)

Desired
Trend

4. Transit on-time performance (City Performance Target: ≥ 85% On-Time
Performance Annually)
5.

Signal detection reliability (City Performance Target: ≥ 95% Signal Detection
Reliability Annually)
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Livability and Travel Choice
Lincoln ranks high as a livable city and one of the best places to live. Mobility
options, such as walking, biking, transit, and driving, are critical to maintaining or
improving the quality of life and health for residents. Community members of all
ages demonstrate a strong desire for walkable communities in which they can live
proximate to jobs, education, shopping, and community activities. Infrastructure connectivity
between a variety of locations is important to enable a seamless transition between modes.
Higher land use densities that encourage alternative travel modes can also help to maximize use
of existing infrastructure.
Goal: A multimodal system that provides travel options to support a more compact, livable
urban environment.
Objectives
Improve the quality of alternative transportation options (transit, biking, walking).
Accommodate all travel modes of Lincoln's street network.
System Performance Measures

1.

Miles of trails, sidewalks, and on-street bike facilities (City/County Performance
Target: Increase miles of trails, sidewalks, and on-street bike facilities)

2.

Annual transit ridership (City/County Performance Target: ≥ 5% Increase Year
Over Year)

3.

Percent of transit supportive areas served (City/County Performance Target:
Provide Service to ≥ 90% of Transit Supportive Areas Annually)

Desired
Trend
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Safety and Security
The safety and security of our transportation system for motorized and
nonmotorized users are of critical importance. All transportation improvements
should be designed to be safe and secure. Visibility, access control, and separation
of incompatible modes, through either buffers or grade separations, are methods
that can be used to decrease conflicts and increase comfort. Security devices at key facilities, such
as bus stops and trailhead facilities, increase the safety and security of users. The federal
government has promoted an approach to traffic safety planning to eliminate fatalities and
serious injuries on the highway system—the principle of “Vision Zero” initiative is reflected in the
Lincoln MPO’s goal.
Goal: A safe and secure transportation system.
Objectives
Reduce fatal, injury, and total crash rates for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians.
Improve personal security for transportation system users.
System Performance Measures
(1- Annual targets may change, adopted to support NDOT statewide targets; current 12/2021; 2- MPO adopted; supports StarTran targets)
1.

Number and rate of fatalities1 (FHWA Performance Target: ≤ 249 Fatalities and
≤ 1.270 Fatalities per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled)

2.

Number and rate of serious injuries1 (FHWA Performance Target: ≤ 1,358
Serious Injuries and ≤ 6.323 Serious Injuries per 100 million Vehicle Miles
Traveled)

3.

Number of non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries1, including vulnerable
road users such as pedestrians and cyclists (FHWA Performance Target:
≤ 121.4)

Desired
Trend

4. Total number of reportable fatalities and rate per 100,000 vehicle revenue miles
(VRM)2 (FTA Performance Target: Fixed Route and Paratransit: 0 Fatalities
and 0 Fatalities per VRM)
5.

Total number of reportable injuries and rate per 100,000 VRM2 (FTA
Performance Target: Fixed Route: Reduce from Baseline of 2.6 Injuries and
0.16 Injuries per VRM. Paratransit: 0 Injuries and 0 Injuries per VRM)

6. Total number of reportable events and rate per 100,000 VRM2 (FTA
Performance Target: Fixed Route: Reduce from Baseline of 1.4 Safety Events
and 0.09 Safety Events per VRM. Paratransit: 0 Safety Events and 0 Safety
Events per VRM)
7.

Mean (or average) revenue miles of service between major mechanical failures2
(FTA Performance Target: Fixed Route: Increase from Baseline of 4,000.
Paratransit: Increase from Baseline of 14,200)
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Economic Vitality
Economic vitality is realized when many characteristics in addition to
transportation facilities are accessible, including a low cost of doing business,
integrated and reliable technology, an educated and skilled workforce, marketable
goods to move, choice of housing types, high-quality schools, low municipal and
state debt, and other less tangible qualities. A good transportation system, which includes transit,
vehicle, freight, air, nonmotorized, and rail modes all integrated with land use, can help
contribute to these factors.
Goal: A transportation system that supports economic vitality for residents and businesses.
Objectives
Reduce the cost of transportation for system users.
Improve the economic competitiveness of the region by enhancing the transportation system.
Improve the operations of the existing freight transportation system.
Desired
Trend

System Performance Measures

1.

Travel time to work (City Performance Target: ≥ 60% Commute 20 Minutes or
Less)

2.

Number of potential stops on primary truck routes (City Performance Target:
Decrease from baseline of 51)

3.

Exposure rating of railroad at-grade crossings (City/County Performance
Target: Reduce number of crossings with ≥ exposure rating from baseline of
11)
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Environmental Sustainability
Stewardship of the natural environment and the cultural and built environment is
a priority in the FAST Act and for the Lincoln MPO. Fossil fuels are limited in supply,
and consumption has many effects on the environment, including increased
greenhouse gases, particulate matter, ground-level ozone (smog), and effects on
global warming all of which should be addressed by moving toward a decarbonized and efficient
transportation system. Transportation projects in new areas often cross waterways, disturb land,
and cut through tree masses. It is important, wherever possible, to avoid these resources or to
mitigate their disturbances. This is accomplished when existing neighborhood character is
valued and traditionally under-represented groups are protected, including minorities and those
with the lowest incomes.
Goal: A transportation system that enhances the natural, cultural, and built environment.
Objectives
Maintain compliance with national ambient air quality standards.
Reduce fossil fuel consumption by providing access to alternative modes and fuels.
Avoid, minimize, and mitigate environmental impacts of transportation projects to the extent
reasonably practical.
Desired
Trend

System Performance Measures

1.

Percent of Non-SOV Travel (FHWA Performance Target: Establish Benchmark
in 2022)

2.

Vehicle miles of travel (VMT) per capita, per day (City Performance Target: Slow
or reduce from baseline of 19.1 miles per day)

3.

Mobile source emissions (Model Area Performance Target: Slow or reduce
emissions to continue attaining federal air quality standards)

4. Number of alternatively fueled vehicles (AFVs) in fleet (City/County
Performance Target: Increase from baseline of 93)
5.

Miles of minimal impact projects (2+1) completed (City/County Performance
Target: Increase number of 2+1 cross section streets as resources and
opportunities are developed)
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Funding and Cost Effectiveness
Public funding for transportation infrastructure, both locally and nationally, lags
behind the anticipated needs. Public and private groups have expressed the desire
to see funds spent in the most efficient way possible and to identify new funding
sources to expand the active transportation network. A successful transportation
network is established by public, private, and nonprofit entities working together to achieve
mutually beneficial goals. The Lincoln MPO pursues creative strategies to fund high-priority
transportation projects and support all modes.
Goal: Collaboration in funding transportation projects that maximizes user benefits.
Objectives
Make the best use of public financial resources.
Decrease the gap between funding needed to achieve LRTP goals and currently available
funding.
System Performance Measures

1.

Desired
Trend

Annual funding for transportation projects (City/County Performance Target:
Increase funding for transportation projects)
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Transportation Equity
A comprehensive transportation network can support
connectivity and offer accessibility to meet the mobility
needs of all residents and sustain equitable outcomes. Yet,
individual residents located throughout the planning area
can be burdened disproportionately when the quality and availability of
transportation infrastructure lag behind the rest of the region. Where
underserved and overburdened communities reside, it is vital to guide
infrastructure investments that ensure multimodal transportation options
are reliable, convenient, safe, and cost-effective. Under some
circumstances, it is necessary to prioritize investments that close the gap
for infrastructure availability and quality where the underserved and
overburdened communities can directly benefit.

Transportation Equity
performance measures are
new for the 2050 LRTP. They
have not previously been
documented in a Lincoln MPO
Annual Performance Report.
No federal standard or
guidance exists to direct each
of the selected performance
measures or the data used to
support them. They are
established to consider all
modes and can be evaluated
based on available data.

This new goal for the 2050 LRTP also introduces new performance
measures to the MPO planning process. Chapter 4 – Current and Future Needs Assessment
establishes the framework for evaluating equity in transportation infrastructure and services.
Figure 4.5 displays the Socioeconomic Index used to evaluate performance measures. Each
performance measure is established to evaluate the disparity between where underserved and
overburdened communities reside compared to other areas of the community. Criteria used to
evaluate these performance measures include older adults; individuals with disabilities;
individuals with limited English proficiency; single parent households; individuals with lowincome; Black, Indigenous, People of Color (BIPOC); and individuals without access to a vehicle.
Goal: Transportation investments developed through an inclusive process that promotes
equitable outcomes.
Objectives
Reduce disparities in transportation network availability and quality for the most underserved
and overburdened populations.
System Performance Measures

1.

Equitable transit service frequency (City Performance Target: Maintain
equitable distribution of transit service)

2.

Equitable access to on-street bike lanes and trails (City Performance Target:
Increase equitable distribution of on-street bike lanes and trails)

3.

Equitable travel time to work duration (City Performance Target: Maintain
equitable travel time to work)

Desired
Trend

4. Equitable roadway conditions (City Performance Target: Increase equitable
distribution of roadway condition)
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Equitable Transit Service
Frequency (City)

Underserved and overburdened
communities often use transit services to
support their mobility needs. Public input
consistently highlights the need to continue
improving services for community members
who depend on transit to access essential
community services, support their
household needs, and contribute to a
thriving economy.

Baseline Condition: Understanding that
individual household experiences vary,
Figure 2.2 indicates that the number of bus
trips through census blocks with the highest
proportion of underserved and
overburdened communities is currently
more than double other areas of the
community.

The metric compares the frequency of
transit services provided to census blocks
with populations ranging from a low to high
proportion of underserved and
overburdened communities.

Figure 2.2

Equity Measure of
Transit Service
Frequency

Performance Measure: Transit Service
Frequency is measured as the weighted
average of bus trips accessible per day
within census blocks. Available data for
population and number of one-way route
bus trips per day are used to calculate a
weighted average for each socioeconomic
quartile.

Desired Trend: At a minimum, continue this
level of service. Other performance measures
of this LRTP are helpful for evaluating the
quality of the transit service provided.
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Equitable Access to On-street
Bike Lanes and Trails (City)

Baseline Condition: Figure 2.3 indicates
people living in areas with higher proportions
of underserved and overburdened
communities have up to eight times more
on-street bike lane and trail miles than
people living in areas with lower proportions.

Figure 2.3

Equity Measure
Access to OnStreet and Trail
Network

Active transportation that uses on-street bike
routes and trails systems is not equitably
distributed in Lincoln. A significant reason for
this condition is the relatively recent
development of the on-street and trails
network. Older areas of the community were
not designed with these facilities in mind.
Although Lincoln and Lancaster County have
made significant progress to expand the trail
network for the past 30 years, some portions of
the community have less access than others.
Transportation planning will continue to
expand the on-street bike lanes and improve
connections in areas where underserved and
overburdened communities live. Safe and
convenient access to essential services by
walking and biking can make a difference for
community members who lack access to a
personal vehicle or are unable to drive.
Performance Measure: Access to On-street
Bike Lanes and Trails is measured as density
of facility miles within the census block areas.

Desired Trend: At a minimum, continue this
level of service. Other performance measures
of this LRTP are helpful for evaluating the
completeness and quality of the network, as
well as connectivity and access. These
investments will increase access for bicycles
and the availability of electric scooters and
bicycles that may share the road with
automobiles.
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Equitable Travel Time to Work
Duration (City)

Baseline Condition: Figure 2.4 indicates
Travel Time to Work is relatively consistent
across various communities in Lincoln.
People living in areas with low numbers of
underserved and overburdened
communities have roughly a two (2) minute
longer commute than other areas.

Figure 2.4

Equity Measure of
Travel Time to
Work

The transportation network connects people
to jobs. When commuters travel to get to
work, the commute time for underserved
and overburdened communities should not
cause an additional burden. Travel time is
influenced by distance to reach a job, travel
mode, and traffic conditions.
Performance Measure: Travel Time to Work
duration is measured by weighted average
of all employed individuals within census
blocks.

Desired Trend: Continue to make
transportation and land use decisions that
increase jobs and improve access near
underserved and overburdened
communities to minimize commute times,
which can reduce potential household cost
related to transportation.
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Equitable Roadway Conditions
(City)

Lincoln and Lancaster County work to use
available transportation funding to maintain
existing roadways to the extent possible.
New funding available through the “Lincoln
on the Move” sales tax has allowed a
significant amount of deferred maintenance
to be completed or planned. Although this
funding is available for a limited time, much
of the planned maintenance will support
poor and very poor roadway conditions that
serve underserved and overburdened
communities.

Baseline Condition: Figure 2.5 indicates
roads in areas where more underserved and
overburdened communities live that have
worse conditions than roads in other areas.

Figure 2.5

Equity Measure of
Road Conditions

All community members need equitable
access to well-maintained roadways. The City
will monitor the disparity of roadway
conditions that serve different areas of the
community.
Performance Measure: Roadway Condition
is measured by percent of all lane miles
within census block areas measured as poor
or very poor condition. Available data for
roadway condition within Lincoln are
overlaid to calculate the proportion of each
roadway condition for each socioeconomic
quartile.

Desired Trend: Baseline conditions do not
reflect data from recent “Lincoln on the
Move” maintenance projects. Reduce and
eliminate, if possible, the overall disparity of
poor and very poor road conditions
disproportionately affecting underserved
and overburdened communities.
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3. Outreach and
Public Participation
Public engagement is an essential
component of creating an LRTP that reflects
the community’s values. Community
involvement helps to validate that the
planning process is comprehensive and that
the outcomes reflect the diverse ideas about
how to improve the transportation system.
The project team developed and
documented a public engagement strategy
early in the planning process. The LRTP
Public Engagement Plan was guided by and
consistent with the adopted Lincoln MPO
Public Participation Plan, with special notes
regarding COVID-19. The Lincoln MPO
committed to abiding by all local and state
Directed Health Measures in place for the
duration of the project. This decision would
impact the proposed methods of content
delivery and input gathering.
To accommodate social distancing at
meetings, modified approaches and the use
of virtual meetings were anticipated and
accomplished. During the planning period,
most individuals involved with the project, as
well as most community members, did
participate through remote working
environments. Virtual meeting resources
became essential to everyday activities and

Figure 3.1

civic processes. Appendix B summarizes
public engagement materials and input. The
planning process proceeded and was
successful because of the willingness of
public participants to shift their participation
to these essential online resources.

P u bl i c E ng a g e m e n t
Process
The public engagement process for the 2050
LRTP included three phases of community
outreach. As the planning process
progressed, community members were
invited to share input focused on themes
relevant to each phase referenced on
Figure 3.1.

Phase 1: Needs
Completed between September and October
2020, Phase 1 Public Outreach focused on
listening to community members discuss
their transportation values, the transportation
issues they encounter, and relevant trends
that will influence future transportation
decisions. The project website was launched
with information about how the planning
process leads to important outcomes. Initially,
the project team requested input about
general transportation topics and locations to
address through a comment wall and pin
map. Figure 3.2 shows the type and
proportion of comments that were provided.

Phases of LRTP Public Engagement Strategy
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Figure 3.2

Distribution of Comments by Transportation Topic

A virtual presentation with audio file and
closed captions was recorded and shared
online with supplemental information that
community members could review. The virtual
presentation provided helpful background to
the transportation planning processes and the
transportation needs within the region. The
presentation also directed viewers to the
public survey about the proposed goals,
perceptions of transportation modes, and
transportation challenges that the Lincoln
MPO must address through this plan.
Community members were directed to the
website content and survey through social
media postings, Facebook advertising, a
press release, bilingual fact sheet, e-blast to
569 recipients (47% open rate) and
encouragement from the Community
Committee and focus group participants.
Multiple presentations were also made to
community stakeholder groups interested in
the transportation planning process. Each
presentation ended with a demonstration of
the public survey and a request to help get
more surveys completed. The Phase 1 Public
Survey was completed by 236 community
members and was made available in English
and Spanish.

Public input was generally favorable toward
the draft goals when asked to rate them and
to rank them in order of priority. The public
ranked Maintenance of the highest
importance, with Mobility and System
Reliability second. Focus groups also ranked
these two highest but in the reverse order. The
average rating support for the goals described
in Chapter 2 was 4.03 out of a possible 5,
which represented the community “very well.”
Public input was also provided about the
relative ease of transportation by mode. The
same evaluation was completed with the
2016 public surveys when the 2040 LRTP was
developed and again with this LRTP Update
process as shown on Figure 3.3. This
evaluation offers a relative means to assess
the changes in perceptions over time as
shown on the figure. Travel by car is
perceived to be the easiest mode of
transportation, while travel by bus continues
to lag other modes. Many participants
indicated that they did not travel in the
County enough to adequately answer the
question about ease of travel outside the City.
The perception of all modes, except for
pedestrians, was that travel is as easy or
easier than it was in 2016.
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Figure 3.3

Perception of Ease of Travel by Mode 2016 and 2020

The Phase 1 Public Survey also gave
community members the opportunity to
share their top three most pressing
transportation challenges that the LRTP can
work to address (Figure 3.4). Aging and
deteriorating infrastructure was included in
the responses of almost 75 percent of survey
responses. Increasing traffic/congestion
delays was included approximately
50 percent of the time. These responses were
consistent with focus group responses, but
service coverage and hours of operation for
the public transportation system (third most
frequently selected) were much more
common than with focus group participants.

Phase 2: Priorities
Completed between March and April 2021,
Phase 2 Public Outreach focused on balancing
the tradeoffs that exist when there are more
projects to complete than funding available.
Similar to the diverse views toward the LRTP
goals, community members also have diverse
views about how funds should be allocated to
different project needs. The project team used
support for the goals and funding and project
information to raise awareness about how
transportation funds are distributed. Public
input helped the planning team build
consensus for a decision-making process that
would lead to a fiscally constrained plan of
projects through 2050.
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Figure 3.4

Public Input about the Most Pressing Transportation
Challenges

The project website was refreshed for Phase 2
Outreach with current information about the
process required to organize the list of
transportation projects. A second virtual
presentation with audio file and closed
captions was recorded to summarize the
process of creating project lists, how projects
are evaluated through a data-driven process,
anticipated revenue and planning level cost
estimates. The presentation also
demonstrated how to complete the Phase 2
Public Survey, which was made available in
English and Spanish.
The website contained English and Spanish
public information packets to download with
figures and tables of the City of Lincoln
Roadway Projects, Lancaster County

Roadway Projects, and Trail Projects. The
Phase 2 Public Survey asked how community
members would distribute limited
transportation funds (Figure 3.5).
Respondents also selected their five most
important projects from each of the three
categories (City Roadway, County Roadway,
and Trails) and shared why those projects
were important to them. Community
members were again directed to the website
content and survey through social media
postings, a press release, e-blast to 4,516
recipients (35% open rate), and
encouragement from the Community
Committee and focus group participants. The
Phase 2 Public Survey was completed by 203
community members.
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Figure 3.5

Public Survey and Focus Group Distribution of
Transportation Funding

Phase 3: Validation
The third and final phase of public input
included three open house events and a
virtual public meeting which were all
coordinated with PlanForward public
outreach. The draft Comprehensive Plan and
LRTP documents were completed and
hosted on a shared virtual meeting website
for community members to review and
confirm that the proposed plans reflect what
was heard from the community. Lincoln LRTP
website content was also updated and
included a forwarding link to the virtual
meeting website. The meeting dates, location
and times were advertised in the Lincoln
Journal Star and on the City of Lincoln
Government social media. Kiosk information
was shared at five libraries within the City.

well as Agency review comments are
summarized in Appendix B for reference.

The virtual public meeting was viewed 1,260
times. The three in-person open house events
were attended by 34 community members
who viewed, discussed with planning staff,
and provided written comments about the
draft plans. The community conversation that
occurred on social media generated
approximately 210 Facebook and Twitter
comments. All comments and responses as
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Social Media Community
Conversation

 Continue to prioritize maintenance
operations.

 Continue to prioritize efficient northsouth and east-west corridors.

 Continue to prioritize efficient northsouth and east-west corridors.

 Continue to prioritize planning for the
East Beltway.

 Spend sales tax funding wisely and
according to designed purpose.
Open House and Virtual Meeting
Comments

 Maintaining the transportation system
while trying to find additional funding
to do more projects was encouraged.

 More advance work on major arterials in
new developments was recommended
to minimize disruption once
development occurs.

 A roundabout was encouraged to be
considered at NW 1st and Fletcher
Road.

 The Lincoln on the Move sales tax
funding was positively recognized and
the idea of continuing it or expanding it
beyond 2025 was suggested.

 A comment suggested the next major
southern east-west trail ling should be
along Saltillo Road when it is upgraded
from two lanes.

 A suggestion was made by a
commenter for the City to pave or
change maintenance practice of
unpaved roads inside the City limits.

 A suggestion was made to find more
funding to implement more projects,
especially alternative mode projects.

 A comment was made about the lack of

 A concern was raised about emergency
response times for fire and ambulance
vehicles during congested traffic
conditions.

 A concern about East O Street was
raised.

 A concern about StarTran operating
days and hours was provided.

 A recommendation was made to raise
the priority of the South 68th Street
Projects between Norris school campus
and the City of Hickman.

 A grouping of concerned comments
was made about projects in northwest
Lincoln, their justification, and the
potential to encourage leapfrog
residential development.

 A comment was made to continue
increasing mode-choice options such
as bike, bus and autonomous electric
shuttle.

 The Transportation Element of the draft
Comprehensive Plan received public
comments with various
recommendations.
Virtual Meeting Survey Questions
The public was asked to:

 Rate how well the Vision, Goals and
Policies reflect the transportation needs
and outlook of the community, and

 Rate how well the funding strategy
reflect input provided by the
community.
Both questions received too few responses
(four and seven respectively) to make any
specific conclusions. No responses indicated
that enough transportation funding was
available. Funding is a concern and some
perceive that additional funding is required,
not just recommended.

4-lane continuity north-south should be
resolved along 27th Street.
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P u bl i c E ng a g e m e n t
S ta ke ho l d e r s
Community Committee
The PlanForward Community Committee
supplemented direct input received from the
public. Presentations and discussions were
coordinated with the Community Committee
approximately every other month. Their
participation recognizes and upholds the
important link between the Comprehensive
Plan and transportation planning. The
Community Committee was asked to
represent the general public’s interests. All
content included with the LRTP was
presented and discussed with the
Community Committee, and their input is
reflected in the plan recommendations.
Presentations were made to the Community
Committee on the following dates:









March 26, 2020
April 30, 2020
August 27, 2020
December 10, 2020
April 29, 2021
May 20, 2021
August 26, 2021

Focus Groups
Invitations were sent to 138 community
members to participate in one of 10 focus
groups organized for September 2020 to
reflect the diversity of community interests,
disciplines, and needs. Participants were
encouraged to consider the needs of the
groups they represented when answering
questions about the transportation goals,
challenges, and opportunities. Through
interactive presentation and survey
resources, the 10 focus group sessions
generated thoughtful discussion and keen
insight that reflected a diversity of thoughts
and values within the community. The

following list represents those who
participated in the focus groups:

 Development
community

 Bicycle/pedestrian
groups

 Freight interests
 Neighborhood
associations

 Downtown
interests

 Transit/human
services

 Institutions (medical
and academic)

 Business community
 Healthy living &
environmental

 Multicultural and
diversity

Focus group participants were from
homogonous groups, reflecting participants
with similar interests. Though differences
among individuals are inherent, the way the
focus groups rated goals helps to understand
influence and driving initiatives found within
the community. Figure 3.6 is useful to share
how these rankings differ and how the
average of all focus group responses cannot
fully reflect all the diverse views and interests
of those impacted by the LRTP. Focus group
participants also offered substantial input
used to develop the Policies and Action Steps
described in Chapter 8.
Focus group participants were invited to a
second set of meetings in March 2021.
Participants signed up for one of six time
slots to allow individuals from different
interest group areas to be comingled for
these discussions. A summary of Phase 1
public input prompted discussion about the
different community perspectives. The LRTP
project identification and evaluation was also
shared with specific attention to how priority
projects identified through the public survey
would be integrated into project scoring. The
focus groups then discussed potential action
steps proposed to support the LRTP goals
and transportation policies being developed
for PlanForward. Discussion was helpful to
clarify action steps described in Chapter 8.
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Figure 3.6

Goals Ranked by Focus Groups and the Public

Scenario Planning
A scenario planning workshop was facilitated
for 25 planning team members and a
selection of individuals from the Community
Committee and focus groups. This workshop
was designed to gain input about the
potential impact of, and certainty associated
with, mobility as a service, transportation
electrification, driverless cars, demographic
shifts, policy implications, mode choices, land
use, work from home, delivery economy, and
funding and the economy. A summary of the
workshop is included as Appendix B,
Attachment B-4.
Participants considered a planning horizon of
2050 and a range of potential futures based
on (1) health of the economy and (2) demand
for advanced mobility technologies, including
connected, automated, shared and electric
forms of moving goods and people. This
exercise resulted in the four future scenarios
shown on Figure 3.7. Common themes
identified during breakout discussions were
documented to support the eight goals and a
variety of action steps included in Chapter 8.

Figure 3.7

Four Future
Workshop
Scenarios for 2050

After a discussion about the range of
influential forces that may impact
transportation and mobility in Lincoln and
Lancaster County, participants were
distributed to breakout rooms to discuss

Page 3-8

ADOPTED December 15, 2021

opportunities and implications of the
scenario they were tasked to consider. The
input was used to compare against LRTP
goals. After discussing the input from each
scenario, participants were sent back to
breakout rooms to discuss strategies and
policies to address the opportunities and
implications they identified. The strategies
and policies were used to inform the action
steps in Chapter 8.

K e y Th e m e s o f P u bl i c
I np u t
Substantial input was provided by
community members who invested their
time to learn about the planning process and
to answer questions that would help the
Lincoln MPO establish priorities, policies, and
ultimately investment strategies for
transportation. The key themes listed below
highlight some continued and some new
themes relevant to the 2050 LRTP Update:

 Technology is a continued theme that
generates both excitement and some
concern. Intelligent transportation that
supports vehicle-to-vehicle and vehicleto-system communication is
developing rapidly and will modify
travel demands. Technology should
improve travel efficiency. Technology
advances must also improve safety for
all users, not just cars, and should be
trialed for implementation where
feasible.

 Growth is a continued theme and
opportunities to capitalize on more infill
along existing corridors while still
meeting the needs of edge growth are
recognized. To meet the needs of all
residents, a variety of affordable
housing options throughout the

community must be supported by safe
and accessible transportation options,
not just personal vehicles.

 Maintenance of existing roads and
bridges is a consistent theme shared by
the public comment, the Community
Committee, the focus groups, and
scenario planning. Ongoing
maintenance and completing deferred
maintenance will continue to remain a
top priority for the public.
Communication about maintenance
projects will need to be emphasized
with the community.

 Environmental awareness is an integral
part of transportation planning, but its
emergence as a new key theme of
public input stems from the recent
work to establish the Lincoln Climate
Action Plan. Development of that plan
engaged a broad group of stakeholders
who catalyzed strategies to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. Many
strategies, such as electrification of
fleets and reduction of single
occupancy vehicle trips by providing
active transportation and transit
options, reflect the focus needed for
transportation investments.

 Equity is a desired focus for guiding
transportation planning. A national
discussion about equitable
transportation has begun to shape local
conversations. All LRTP goals should
strive to achieve equitable outcomes
and support a thriving community.
Access to a supportive transit system
and safe Complete Streets (see below)
is specifically important for underserved
and overburdened community
members, which aligns with the new
Transportation Equity Goal.
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 Funding is a continued theme
necessary to construct and maintain
the multimodal transportation system.
Public input about funding continues
to encourage investments necessary to
improve existing roadway conditions
and be more proactive with
maintenance. Infrastructure that
supports edge growth is becoming
more expensive and should be
coordinated efficiently. This includes a
future East Beltway. Funding
alternatives to the gas tax will soon be
more necessary for the community, and
options should be communicated.

 Complete Streets is an emerging
theme that is encouraged to expand
and support more active transportation,
specifically the on-street bicycle
network and trail system. Most
community members desire a street
system that supports the mobility
needs of all people and neighborhoods.
Other community members highlight
the challenge of identifying funding to
support these improvements without
eroding roadway construction and
maintenance funding.

 Travel Patterns experienced a
significant change during the COVID-19
pandemic. Work and education from
home requirements created once in
lifetime changes to trips for work,
shopping, and services. Explosive
growth in delivery on-demand and
freight delivery also introduced new
variables for travel demand. These
changes were not perceived to be
permanent, but some aspects are
anticipated to continue. Planning for
future travel demands should reflect
these shifting behaviors.
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4. Current and Future
Needs Assessment
An inventory of the existing transportation
system offers a snapshot of how transportation
supports Lincoln and Lancaster County today.
Current conditions of the multimodal
transportation system and the future
conditions presented are based on the
anticipated growth in the Lincoln Metropolitan
Planning Area shown on Figure 4.1. An
assessment of the current and future roadway,
bicycle, pedestrian, transit, freight, and rail
systems is summarized.

La nd U s e a nd
D e m o g r a p hi c s
Land use and demographics are key
components to understanding the
transportation system, identifying travel
patterns, and anticipating where new or
improved facilities may be needed. Housing
and employment are the two land use
categories used in forecasting travel demand.
Demographic information (age, income, ability,
etc.) helps to understand and address the
transportation needs of different cohorts in the
region.

Household and Employment
Growth
The number of people living and working in
the region affects the transportation needs,
and where people choose to live and work
greatly influences the demand for
transportation infrastructure and services.
Understanding the region’s existing and future
housing and employment trends can help to
inform and guide transportation investment
decisions. Today’s decisions must consider the

changing population and
align with their future
transportation needs.

The Lincoln MPO 2050
LRTP was completed
during the COVID-19
pandemic. This Chapter
presents pre-COVID
data that do not reflect
changes that occurred
to travel demand and
patterns experienced
during the pandemic.
Travel behaviors have
been significantly
changed during the
pandemic, and the longterm impact is uncertain
at this time.

The US Census estimates a
2019 population of 289,102 in
Lincoln and 319,090 in
Lancaster County, both
representing an 11.5 percent
increase over the 2010
populations. The 2019 base
year travel demand model
for Lincoln includes 122,634
households. According to
PlanForward land use
forecasts, the number of
local households is expected
to increase approximately 52,060 over the next
30 years (almost 42.5 percent). Figure 4.2
shows the distribution of household growth
within the model area (“Cordon Area”) by
transportation analysis zone (TAZ). Darker
colors represent higher levels of household
growth; most high-growth areas are on the
periphery of the future service limit, with infill
development growth targeted within a portion
of Lincoln.
Average density of new dwelling units,
combined with increased focus on infill
development strategies, will influence the
amount of land required to accommodate the
additional residences and transportation
infrastructure needed to support the growth.
Infill development opportunities can introduce
several benefits for a resilient and sustainable
community. Infill enables the use of existing
infrastructure to a larger extent while
maintenance costs remain consistent. Edge
growth requires new infrastructure and adds
maintenance costs. Balanced in the preferred
growth scenario, these tradeoffs reflect that
escalating costs to build and maintain new
edge growth infrastructure at historic rates are
less sustainable for the community.

A TAZ is an area used with planning modes. Area sizes vary but commonly include approximately 3,000 people
based on census block information with important socio-economic data such as automobiles per household,
household income, and employment which helps understand anticipated trips.
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Figure 4.1

Lincoln Metropolitan Planning Areas
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Figure 4.2

Household Growth
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Increased emphasis on infill development also
supports urban densities, reduced overall
vehicle miles, and increased use of bicycling,
walking, and transit. Higher density edge
growth reduces burdens on emergency
services while placing more housing close to
jobs and services. The combination of infill and
greater edge density also protects the rural
character and agricultural economy of
Lancaster County.

Similarly, Figure 4.3 and Figure 4.4 depict
the commercial and industrial employment
growth, respectively, by TAZ. Commercial
employment is expected to increase by
approximately 43 percent, and Industrial
employment is expected to increase by
approximately 37 percent.
Table 4.1 shows the 2019 base year, 2035, and
2050 household and employment forecasts
within the model area. Appendix C
documents the detailed land use forecasts by
TAZ.

Consideration of overburdened and underserved communities is a core component of the development of the
LRTP. The LRTP includes consideration for federally protected community members (Chapter 7), including
people with low incomes and minority populations. Ultimately the goal of the Lincoln MPO is to provide
transportation and mobility benefits to all community members, especially the underserved and overburdened
communities; therefore, the LRTP goes beyond the minimum environmental justice (EJ) requirements to identify
and address disparities in the transportation system.

Table 4.1

Household and Employment Growth 1
2019

1

2035

2050

16-Year Growth
(2019–2035)

31-Year Growth
(2019–2050)

Households

122,634

149,850

174,694

27,216

52,060

Commercial
Space (KSF)

61,683

74,458

86,058

12,775

24,375

Industrial
Space (Acres)

3,347

3,970

4,586

623

1,239

PlanForward recommended growth scenario applied to traffic model for 2050 LRTP.
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Figure 4.3

Commercial Growth
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Figure 4.4

Industrial Growth
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Socioeconomic Equity
Transportation planning decisions have the
potential to address equity within a
community and provide benefits to those with
the greatest needs. Lincoln and Lancaster
County have diverse population bases that
reflect different socioeconomic backgrounds.
To better understand the current
socioeconomic attributes and needs of those
who live in Lincoln and Lancaster County, data
from the U.S. Census American Community
Survey (ACS) were compiled
(Table 4.2) including older adults, people with
disabilities, people with limited English
proficiency, BIPOC communities, people with
low-income 2, single parent households, and
people without access to a vehicle. Thoughtful
consideration of these communities in the
transportation planning process benefits the
underserved and overburdened communities
that experience higher than average unmet
transportation needs.

To visually display the locations where
underserved and overburdened communities
live, a Transportation Equity Index map
(Figure 4.5) was created. The Equity Index
map combines all of the socioeconomic
factors identified in Table 4.2 to create a
composite snapshot that highlights areas
with the highest aggregate of historically
underserved and overburdened
communities. Areas with the highest
numbers of these criteria present (darkest
purple) require special consideration during
the planning process. Transportation projects
proposed in these areas must be
implemented in a manner that avoids
creating new or further inequities in the
transportation network that may harm or
burden these community members.

The term BIPOC is used to acknowledge that not all people of color face equal levels of injustice and that Black
and Indigenous people are severely impacted by systemic racial injustice. Making transportation decisions to
direct infrastructure investments that expand opportunities for BIPOC mobility in combination with PlanForward
policies can help address this challenge.

FHWA Order 6640.23A defines low-income as a person
whose median household income is at or below
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)

2

poverty guidelines. Census data is used for transportation
planning and quantifying the socioeconomic equity
criteria quartiles as described in Appendix H.
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Table 4.2

Socioeconomic
Indicators

Equity Indicator

Countywide

See

Older adults

13.0%

Figure 4.6

People with disabilities

9.5%

Figure 4.7

People with limited
English proficiency

4.4%

Figure 4.8

Single parent
households

13.7%

Figure 4.9

People with low-income

5.0%

Figure 4.10

BIPOC communities

22.0%

Figure 4.11

People without access
to a vehicle

5.7%

Figure 4.17

Source: American Community Survey, 2018
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Figure 4.5

Equity Index
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Figure 4.6

Older Adults
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Figure 4.7

People with Disabilities
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Figure 4.8

People with Limited English Proficiency
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Figure 4.9

Single Parent Households
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Figure 4.10

People with Low Income
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Figure 4.11

BIPOC Communities
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T r a v e l P a t t e r n s a nd
T r e nd s
The following section provides an overview of
transportation and commuting patterns in
Lincoln and Lancaster County.

Commuting Patterns
Each day, almost 47,000 people travel to
work in Lancaster County from outside the
county, while approximately 25,500 County
residents travel to work elsewhere (as shown
on Figure 4.12). Roughly 127,500 residents
both live and work within Lancaster County.
That is, there is a net inflow of more than
20,000 workers into the County. Around
83.3 percent of employed Lincoln and
Lancaster County residents commute to work
within the County, a number that is mostly
unchanged from 2010.

Figure 4.12

with commuting. The values in Figure 4.13
reflect a five-year average between 2014 and
2018 and indicate approximately three out of
four Lancaster County residents arrived at
their place of work in less than 25 minutes.
Four out of five residents arrived to work
within a 35-minute commute. The remaining
residents traveled longer than 35 minutes to
work, with only 3 percent of trips taking more
than an hour.

Figure 4.13

Travel Time to
Work

Workflows

Source: American Community Survey – 2018
5-Year Average Table B08303

Source: US Census Longitudinal EmployerHousehold Dynamics (LEHD) Employment for
Lancaster County, 2017

The average travel time to work for Lincoln
residents is 18.7 minutes (19.1 minutes for all of
Lancaster County). Residents’ commute time
is almost 8 minutes less than the average for
all US residents. When compared to local
travel times in 2010, commuters spent slightly
more than a minute longer getting to work in
2018. Between 2018 and 2020, the Green Light
Lincoln initiative upgraded traffic signal
equipment and timing at more than 400
intersections, which has reduced the total
number of vehicle stops and delay associated

Three factors strongly influence travel time to
work: travel distance between home and
work, travel mode used, and the level of
congestion experienced during a commute
trip. In 2017, approximately 77 percent of
Lancaster County residents traveled to jobs
located less than 10 miles from their homes.
Since 2010, this proportion has increased by
almost 0.7 percent, while the percentage of
workers living between 10 and 24 miles from
work decreased by a similar amount. Workers
traveling 25 miles or more to get to work
represent approximately 14.5 percent of all
commuters. Figure 4.14 shows the
breakdown of Lancaster County work
commute travel by miles.
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Figure 4.14 Distance from
Home to Work

Source: US Census Longitudinal EmployerHousehold Dynamics (LEHD) Employment for
Lancaster County, 2017

Most employees traveling between 25 and
50 miles are traveling in a northeastern
direction, toward Omaha. The largest portion
of employees traveling greater than 50 miles
for work travel west toward Grand Island,
Hastings, and Kearney. Figure 4.15 shows the
total distance and direction of commute
travel.

Figure 4.15

Distance and
Direction from
Home to Work

Mode Split
The ACS asks respondents to identify their
primary means of transportation to work.
Driving alone, referred to as Single Occupant
Vehicles (SOV), is by far the most common
mode of transportation in Lancaster County.
Over 90 percent of residents drive alone to
work (81 percent within the City of Lincoln).
Table 4.3 displays the percentage of workers
who use each mode to travel to and from
work in Lincoln and Lancaster County.
National values are also shown for
comparison. Commuters use transit far less in
Lincoln than in the rest of the nation but
demonstrate higher uses of active
transportation modes such as walking and
bicycling.

Table 4.3
Commuting to
Work

Commuter Mode
Split
Lincoln

Lancaster
County

National

Drove alone
(SOV)

81.0%

81.3%

76.4%

Carpooled

9.1%

9.0%

9.1%

Public
Transportation
(excluding
taxicab)

1.4%

1.3%

5.0%

Walked

3.3%

3.2%

2.7%

Bicycled

1.3%

1.2%

0.6%

Other

0.6%

0.6%

1.2%

Worked at Home

3.3%

3.6%

4.9%

Source: American Community Survey – 2018 5-Year
Average Table S0801

Source: US Census Longitudinal EmployerHousehold Dynamics (LEHD) Employment for
Lancaster County, 2017
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Data presented in Table 4.3 may be broken
down further by gender to identify some
trends that influence mobility options. For
example, in Lincoln, Census data from 2018
indicate that males are seven times more
likely than females to commute to work by
bicycle. Gender also plays a role in transit use
as females who commute to work use transit
approximately 20 percent less frequently
than males—indicating that transportation
mobility and access equity can be improved.
Further, historical statistics for those who
work from home may also face significant
changes as the business disruptions caused
by COVID-19 continue to play out beyond
2021. Flexible work policies and technology
available to support working from home fullor part-time may have long-term impacts on
communing patterns, traffic congestion, and
quality of life. It is too soon to know how these
fundamental changes will impact where
people choose to live and how flexibility will
affect their commute patterns.

transportation expenses account for
approximately 23 percent of total average
income, exceeding the value that could be
considered affordable by 8 percent.
Combined, the cost of housing and
transportation in Lancaster County is
48 percent of the average household income
(Figure 4.16), which is slightly higher than the
Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT)
benchmark of 45 percent.

Figure 4.16

Housing +
Transportation
Index

Housing and Transportation
Affordability
The Department of Housing and Urban
Development considers housing to be
affordable when consuming less than
30 percent of a household’s income. The
Housing and Transportation (H+T) index
expands this traditional measure to include
transportation costs, usually a household’s
second largest expense. The H+T index offers
an expanded view of affordability, one that
combines housing and transportation costs
and sets the benchmark at no more than
45 percent of household income. By
considering the combined costs of housing
and transportation, the H+T index provides a
more complete understanding of affordability
and shows that location‐efficient places can
be more livable and affordable.
The average household’s housing expense in
Lancaster County is considered affordable,
accounting for approximately 25 percent of
total average income. Interestingly,

Source: Center for Neighborhood Technology
(CNT); Average housing and transportation costs
as a percent of total household income for
Lancaster County, based on 2018 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

The City of Lincoln 2020 Affordable Housing
Coordinated Action Plan is an important
reference for geographic context and
distribution of housing costs. The proportion
of owner and renter households that pay
more than 30 percent of their income for
housing is not equally distributed. In some
block groups, up to 47 percent of
homeowners and 72 percent of renters
expend more than 30 percent of their
household income on housing.
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These cost-burdened households are
increasingly dependent on transportation
options other than personal vehicle
ownership and on jobs accessible by transit.
Owning a personal vehicle is the single
biggest transportation cost factor for
households, followed by insurance and
repairs. Complete neighborhoods that are
compact, mixed use communities with a
balance of housing, density of jobs, and
stores, as well as easy access to transit,
generally have lower household
transportation costs. In such situations,
residents may access daily needs with fewer
cars and car trips, potentially reducing
household transportation costs. Lower
income households generally pay a larger
portion of their expenditures on
transportation because the cost of personal
vehicle ownership and maintenance is
relatively high. As household incomes grow,
smaller portions are required for
transportation.

The way in which many cities have grown in
the last half century has impacted American
households. Individuals who buy homes
farther from jobs often pay more in the form
of higher transportation costs. These same
households are most sensitive to fuel price
and maintenance costs because they drive
longer distances. The community also
experiences negative impacts overall. Longer
travel distances and more SOVs serving
outward growth mean more congestion on
city streets, time spent commuting, and GHG
emissions.
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Vehicle Availability
Access to a personal vehicle provides many
residents with a common mode of
transportation and increases the range of
access to work opportunities, commerce,
health care, education, and recreation.
Although the most common form of
commuting in Lancaster County is by SOV, an
estimated 7,033 households (5.7 percent) in
2018 had no access to a personal vehicle. This
can result from being unable to drive, an
inability to afford a vehicle, or a personal
choice to forego vehicle ownership. In 2015,
this same measure reflected 6.4 percent of
the County population, demonstrating the
number and proportion of individuals with
access to a personal vehicle has increased in
recent years. In households of two or more
persons of driving age, approximately
18.5 percent of households have one vehicle
or less, indicating that access to a personal
vehicle may be limited within a significant
number of County households.

Households without access or limited access
to personal vehicles more heavily depend on
reliable transit services, connected
multimodal facilities, and complete streets
that are safe to travel by alternative modes.
Figure 4.17 shows the geographic
distribution of zero vehicle households
throughout the county. There is a higher
concentration of zero vehicle households
(darkest green color) in the downtown area
and along Highway 6 although pockets of
zero-vehicle households are found
throughout the MPO.
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Figure 4.17

Zero Vehicle Households
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R o a d s a nd B r i d g e s
An extensive system of streets and highways
serve the Lincoln MPO today. This system
ranges from roads capable of safely carrying
thousands of vehicles each hour, down to
local residential streets that help form the
character of neighborhoods. The street
system further plays a vital role in commerce
by carrying products to all portions of the city
and county. The rural road network also links
bedroom communities while the agricultural
community accesses key transportation
centers, allowing their commodities to be
shipped around the world.

Surface Conditions
The City of Lincoln and Lancaster County are
investing in streets to ensure a better
tomorrow. Upkeep and maintenance of
street infrastructure has become an
increasingly critical need. The City of Lincoln
monitors the pavement condition of the
arterial street network every other year and
the residential street network every fourth
year. To conduct a pavement condition
survey, a specially equipped van collects
high‐quality digital images of the pavement
surface and measures the number and
extent of defects. The van also records the
extent of roughness and rutting along each
street surface. The information is entered into
a pavement management software program
designed to take into account the type of
paving materials. The 2020 MPO Annual
Report summarized pavement surface
condition assessments as recent as 2017
(Figure 4.18).
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Figure 4.18

Roadway Surface Conditions (2017)
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The City of Lincoln roadway network consists
of almost 200 million square feet of paved
surfaces. Effective maintenance of these
roadways requires ongoing prioritization and
management. Approximately 45 percent of
the roadway surface areas in the city are
rated as Very Good (Figure 4.19). The city
prioritizes funding to keep these roadway
surfaces in this condition for as long as
possible. Approximately 55 percent of the
roadway surface area has fallen into the
lowest categories of Poor and Very Poor.
Maintenance of these surfaces is more
complex and expensive to complete.
Preventing roadway surfaces from degrading
to these conditions is more cost effective
than repairing them.

Figure 4.19

Roadway Surface
Conditions by
Percent (2018)

Source: Lincoln Transportation & Utilities,
2018
Measurable improvements in the condition
scores have been seen following one‐time
funding increases for arterials in 2012 (ARRA
funding) and 2015 (Antelope Valley), as well as
for residential in 2014 (increased gas tax
collections) and 2019 (quarter cent sales tax).
Not reflected in 2018 data illustrated by
Figure 4.19, the City invested over $10 million
in street rehabilitation in 2017–18, providing
rehabilitation of 23 miles of arterial streets and
588 blocks of residential streets.

The 2017–18 residential rehabilitation
(Figure 4.20) exceeded the total centerline
miles of rehabilitation completed between
2011–16. The City’s increased focus on
preventative maintenance has had a positive
impact on the pavement condition, though
challenges remain to address the Poor and
Very Poor surface maintenance needs.
According to the 2018 Lancaster County
Transportation Strategy, Lancaster County
crews continually work on pavement
preservation countywide throughout the year.
The County currently does not specify
performance measures for roadway condition.
Crews are on the roadways with personnel
and equipment evaluating existing roads and
bridges for upgraded treatments as needed.
The prioritization of street resurfacing work
focuses on preventative maintenance with an
emphasis on more heavily traveled roads,
which is a requirement for the County to be
eligible to receive State funding for street
resurfacing work. Therefore, a moderately
weathered and cracked arterial road might
receive a relatively inexpensive slurry seal
treatment or thin overlay before a badly
deteriorated cul-de‐sac is reconstructed. The
rationale is that significantly more
preventative maintenance treatment, such as
slurry seal, can be applied for the cost of
having to totally reconstruct pavement.
The State also maintains pavement condition
ratings for the National Highway System
(NHS). Federal pavement condition ratings of
Good, Fair, or Poor for pavement section is
based on combined values for International
Roughness Index, cracking, rutting, and
faulting. Throughout the Lincoln Metropolitan
Planning Area, as of 2019, 88 percent of the
Interstate segments were rated Good, while
12 percent rated Fair. The Non-Interstate
portions of the NHS were rated 34, 65, and
1 percent as Good, Fair, and Poor, respectively.
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Figure 4.20 City of Lincoln Surface Maintenance Activity

Source: Lincoln MPO LRTP Annual Report, 2018

Bridge Conditions
The City of Lincoln, Lancaster County, and
Nebraska Department of Transportation
(NDOT) report bridges in Good, Fair, and Poor
condition based on the National Bridge
Inspection program data (Table 4.4). Bridges
are inspected at least once every 24 months.
Bridges are considered to be in Good
condition if all major National Bridge
Inspection components (bridge deck, bridge
superstructure and bridge substructure or
culvert) are in good condition or better (9, 8,
7). Bridges are considered to be in Poor
condition if one or more of the major
components is in Poor condition or worse
(4 or less). Bridges that do not meet the
criteria for Good or Poor condition are
considered to be in Fair condition (5 or 6).
The previous LRTP referred to the term
“Structural Deficiency,” which is equivalent to
“Poor” condition in the current rating
method. Figure 4.21 shows all city, county,
and state bridges according to their current
structural ratings. Using structural ratings
complies with federal standards and enables
County bridge evaluations.

Table 4.4
Condition
Rating

Bridge Conditions
City
(144)

County
(292)

State
(181)

Good

69.4%

39.4%

72.9%

Fair

27.1%

50.3%

24.9%

Poor

3.5%

10.3%

0.2%

Source: LTU, Lancaster County, NDOT, 2019-20

National Highway System
The US Department of Transportation
(USDOT), in cooperation with the states, local
officials, and MPOs, developed the NHS to
identify the core road network considered
critical to the nation’s economy, defense, and
mobility. The US Congress approved the NHS
in 1995, with the intent that the United States
would prioritize federal‐aid funds
appropriately to ensure that the NHS was
adequately maintained. Figure 4.22 shows
the NHS routes in the Lincoln‐Lancaster
County region.
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Figure 4.21

Bridge Ratings
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Figure 4.22 National Highway System
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System Background
Section line roads form the basic layout for
the city’s and county’s existing street system.
Spaced approximately one mile apart, these
roads create the underlying grid pattern
found throughout the County. The United
States government established this roadway
pattern nearly 155 years ago. Surveyors were
sent west to the Plains states to create a
patchwork of one-mile squares. These
squares became the building blocks upon
which the earliest European settlements and
agricultural communities were formed.
The section line roads are used today as
Lincoln’s main system of arterial streets. In
the newer areas of the city, section line roads
are planned to be built with four through
lanes, with turning lanes added to improve
safety and operations along these corridors.
However, two lanes with some turn lanes or
roundabouts, where needed, are often built
to carry lower levels of traffic and then
expanded to four lanes when growth occurs
and as traffic warrants. The grid pattern has
also been accentuated in the older areas of
Lincoln through the use of arterial streets at
the half section (or half mile) line. This has
created a more extensive street grid pattern
in the older areas of the community.
To aid in moving traffic through and across
the community, other routes have been
layered on top of the County’s underlying
one-mile grid pattern. From the Federal
Interstates (such as I-80 and I-180), to State
highways (Highway 2, 33, 43, and 79), U.S.
Highways 6, 34, and 77, and to local facilities
(such as Capital Parkway, Cotner Boulevard,
and Sheridan Boulevard), diagonal roads have
helped expand the community’s street
capacity. These facilities often offer more
direct movement between major centers of
activity than are provided by the grid system.
Bridges and overpasses have also been
added over the years to make travel safer and
easier. Separating cars and trains reduces the

potential for crashes and the time motorists
spend waiting for passing trains. Even the
spanning of the region’s numerous creeks
and streams with permanent structures has
allowed people and vehicles to move more
easily.

Existing National Functional
Classification
The Lincoln and Lancaster County road
network consists of specific classifications
that have degrees of mobility and access
among neighborhoods, commercial, retail,
and industrial places. From local streets
within neighborhoods and the arterial streets
used to travel within the city, to highways and
interstates used to travel longer distances at
faster speeds, each roadway shown on
Figure 4.23 has important functions to serve.
Such functions influence the ability of a driver
to move between locations and the places
accessible along the route. Figure 4.24 shows
the number of through lanes on the current
roadway network within the model area.
For vehicle operators, streets generally
provide two important functions: mobility
and land access. These functions conflict with
each other—the carrying capacity for vehicle
traffic decreases as greater access to adjacent
land uses is provided. Each roadway type is
specifically designed to operate with certain
characteristics based on the adjoining land
uses, level of continuity, and proximity and
connections to other facilities. Each street’s
functional classification describes these
characteristics.
Interstate and Expressway: These are
divided, limited access facilities with no direct
land access. Freeways such as I-80 do not
have at‐grade crossings or intersections.
Expressways such as Nebraska Highway 77
are similar to freeways except that they may
have cross streets that intersect at‐grade and
access is either fully or partially controlled.
Freeways and expressways provide the
highest degree of mobility typically serving
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higher traffic volumes and longer trip
lengths.
Principal Arterials: This functional class of
street serves the major portion of inter‐
community and intra‐community traffic
movement within the urban area. Principal
arterials are designed to carry high traffic
volumes. Facilities within this classification
such as Superior Street or 84th Street can
provide direct access to adjacent land, but
such access is incidental to the primary
functional responsibility of moving traffic
within the system.

Minor Arterials: This functional class serves
trips of moderate length such as Vine Street
between 17th and 70th Street or Cotner
Boulevard between South and 70th Streets.
Minor arterials offer a lower level of mobility
than principal arterials. This class
interconnects with and augments principal
arterials, distributes traffic to smaller areas,
and provides some direct land access. Minor
arterial streets are designed to carry
moderate to heavy traffic volumes and
provide the largest coverage of transit routes
within the city.

Collector Streets: These streets serve as a
link between local streets and the arterial
system. Collectors such as Calvert Street
between 13th and 56th Streets provide both
access and traffic circulation within
residential, commercial, and industrial areas.
Collector streets also provide more direct
routes through neighborhoods for use by
pedestrians and bicyclists. In rural settings,
minor collectors provide service to smaller
places, link locally important traffic
generators and are spaced relative to
population density to serve local roads.

Local Streets: These streets serve as conduits
between abutting properties and streets of
higher functional classification. Local streets
provide the lowest level of mobility and are
generally designed to carry low levels of
traffic at the lowest posted speeds.
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Figure 4.23 Existing Functional Classification
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Figure 4.24 Existing Through Lanes
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Current Traffic and
Congestion
The City of Lincoln manages a traffic count
program with volume data representing
more than 1,350 locations. The city’s current
volume data are combined with the most

current data from the County and State
within the model area to assess the current
conditions and as a means to calibrate the
travel demand model. Figure 4.25 depicts
the current (2019) daily traffic volumes using
bandwidths.

Figure 4.25 Current (2019) Daily Traffic Volumes

Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2020
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An important aspect of determining
transportation needs is the capacity of the
roadway system to meet traffic demand.
Several factors influence roadway capacity,
including the number of through lanes,
signal timing and priority, presence of turn
lanes and medians, and presence of on-street
parking. The frequency of driveways and
intersections can also play a role in roadway
capacity by introducing friction.
The approach to capacity for long range
planning purposes considers roadway facility
type (e.g., principal vs. minor arterial) and area
type (e.g., urban vs. suburban). A generalized
level of reference for each facility type is
presented in Table 4.5. Roadways with higher
facility types are assumed to have more
consistent turn lanes, less frequent driveways
and intersections, and higher signal timing
priority than lower facility types. Similarly,
roadways in denser areas such as downtown
and the surrounding urban areas are
assumed to have a reduced capacity as
compared to roadways in suburban and rural
areas due to reduced side friction, wider
lanes, and longer intersection spacing.
Capacities for this plan consider hourly
capacities, helping to identify facilities
expected to become congested during the
busiest hour of the day, typically the PM peak
hour.
Comparing current daily traffic volumes with
planning level capacities (volume to capacity
[V/C] ratio) can help to identify levels of

congestion on the roadway network. The
planning level capacities used for this analysis
vary depending on the street’s functional
classification, the area type, and the number of
through lanes.
Because the V/C analysis uses planning-level
capacities and daily traffic volumes, it does not
explicitly account for delays or congestion that
may be experienced at a particular
intersection during shorter intervals of time
(i.e., peak hours). The analysis provides a highlevel snapshot (Figure 4.26) of the current
congestion.

Table 4.5

Planning Level
Daily Capacities
(Per Through
Lane) 3

Functional Classification

Capacity

1 - Freeway

20,000

2 - Expressway

12,000

3 - Principal Arterial/Major Arterial

9,000

4 - Minor Arterial

8,000

5 - Urban Collector

6,000

6 - Major Rural Collector (State)

6,000

7 - Major Rural Collector (County)

6,000

8 - Minor Rural Collector

6,000

9 - Local/Other

6,000

10 - Ramp

9,999

11 - Freeway Ramps

9,999

Lincoln MPO Travel Demand Model daily factor for
calculating LOS. Methodology described in Appendix D.

3
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Figure 4.26 Current Congestion Levels V/C
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Future Travel Demand
The travel demand model was updated to
study impacts that household and
employment growth will have on congestion.
The PlanForward preferred growth scenario
was used to input data for each TAZ into the
model. This information is used to support
trip generation estimates for work, shopping
and other transportation needs. The future
year models (2035 and 2050) were developed
using the Existing + Committed (E+C)
roadway network—that is, the existing
network plus those improvement projects
with committed funding to begin
construction over the next six years. These
projects were verified in September 2020 and
include roadway improvements, intersection
improvements, and Priority Growth Projects.
Methods and data used to complete this
update including the calibration, mode
choice assumptions, and validation are
described in Appendix D.
The updated model was used to produce an
estimate of total vehicle miles traveled
(Table 4.6) for each planning year, as well as

the daily traffic forecast according to 2035
(Figure 4.28) and 2050 (Figure 4.29) roadway
segments. These forecasts were calibrated
using existing traffic counts.

Table 4.6
Model Scenario

Vehicle Miles
Traveled
Vehicle Miles Traveled

2019 (Base Year)

6.2 Million

2035 E+C

7.9 Million

2050 E+C

9.5 Million

Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2020

The 2035 (Figure 4.31) and 2050 (Figure 4.32)
traffic volume forecasts have been compared
with the planning-level capacities of each
roadway segment to identify the future
locations of congestion. The V/C ratios use the
fully calibrated traffic volumes and the
capacities associated with the E+C network
for each future year. Figure 4.27 provides a
summary of congestion levels over time
reflecting the miles of congesting and
congested centerline-miles within the
modeled area.

Figure 4.27 Congestion Levels Over Time
Uncongested
(v/c less
than 0.8)

Congesting
(v/c between
0.8 and 0.9)

Congested
(v/c greater
than 0.9)

2020

757 miles
(98.6%)

6.1 miles
(0.8%)

4.8 miles
(0.6%)

2035
E+C

748 miles
(95.3%)

21.1 miles
(2.7%)

16.0 miles
(2.0%)

2050
E+C

692 miles
(87.8%)

45.0 miles
(5.7%)

51.1 miles
(6.5%)

Source: Lincoln MPO Travel Demand Model
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Figure 4.28 2035 Daily Traffic Forecasts E+C

Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2020

Page 4-36

ADOPTED December 15, 2021

Figure 4.29 2050 Daily Traffic Forecasts E+C

Source: Cambridge Systematics, 2020
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Figure 4.30 2035 Congestion Levels E+C
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Figure 4.31

2050 Congestion Levels E+C
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Electric Vehicles
Technological innovation in the
transportation industry has been accelerating
significantly in recent years. From electric and
automated vehicles to “smart” infrastructure,
new technologies that touch all aspects of
transportation are being researched,
developed, and implemented throughout the
world. Vehicle technology in particular is
being advanced and adopted rapidly.
Understanding these innovations and their
potential to benefit community and regional
mobility is in the best interest of Lincoln and
Lancaster County.
Adoption of personal electric vehicle
technology has grown dramatically in the
past decade, with fewer than 20,000 vehicle
sales nationwide in 2011 increasing to over
320,000 vehicles sales in 2018. Based on
research from the U.S. Department of Energy,
the considerable reduction in annual
emissions from an electric vehicle compared
to that of a gasoline-powered vehicle is a
major reason why they are becoming more
popular. Nebraska ranked 37th of the 50
states in terms of total electrical vehicles sold
in 2018 with 628 (Figure 4.32). This was a
more than 140 percent increase in sales from
2017, which was the fifth largest year-to-year
increase in the country. As recently as 2020,
seventeen public electric charging stations
were available in Lincoln according to the
U.S. Department of Energy.

Compressed natural gas and electric vehicles
have begun replacing older diesel engines
used by the transit service fleet. StarTran
electric buses increased from four to ten in
2020–21, which represents approximately
10 percent of the bus fleet. A new electric
charging station was constructed in 2020 to
serve the current fleet needs.

Figure 4.32 Annual Electric
Vehicle Sales in
Nebraska

Source: Alliance of Auto Manufacturers, 2019

Advanced Vehicle
Technology
Automated vehicles (AVs) are not as far along
in their development and adoption as electric
vehicles but offer greater possibilities and
integrations for the future of transportation.
Through the use of sophisticated technology,
AVs can partially or entirely replace human
drivers in operating and navigating a vehicle
and offer substantial safety, efficiency, and
mobility benefits. Most major automakers, as
well as Google and Tesla, are developing and
testing AV models; some that are not fully
autonomous are available on the market
today. A 2018 legislative bill adopted in
Nebraska authorized the use of AVs for
personal mobility, ride-hailing, and public
transportation.
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A c ti v e Tr a ns po r ta ti o n
Supporting active modes of transportation,
such as walking and bicycling, is a crucial
characteristic of a multimodal transportation
system—improved public health and quality
of life can be linked to communities that have
enabled safe, comfortable, and convenient
active transportation. The City of Lincoln and
Lancaster County have taken strides in recent
years to enhance the regional active
transportation network with the completion
of the Lincoln MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian
Capital Plan (2013), followed by the Lincoln
Bike Plan (2019), and ongoing
implementation of project, program, and
policy recommendations from each.

Complete Streets
The concept of Complete Streets—that a
transportation system should be safe and
convenient for all users, regardless of age,
ability, or mode—has gained significant
momentum in the past decade. The City of
Lincoln officially established a Complete
Streets policy in 2013 to formalize a more
concerted effort to incorporate Complete
Streets into local transportation planning,
design, and construction projects. The policy’s
key component was the establishment of an
interdepartmental Complete Streets
Committee to be composed of
representatives from Planning, LTU, StarTran,
Urban Development, Building & Safety,
Parks & Recreation, Health Department, and
the Police Department to review select city

projects to ensure Complete Streets
objectives are accounted for.
The Complete Streets Committee prepared a
Gap Analysis and Prioritization Strategy in
2015 to identify areas of the city with gaps in
sidewalk, transit, trails, etc. where future
Complete Streets project funding could be
focused. Example projects included
connecting residential streets to major trails,
bike route signage, and bike racks. Although
the Committee meets regularly and has
authority to review projects, the program
should be strengthened to benefit all
transportation system users.

The Lincoln Bike Plan provided
recommendations for strengthening
Lincoln’s Complete Street Policy, including
giving it a more prominent location (now
hosted on the City’s Complete Streets
website), adding additional web content,
developing a Complete Streets Manual, and
establishing a consistent approach to
communicating elements of the Complete
Streets program to the public. These
improvements can help advance benefits of
Complete Streets including increased
mobility to work, school, and play, and wider
opportunities for commercial demand of
service and delivery. Complete Streets may
help relieve congestion and degrading
pavement conditions associated with the
hundreds of thousands of visitors to Lincoln
using personal vehicles on Lincoln’s
roadways.
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Micromobility
Micromobility services typically consist of
small vehicles such as bikes, electric-bikes
(e-bike), and electric scooters (e-scooters)
that are deployed as a shared fleet within a
distinct geographic area by an independent
operator. E-scooter programs in particular
have seen a rapid and significant upswing in
popularity throughout the country in recent
years as cities have embraced their potential
to enhance mobility, create shared mobility
hubs, and reduce personal motor vehicle
trips.

years of operation. September was the peak
month for trips in both years, and the most
common time for trips is weekday afternoons
and evenings.

Figure 4.33 BikeLNK Ridership

Source: BCycle and City of Lincoln, 2019.

BikeLNK is a bike sharing program launched
in the City of Lincoln with 19 kiosks and 100
bikes in April 2018. The fleet has expanded to
105 bicycles and 21 docking stations located in
the highest demand areas of the city
(Figure 4.34). To provide residents and
visitors an option for active commuting and
recreation, BikeLNK added e-bikes as a
temporary pilot to the program in 2020.
During the first two years of the program’s
operation, nearly 80,000 trips and nearly
160,000 miles have been logged.
Ridership shown on Figure 4.33 grew nearly
40 percent between the first and second

The City of Lincoln adopted an ordinance in
September 2019 approving plans for a pilot
program branded ScooterLNK that would
allow up to three e-scooter or shared mobility
providers to deploy fleets within the city for
up to one year. LTU is responsible for
establishing specific operating rules of the
program. Launching their pilot program in
September 2020, the city considered
common requirements of similar programs
throughout the country, such as substantial
data collection and reporting requirements,
access for underserved and overburdened
community, and maximum fleet sizes. The
maximum number of scooters allowed
during the pilot program is 250 per vendor. In
the first six months of operation, more than
33,000 trips were made with an average trip
distance just exceeding one mile. University
of Nebraska – Lincoln (UNL) currently requires
bikes, scooters, and mopeds to be
dismounted and walked through certain
areas of campus; it is not uncommon for
communities to designate areas where
e-scooters may not operate.
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Figure 4.34 Bike Demand and Bikeshare Locations

Source: Lincoln Bike Plan, 2018; BCycle and City of Lincoln, 2019

Trails and On-Street Bicycle
Facilities
The backbone of the regional bicycle network
is an extensive trail system, composed of both
commuter trails and recreational trails,
totaling 255 miles. At least 95 percent of all city
households are within one mile of at least one
multiuse trail. Approximately 145 additional
miles of on-street bike routes and lanes
provide connections within the City of Lincoln.
Downtown Lincoln is also home to Nebraska’s

first separated bike lane, the N Street Cycle
Track. A 2021 Strava heat map of bicycling
activity also shows (Figure 4.35) most of the
approximately 1,500 miles of County roads are
also used by gravel bicyclists. Gravel roads are
popular facilities for many riders in the County
who prefer the lower traffic numbers and
rolling terrain over road cycling with
inconsistent shoulders and faster vehicle
speeds. Gravel roads provide connectivity to all
regional trails and many of the communities
throughout the area.
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Figure 4.35 Trail and On-Street Bicycle Activity

Strava relative bicycle intensity heat map (Source: Strava June 2021)
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Much of the current trail system is built in the
right-of-way of abandoned railroad corridors,
along stream floodplains, on one side of
major arterial streets, or a part of new
residential development. Lincoln Parks and
Recreation, LTU, and the Lower Platte South
Natural Resource District are primarily
responsible for the trail development in
Lancaster County. Volunteer organizations
also assist in maintenance and in donating
significant funds for trail development.

High-stress streets may be suitable for some
bicyclists, including those who are confident
or very confident. Low-stress streets are
suitable for most everyone, including
children. Traffic speeds and volumes have a
significant influence on the level of stress for
bicyclists. Figure 4.36 represents proportions
of the transportation network in Lincoln for
each level of stress. Other factors that
influence bicycle stress include street width,
presence of on-street parking, and number of
driveway/street crossings for paths.

Figure 4.36 Citywide Network
Bicycle Level of
Stress

While the existing network of bicycle routes,
grade separated crossings and designed onstreet facilities connect most parts of the city
(Figure 4.37) and several of the trails extend
into unincorporated Lancaster County, the
system’s accessibility and functionality are
limited for people who are not comfortable
bicycling close to motor vehicle traffic. Level
of Traffic Stress (LTS) is a rating given to a
road segment or crossing indicating the
traffic stress it imposes on bicyclists using
those facilities. A traffic stress assessment
completed for the Lincoln Bike Plan found all
the city’s main arterials and about one-fourth
of its local and collector roadways—including
some designated as bike routes—to be
uncomfortable for most interested bicyclists,
based on their configurations, traffic volumes,
and speed limits. The off-street system has a
high level of comfort, but access can be
challenging for people who do not live close
to a trail.

Source: Lincoln Bike Plan, 2018

Most of the existing bike routes are low-stress
facilities. However, many intersect with more
stressful streets with no traffic control,
making crossing difficult and potentially
deterring otherwise interested bicyclists.
Some have also fallen into disrepair and need
maintenance (missing signage, poor
pavement conditions, overhanging branches
etc.), further limiting bicycle mobility.
Riding bicycles is not allowed on sidewalks in
some commercial areas because of the larger
number of pedestrians. These areas include
Downtown, Havelock, College View, and
Bethany. Because these restrictions exist, the
city must provide safe on-street infrastructure
for bicycle and scooter traffic to provide an
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accessible and connected active
transportation network.
The Lincoln Bike Plan provides a
comprehensive set of infrastructure
recommendations for enhancing the comfort
and convenience of the on-street bicycle
system for less-confident bicyclists, including
new designated facilities, intersection
improvements, and wayfinding. In total, the
plan proposes approximately 140 additional
miles of bicycle infrastructure 4 —
approximately 30 new miles of dedicated
on-street facilities (mostly concentrated
around downtown and UNL), 50 more miles
of bike routes, and 60 more miles of
sidepaths. Gradual build-out of the plan’s
proposed network will greatly enhance
conditions for bicycling throughout Lancaster
County.

Waverly would be linked by a trail running
along Salt Creek around the north, east and
southern corporate limits at approximately
84th and Havelock Streets. The Prairie
Corridor on Haines Branch will connect
southwest Lincoln to Denton and regional
destinations such as Conestoga Lake and
Spring Creek Prairie. So also, the towns of
Sprague, Hickman, and Bennet can connect
to the trail network on the south just as
Malcom, Raymond, and Davey on the north.
By capitalizing on the rising demand for
active transportation, ecotourism, and
accessibility of electric pedal assistance
bicycles, these trails can provide a key
function and support additional mode split
for transportation throughout the County.

The 2040 Comprehensive Plan update also
advanced and prioritized a future trails
network radiating in all directions from the
existing trail network toward other Lancaster
County communities (Figure 4.38).

4

Lincoln Bike Plan Table 1 and Figure 8 documented the
bicycle infrastructure projects that held the highest

priority and were included in the development of the
LRTP Needs Based Plan described in Chapter 5.

Page 4-46

ADOPTED December 15, 2021

Figure 4.37 Existing On-street Bike Network
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Figure 4.38 Future County Bike Trail Connections
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Pedestrian Facilities
Lincoln has a comprehensive sidewalk
network—approximately 1,500 miles total—
that provides pedestrian access to most
homes, businesses, and other destinations in
the city (Figure 4.39). Due to a long-standing
requirement that developers provide
sidewalks along both sides of the streets, the
vast majority of local streets, collectors, and
arterials in the city have sidewalks along both
sides. The trail system complements this
robust network of sidewalks.
The presence of sidewalks alone is not
enough to make a quality pedestrian
experience. The proper and regular
maintenance of sidewalks is critical. A system
of sidewalks with a lot of cracks and heaving
pavement limits mobility, particularly for
people with disabilities, regardless of how
comprehensive it is. Though most streets in
Lincoln have adjacent sidewalks,
maintenance issues are present; older
neighborhoods in Lincoln are most prone to
poor sidewalk conditions. Sidewalk widths,
proximity to roadways, encroachment of tree
roots, and the spacing density of curb cuts for
vehicular accesses are other important
determinants to the quality of the pedestrian
network. Approximately $1 million is allocated
annually to sidewalk repair, and many street
rehabilitation projects also include sidewalk
and curb ramp improvements.

As with bicycle travel, major arterials are often
the most significant barriers to pedestrian
travel. At intersections without traffic control,
crossing safely on foot is difficult if not
impossible. Several railroad crossings present
safety obstacles as well. The trail network
includes numerous grade-separated
crossings of these barriers, but access to
these trails from some areas via walking is
limited.
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Figure 4.39 Existing Sidewalks and Trails
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Transit
StarTran
StarTran, the division of the City of Lincoln
responsible for public transit, operates 14
fixed bus routes within city limits. Service
spans are generally between 5:40 AM and
9:50 PM on weekdays (though some routes
operate earlier and/or later), with 30-minute
frequencies typical for most of the routes on
weekdays. Saturday service is also provided
between 6:40 AM and 6:30 PM. In 2017 and
2018, StarTran reported providing service to
88 percent of transit supportive areas of
Lincoln. In 2020, StarTran began operating
VanLNK, the first city-run, on-demand transit
service that allows riders to hail a van by
smartphone app, designate their pickup
location and destination for a $5 trip fee.
Software is used to optimize the VanLNK
route. The StarTran paratransit program is
$3.50 per trip and limited to those with a
disability that prevents the person from
riding a regular city bus. Lancaster County
Public Rural Transit offers a north and south
route provided on alternating days of the
week between Monday and Thursday.

The StarTran network (Figure 4.41) operates
as a hub-and-spoke system, meaning all of
the routes share a common origin point—an
on-street transfer point along 11th Street in
downtown. The Transit Development Plan is
updated every five years. Many of the routes
were realigned based on recommendations
from the Transit Development Plan
completed in 2016. That document also
recommends increasing service spans and
frequencies for key routes. Nationwide, public

transit ridership has been broadly declining
over the past several years but the 2.4 million
trips served by StarTran in 2019 represent an
increase of more than 8 percent from 2016
(Figure 4.40).

Figure 4.40 StarTran Ridership

Source: Lincoln MPO LRTP Performance Report,
2019

The existing downtown transfer point on 11th
Street is undersized and does not have an
optimal configuration for passenger transfer.
StarTran initiated the Multimodal Transit
Transfer Center Feasibility and Conceptual
Design Study in 2019 to identify a location for
a new central transit hub for the city that
would enhance multimodal connections,
provide better passenger amenities, and
allow more efficient transfers. The north side
of M Street between 9th Street and 10th
Street has been selected as the preferred
location, and a conceptual layout with
designated bus bays for each of StarTran’s
14 routes has been developed. The need to
adjust route alignments is expected to be
minimal because this facility would be
located within a few blocks of the existing
transfer point.
Three additional StarTran routes are primarily
focused on connecting the UNL main and
east campuses, as well as the Innovation
Campus, and operate at 20-minute or better
frequencies on school days, with reduced
schedules on holidays and during vacation
periods. UNL funds the operation of these
routes, which are included with student fees.

Page 4-51

ADOPTED December 15, 2021
They provide an important reliable service to
university students and faculty.
NDOT completed the Lincoln/Omaha
Intercity Feasibility Study in May 2020. It is
aimed at identifying opportunities for future
intercity bus service between Lincoln and
Omaha to serve the more than 23,000 daily

commute trips between them. Three route
patterns have been recommended, each of
which would use existing StarTran stops
within the City of Lincoln. The conceptual
design for the proposed downtown transit
hub includes an additional bay for intercity
buses.

Figure 4.41 StarTran Fixed Bus Routes
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Autonomous Microtransit
Opportunities to use AVs for personal
mobility, ride-hailing, and public
transportation will continue to develop.
Lincoln desires to be an AV flagship city
offering additional mobility options for the
community by leading an early expansion
and adoption of a downtown transit system
to facilitate the movement of people among
major destinations such as the State Capital,
the University of Nebraska, and the
Haymarket District (Figure 4.42).
Recognizing that technology will be able to
improve on traditional transit systems, the
city is proposing to create the largest, fullservice autonomous microtransit deployment
in the United States. The deployment would
provide on-demand service on a fixed route
and may one day lessen the need for personal
vehicles within downtown Lincoln.

Figure 4.42 Autonomous
Microtransit:
Downtown
Concept

I nt e r m o d a l Co n ne c t i o n s
As providing convenient transportation
alternatives to driving has become a greater
point of emphasis in communities
throughout the country, the importance of
providing a strong interface between modal
networks has become apparent.
Approximately 6 percent of households in
Lancaster County do not own a motor vehicle
and rely on a mix of other modes to serve
their transportation needs, so providing easy
and reliable intermodal connections is
necessary. While the proportion of zerovehicle households has remained relatively
steady in recent years, many other people
who do have access a motor vehicle also
choose other travel modes for some trips.
Active transportation and transit networks
are often closely intertwined complements.
Transit provides the means for regional
mobility, while active modes are well-suited
to fill the first and last miles of regional transit
trips. Recent and emerging trends in
transportation such as ride-hailing/ridesharing services and autonomous vehicles
can also be integrated with transit, furthering
the practicality and convenience of getting
around without a private motor vehicle.
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As Lincoln continues to implement new
transportation modes into its overall system,
consideration for how best to coordinate
them in a competitive (to personal vehicles)
manner is crucial. A single facility where
multiple transportation modes converge
allowing seamless connections, a mobility
hub can greatly enhance this interface. The
new transit center planned for downtown
Lincoln will provide the city a great
opportunity for modal integration.

Rail
A network of tracks serving two Class I
railroads and two Class III railroads extends
radially from central Lincoln. Four railroad
companies operate lines in Lincoln and
Lancaster County: the BNSF Railway, the
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the OL&B
Railroad, and the Omaha Public Power
District (OPPD). Activity on the railroad lines
ranges from 1 train per day (on the UPRR and
OPPD lines) to 63 trains per day on the BNSF‐
Creston line. Beginning in January 2021,
operation was renewed along the Highway 2
line with approximately 300 trains annually
delivering freight to OPPD. Coal and
agricultural products are the primary freight
being moved by train through Lincoln, with
some local manufacturing such as Kawasaki
shipping light rail cars to the east coast.
Trains from four of BNSF’s main lines
(Ravenna, Cobb, St. Joseph, and Creston)
cross connect through the Hobson Yard in
Lincoln just west of downtown. The Hobson
Yard is a vital service and support center for
freight trains carrying coal and agricultural
goods where inspections, maintenance,
fueling, and switching all take place. The
BNSF Havelock Shops in the northeast part of
Lincoln are a primary freight rail car repair
facility.

in safety problems and travel delays.
Figure 4.43 shows the at‐grade crossings in
Lincoln and Lancaster County. Daily railroad
crossing exposure rating (daily trains
multiplied by the number of vehicles per day)
reflects the potential for crashes between
trains and motor vehicles at crossings. The
BNSF rail crossing near 33rd and Highway 6
has an exposure rating of almost 491,000. The
NDOT – Rail and Public Transportation
Division requires a minimum exposure rating
of 50,000 to qualify for possible funding for
construction of a grade separation
(underpass or overpass). There are 12 at‐grade
crossings in Lancaster County with an
exposure rating above 50,000, eight of which
have an exposure rating greater than 100,000.
Formed int 1971, the Lincoln/Lancaster
County Railroad Transportation Safety District
(RTSD) identifies railroad crossings in need of
work, prioritizes projects, and conducts
studies to plan future work. The RTSD’s
mission has been to eliminate, as much as
possible, conflicts between highway traffic
and railroads in Lincoln and Lancaster
County. Since its inception, many projects
from its early long‐range plan have been
completed. The number of at‐grade railroad
crossings of public streets in Lancaster
County has been reduced from 210 in 1970 to
114 today. About half of the closed crossings
were due to abandonment, while the other
half were due to consolidation and grade
separations.

While the railroad lines through Lincoln and
Lancaster County are critically important to
the local economy, many railroad crossings
with the street network are at‐grade resulting
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Figure 4.43 Railroad At-grade Crossings
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E xi s ti ng F r e i g h t S y s t e m
Lincoln and Lancaster County’s economic
vitality and the quality of life it offers depends
on the ability of manufacturers, retailers, and
distributors to efficiently transport their
goods throughout the region. From package
carriers to pizza deliverers, many workers in
freight delivery roles rely on the
transportation system to carry out their
day-to-day tasks efficiently. Congestion, poor
maintenance, and other street issues are
particularly disruptive to their way of
business. Even people without a direct
connection to the freight industry benefit
from it every day, further highlighting the
economic necessity of smooth delivery
operations. The proliferation of digital
shopping and smartphone apps began well
before the COVID-19 global pandemic
fundamentally changed reliance on goods
and services provided through online
interfaces. Door-to-door pickup, as well as
delivery of everything from groceries and
restaurant meals to dry cleaning, is changing
the freight industry considerably.
Online sales, specifically “buy online and pick
up in store,” have been growing at a rate of
approximately 12 to 15 percent for the past
five years, putting a major strain on the
trucking industry and leading to heightened
investment in autonomous truck research
and development. The long-term impacts of
modified supply chains and shipping
demands caused by the COVID-19 global
pandemic may provide some beneficial
outcomes due to the urgent demand placed
on the freight industry to respond. At the
same time, anybody with a driver’s license
and car can now become a delivery driver for
companies like DoorDash and Instacart
through a simple registration process. These
recent and continuing developments relating
to freight delivery have implications for
transportation planning and are trend worthy
and notable for the MPO.

Truck Freight
Truck freight is the most visible, and most
common, form of delivering goods to
customers in Lincoln and Lancaster County.
Activities generating high truck traffic—
especially grain elevators and warehousing
operations—were historically located on the
periphery of the city. Many, if not most of
these, have been absorbed into Lincoln as the
city’s corporate limits extend outward.
Currently, the primary truck routes through
the region include all or portions of:

 I‐80

 Nebraska Hwy 79

 US-6

 14th Street/ Warlick

 US-34
 US-77

Blvd (L55W)

 North 56th Street
(L55X)

 Nebraska

 84th Street

Hwy 2
Today I-80, I-180, US-34, NE-2, US-77, and US-6
all exhibit high commercial truck traffic.
Figure 4.44 shows the average trucks per
day for these Major Truck Corridors, and
Figure 4.47 shows the primary and
secondary truck routes, along with the major
truck destinations.

Figure 4.44 Major Truck
Corridors

Source: NDOT for Truck Average Daily Traffic, 2020

The Nebraska State Freight Plan designated a
Critical Freight Corridor network for
Nebraska. This network includes corridors on
either or both the Key Freight Corridor
network and Critical Urban Freight
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Corridor/Critical Rural Freight Corridor
(CUFC/CRFC) network. The Key Freight
Corridor network includes roadways that
facilitate statewide and interregional truck
travel—all of Nebraska’s interstate highways
and specific State routes and United States
Highway routes.

to Lincoln through passenger service. USPS
mail is not regularly shipped out of the
Lincoln Airport, but rather it is trucked to
Omaha’s Eppley Airfield for processing. The
majority of private parcel delivery service is
also handled through Omaha’s Eppley
Airfield.

As part of complying with the FAST Act, every
State must designate a CUFC/CRFC network
as part of the National Highway Freight
Network (NHFN). The purpose of the
CUFC/CRFC network is to provide
connectivity between important urban and
rural freight generators and the NHFN. In
designating this network, NDOT actively
engaged MPO representatives throughout
the entire process to provide their insights
and to ensure that the most important routes
in their respective areas were considered.

Pipeline Freight

Lincoln South Beltway represents the CRFC
route, while the CUFC includes portions of
US-77, US-6, L55X/Old US-77, and NW 12th
Street. The Key Freight Corridor routes
consist of I-80, I-180, NE-2, US-6, and a portion
of US-77.

Freight Flows

There are approximately 165 miles of gas
transmission pipelines and 145 miles of
hazardous liquid pipelines in Lincoln and
Lancaster County. The majority transport
petroleum or natural gas products. One of
the lines transports anhydrous ammonia,
which is a product used in agricultural
production. Eight operators are responsible
for the control of the commodities through
these pipelines in Lancaster County.

More than 24 million tons of freight, valued at
$19.9 billion, move mostly over highway and
rail in the metropolitan area annually.
Figure 4.45 shows the freight flows in
tonnage and value by transportation mode.

Rail Freight
The majority of rail freight originating in
Lancaster County is heavy, bulky agricultural
product. Grain elevators and mills within
Lincoln and throughout Lancaster County
serve as the primary customers of railroad
transportation services. The BNSF Railway
serves nine grain elevators throughout
Lancaster County and five in Lincoln. Much of
the other freight entering or passing through
the County is coal headed for power plants.

Air Freight
While the Lincoln Airport is the County’s
major air facility, Omaha’s Eppley Airfield
currently serves much of the air freight needs
for Lincoln and Lancaster County. Air freight
entering Lincoln Airport arrives through
passenger service in small loads. United
States Postal Service (USPS) mail is delivered
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Figure 4.45 Freight Movement
by Tons and Value
(2015)

value. Figure 4.46 shows the freight flows in
tonnage and value by transportation mode.

Figure 4.46 Freight Movement
by Tons and Value
(2045)

Source: FHWA Freight Analysis Framework 4.2;
CS Analysis, 2017

In 2015, trucks transported the largest share
of freight by weight at 81.19 percent and value
at 86.90 percent. Rail accounted for the
second highest modal share by weight at
13.81 percent and value at 10.48 percent.
Pipeline, air, and other modes represented
the remaining share by weight at
5.00 percent and value at 2.62 percent.
According to the FHWA analysis, by 2045 it is
projected that the transportation system will
carry more than 32.3 million tons of freight
annually, valued at $33.7 billion, an increase of
34 percent by tonnage and 69 percent by

Source: FHWA Freight Analysis Framework 4.2;
CS Analysis, 2017

Trucks are forecast to continue as the largest
share of freight by weight at 79.20 percent
and value at 77.94 percent. Similar to 2015, rail
is projected to have the second highest
modal share by weight at 13.95 percent and
value at 17.94 percent, with other modes
representing the remaining share by weight
at 6.85 percent and value at 4.12 percent.
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Figure 4.47 Truck Routes and Destinations

E xi s ti ng A i r po r ts a nd
Airfields
The Lincoln Airport is the major air facility
servicing Lincoln, Lancaster County, and the
region. It provides an important
transportation link to national and
international markets. It is located in the
northwestern part of Lincoln, with access
provided by Interstate and State highways.

The City of Lincoln’s Airport Environs Noise
District (Figure 4.48) and Airport Zoning
Regulations have been established to ensure
a balance between airport operations and the
surrounding land uses. These regulations
govern uses and structural characteristics
compatible to the airport operations and
minimize negative impacts on surrounding
residents.
Smaller private airports and airfields are also
located throughout the County (Figure 4.49).
The distinction between an airport and an

Page 4-59

ADOPTED December 15, 2021
airfield is generally the number of planes
using the facility and who is allowed to use
them. “Airfields” are limited to use by the
residents of a single family home with not
more than one plane. All other air facilities,
including single family airfields that

accommodate guest planes or house more
than one plane, are termed “airports.” Within
Lancaster County, airports and airfields are
discouraged within close proximity to homes,
schools, hospitals, or other areas potentially
sensitive to noise and restricted by zoning.

Figure 4.48 Lincoln Airport Environs Noise District
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Figure 4.49 Lancaster County Airports and Airfields
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S a f e ty
Safety is a top priority not only for Lincoln and
Lancaster County but also at state and federal
levels. In accordance with Federal
Regulations, each state is required to develop,
prepare, submit and implement a
comprehensive safety plan. The Nebraska
Strategic Highway Safety Plan, developed in
collaboration with public and private
agencies, has identified Critical Emphasis
Areas that will require the continuation of
existing or implementation of new programs
Understanding crash patterns that have
occurred over time is important to planning
safety improvements. State crash data
collected over the five‐year time period
between 2014 and 2018 show that there were
approximately 43,500 crashes in Lincoln and
1,400 in Lancaster County, an average of
roughly 9,000 crashes per year. Crashes that
involve injuries or fatalities are an important
focus for safety study. Data represented in
Figure 4.50 indicate the average number of
crashes per 100,000 population involving an
injury or fatality, which was approximately
670 in Lincoln and approximately 370 in
unincorporated Lancaster County per year.

Figure 4.51 shows the severity of crashes in
the region over time. Between 2014 and 2018,
there were 9,947 crashes resulting in injury
(INJ) or fatality (FAT) – approximately
22 percent – and the remaining crashes
involved property damage only (PDO).
Although crash amount increases seen in
2015 have not been reduced, the Allstate
Insurance 2019 “America’s Best Drivers
Report” ranks Lincoln in the top 10 percent of
the safest driving cities in the country.

Figure 4.51

Crash Severity

Figure 4.50 Injury and Fatality
Crashes per 100K
Population
Source: Lincoln MPO LRTP Performance Report,
2018

Source: Lincoln MPO LRTP Performance Report,
2018

The City of Lincoln also performed Crash
Data Analysis to further identify patterns
that could be useful for screening and
planning future improvements. Crash data
available for 2012 to 2016 were assessed
against estimated daily traffic volumes
entering each intersection to establish crash
rates. The approach provided a measure for
rating how well each intersection performed
from a safety context with reference to other
similar intersections. A critical crash rate is
determined by the average crash rate for
similar intersections and results in a
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threshold value for comparison. This method
also controls against low volume intersection
bias. The analysis identified that 607 of the

Table 4.7

6,227 intersection exceed the critical crash
rate threshold. Table 4.7 presents a summary
of critical crash analysis.

City Intersections Above Critical Crash Rates
Class

LOCAL/LOCAL

COLLECTOR/LOCAL

COLLECTOR/COLLECTOR

MAJOR/LOCAL

MAJOR/COLLECTOR

MAJOR/MAJOR

ALL INTERSECTIONS

Intersections
Above Critical

Control Type

Percent of Intersections
Above Critical

STOP SIGN

15

10%

YIELD SIGN

8

9%

NO CONTROLS

288

8%

SUBTOTAL

311

8%

STOP SIGN

18

11%

YIELD SIGN

2

6%

NO CONTROLS

22

8%

SUBTOTAL

42

9%

TRAFFIC SIGNAL

2

18%

STOP SIGN

1

6%

SUBTOTAL

3

5%

TRAFFIC SIGNAL

9

18%

STOP SIGN

168

14%

SUBTOTAL

177

14%

TRAFFIC SIGNAL

12

14%

STOP SIGN

14

19%

SUBTOTAL

26

16%

TRAFFIC SIGNAL

35

18%

STOP SIGN

12

30%

ROUNDABOUT

1

11%

SUBTOTAL

48

20%

TRAFFIC SIGNAL

58

17%

STOP SIGN

228

13%

YIELD SIGN

10

8%

NO CONTROL

308

8%

ROUNDABOUT

3

13%

SUBTOTAL

607

10%

Vulnerable road users present additional
safety considerations for the transportation
network. Even though the overall crash rate
by vehicle miles traveled has declined for
many years, the proportion of crashes and
fatalities involving pedestrians and bicyclists

has steadily increased nationwide since 1996
(Figure 4.52). Perceived and demonstrated
safety are key elements of successful bicycle
and pedestrian networks. People may choose
to ride or walk only if they feel safe and
comfortable on the bikeway and pedestrian
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networks. The National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration has documented that the
overall proportion of transportation fatalities
associated with motorcyclists, pedestrians,
bicyclists and other nonoccupants has grown
nationwide by more than 10 percent since
2000 compared to travelers inside vehicles.
According to the City of Lincoln Crash Data
Analysis for 2012 to 2016, crashes involving
pedestrians and bicyclists accounted for

3 percent of all crashes, but 12 percent of all
severe crashes, which is disproportionate for
the mode choice. These vulnerable road
users, similar to bicyclists, construction
workers and others experience a greater risk
of injury or fatality within the transportation
network compared to those inside a vehicle.
Pedestrian and Bike Crash frequency is one of
five intersection characteristics the City of
Lincoln uses to prioritize safety
countermeasures.

Figure 4.52 National Proportion of Fatalities Inside/Outside
Vehicle, 1997–2018

Source: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), 2017
Final File
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5. Needs Based Plan

nearly $60 million in trail projects (in 2021
dollars), among other needs.

The Future Land Use Plan from PlanForward
is the basis for transportation planning in
Lancaster County. This plan defines the
extent of the urban area that is expected by
the year 2050, and what land uses are
anticipated with the new growth area. It also
defines the number of expected new
dwelling units and where those units will be
located. The LRTP is designed to support
these land uses and provide transportation
alternatives that will increase the mobility,
safety, and livability of the community.

One primary responsibility of the Long
Range Transportation Plan is the operation
and maintenance of the new and existing
street and roadway system. The public input
process identified maintenance as the
number one priority. Regular maintenance,
monitoring of the functionality of the
existing system, and implementation of
lower cost improvements designed to
alleviate congestion will expand the
transportation system and functional
benefits of adding new roads beyond
localized improvements.

The Needs Based Plan identifies current and
future programs and projects in the
transportation system that would be
necessary to address all the transportation
needs of Lincoln and Lancaster County
through 2050. Current and future needs and
candidate projects for the transportation
system have been compiled from various
sources that include:






2040 LRTP



Community input through Focus
Group meetings, public meetings,
and online surveys

Current planning studies
MPO planning committees
MPO technical tools (e.g., the 2050
Travel Demand Model, GIS analysis
and engineering studies)

Surface transportation needs cover all
modes, including roadway, transit, bicycling,
walking, and rail (specifically the railroad
crossing needs). The current and future
conditions described in Chapter 4 help to
define a Needs Based Plan for the Lincoln
MPO. This includes the transportation
projects that could be constructed and the
programs that could be implemented to
realize the transportation vision if funding
limitations were not a consideration. The
Needs Based Plan includes more than
$1.9 billion in roadway capital projects and

Congestion Management Process
Federal requirements state that metropolitan areas
with more than 200,000 people, known as
Transportation Management Areas (TMAs), must
maintain a Congestion Management Process (CMP)
and use it to make informed transportation planning
decisions.
The Lincoln MPO views congestion management in
the context of the overall transportation planning
process and as a tool to ensure that existing and new
transportation infrastructure is effectively managed
and maintained. The CMP is implemented as a
feedback process to inform and understand
congestion within the TMA and the appropriate
strategies to address it.
The CMP highlights an ongoing and iterative process
to use strategies that span various timelines and
resource demands. Lincoln MPO’s current CMP
(adopted in 2020) was used as a guide in identifying
strategies to address existing and future congestion
(as identified in Chapter 4). These strategies are
reflected in the projects and programs of the Needs
Based Plan.
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Roadway
Cars and trucks will continue to be a primary
mode of travel for Lincoln and Lancaster
County residents throughout and beyond the
planning period of this Plan. These vehicles
depend on the expansion and continued
maintenance of a street and road network
allowing ease of mobility throughout the
region. Although investment in other modes
of transportation may decrease reliance on
the automobile, streets and highways will
continue to form the backbone of the region’s
transportation system. The roadway needs
are divided into three primary categories:
Urban Area Streets, Rural Roads, and NDOT
Highways.

Urban Area Streets
This subsection details the long range
program for maintaining and improving the
urban area street system. This effort involves
numerous programs, projects and studies
taking many years and costing millions of
dollars to complete. Close planning and
coordination among various federal, state
and local government agencies and
departments will be needed.

The planned future urban area street system
consists of the following elements:





Operations & maintenance




Two plus center turn lane projects

Road & bridge rehabilitation
Capital projects (including
development related projects)
Intelligent Transportation Systems
(ITS) and technology

 Rail crossing projects
 East Beltway preservation
Operations & Maintenance
The Operations program meets the day-today requirements of the urban street system.
The street maintenance program includes
services and functions like street sweeping,
snow removal, stormwater, mowing, crack
sealing, and pothole repair. Monitoring
system performance is an important part of
the Operations program. Data are gathered
regularly to monitor traffic flow, crash rates,
and intersection functionality. This program
also conducts engineering studies to identify
future alignments, intersection design, and
minor intersection improvements.
Continuation of the current Operations and
Maintenance program is estimated to cost
$1.08 billion through 2050.
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LTU’s Operations and Maintenance program
is challenging by inflating costs associated
with materials and employee wages and
healthcare costs.
Road & Bridge Rehabilitation
The Rehabilitation program includes the
repair of arterial and residential roads when
the pavement conditions deteriorate to an
unacceptable level. A pavement condition
rating system determines which road
surfaces are in most need of repair. Also
included in the Rehabilitation program is
bridge rehabilitation and signal
replacements. It is important to note that
money invested today in the ongoing
maintenance and repair of the street system
saves a significant amount of money in the
future by avoiding the costs associated with
full reconstruction of roadways. The City’s
target is to rehabilitate 5 percent of the
arterial street system each year and
3 percent of the residential street system.
That is, each arterial street would be
rehabilitated once every 20 years, and each
residential street would be rehabilitated
every 33 years. The costs associated with
achieving this goal will increase as the
system ages, as the community grows and
adds miles of streets to be maintained, and
as construction costs increase over time.

This program is challenged in many ways.
Inflation of project costs over the last several
years has outpaced the growth in revenue
available. The lane-miles of roadway have
been increasing much faster than the
budget. State gas taxes, a major source of
revenue, have not been growing to keep
pace as people react to higher gas prices by
reducing trips and purchasing more fuel
efficient vehicles.
Capital Projects
More than $1.07 billion (in 2021 dollars) in
candidate roadway capital projects displayed
on Figure 5.1 are listed in Table 5.1. These
capital projects include major widening
projects, new/reconstructed interchange
and major intersection projects, construction
of the East Beltway, urban improvement
projects (bringing rural roads to two lane
urban standards), and other corridor
improvements. These projects cumulatively
would address the most future congestion
problems identified in Chapter 4. As
described in Chapter 7, some of these
projects have funding commitments and are
anticipated to be constructed within the
next four years.
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Figure 5.1

Urban Area Roadway Capital Projects
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Table 5.1
ID

Urban Area Roadway Capital Projects

Street Name

Limits

Project Cost
(2021$)

Description

2

S 40th Street

Normal Blvd and South Street

Major intersection area work

$10,000,000

3

W Superior Street

NW 70th Street to NW 56th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

4

W Adams Street

NW 70th Street to NW 56th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

5

NW 56th Street

W Partridge Lane to W "O" Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$9,000,000

6

NW 38th Street

W Adams Street to W Holdrege
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,200,000

7

NW 70th Street

W Superior Street to W Adams
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

8

W Van Dorn Street

SW 40th Street to Coddington
Avenue

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$10,500,000

10

W Holdrege Street

NW 56th Street to NW 48th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$5,445,000

11

NW 40th Street

W Vine Street to US-6, including
I-80 Overpass

Overpass

$11,250,000

12

NW 40th Street

W Holdrege Street to W Vine
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$3,500,000

13

W Van Dorn Street

Coddington Avenue to US-77

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$6,900,000

14

NW 48th Street

Adams Street to Cuming Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$10,000,000

15

NW 56th Street

W Cuming Street to W Superior
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$2,900,000

16

W Cuming Street

NW 56th Street to NW 52nd Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$1,600,000

17

NW 12th Street

Aster Road to Missoula Road

2 lanes + turn lanes

$2,300,000

19

O Street (US-34)

Wedgewood Drive to 98th Street

Intersection Improvements

$6,080,000

20

Rokeby Road

S 31st Street to S 40th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$3,000,000

21

Saltillo Road

S 14th Street to S 27th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements, reconstruction
to address flooding

$7,600,000

22

W Denton Road

Amaranth Lane to S Folsom Street

2 additional lanes

$2,200,000

23

S 56th Street

Thompson Creek Boulevard to
Yankee Hill Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$9,800,000
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Limits

Project Cost
(2021$)

ID

Street Name

Description

24

Yankee Hill Road

S 56th Street to S 70th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$6,900,000

25

S 84th Street

Amber Hill Road to Yankee Hill
Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$5,700,000

27

Yankee Hill Road

S 40th Street to S 48th Street

2/4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$5,700,000

28

Rokeby Road

S 48th Street to S 56th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$3,500,000

29

Rokeby Road

S 77th Street to S 84th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$3,500,000

30

S 70th Street

Yankee Hill Road to Rokeby Road

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

31

S 70th Street

Pine Lake Road to Yankee Hill
Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

32

O Street (US-34)

Antelope Valley N/S Rdwy.
(19th St.) to 46th Street

Intersection Improvements

$6,840,000

33

N 84th Street

O Street to Adams Street

Intersection Improvements

$15,200,000

35

S 9th Street

Van Dorn Street to South Street

3 lanes + intersection
improvements

$5,300,000

37

Cornhusker Hwy
(US-6)

N 20th Street to N 33rd Street

Intersection Improvements
per Corridor Enhancement
Plan

$1,200,000

38

Cornhusker Hwy
(US-6)

N 11th Street to N 20th Street

Intersection Improvements
per Corridor Enhancement
Plan

$975,000

40

Van Dorn Street

S 70th Street to S 84th Street

Intersection Improvements

$4,560,000

41

N 48th Street

Adams Street to Superior Street

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,100,000

42

Havelock Avenue

N 70th Street to N 84th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

43

N 98th Street

Adams Street to Holdrege Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

45

S 98th Street

A Street to Pioneers Boulevard

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$28,000,000

46

S 112th Street

US-34 to Van Dorn Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

47

N 98th Street

Holdrege Street to O Street

Additional 2 lanes

$7,500,000

48

N 112th Street

Holdrege Street to US-34

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000
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Limits

Project Cost
(2021$)

ID

Street Name

Description

50

Havelock Avenue

N 84th Street to N 98th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

51

N 33rd Street

Cornhusker Hwy to Superior Street

4 lanes + int. impr. & bridge

52

A Street

S 98th Street to 105th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$3,500,000

53

W Fletcher Avenue

NW 31st Street to NW 27th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$2,800,000

54

Adams Street

N 90th Street to N 98th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$4,300,000

55

S 98th Street

US-34 (O Street) to A St

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

56

Holdrege Street

N 70th Street to N 80th Street

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$10,000,000

57

Yankee Hill Road

S 14th Street to S 27th Street

Additional 2 lanes

$7,200,000

58

S 56th Street

Van Dorn Street to Pioneers
Boulevard

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$13,200,000

59

East Beltway

Nebraska Hwy 2 to I-80

New 4 lane divided highway

60

Rokeby Road

S 40th Street to Snapdragon Road

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

61

S 27th Street

Yankee Hill Road to Saltillo Road

2 lane realignment +
intersection improvements

$14,100,000

62

S 70th Street

Rokeby Rd to Saltillo Rd

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

63

S 84th Street

Yankee Hill Road to Rokeby Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

64

S 84th Street

Rokeby Road to Saltillo Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

66

W Alvo Road

NW 12th Street to Tallgrass
Parkway

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$1,300,000

67

S 40th Street

Yankee Hill Road to Rokeby Road

3 lane section with raised
median and turn lanes as
appropriate

$14,000,000

75

Salt Creek Roadway

State Fair Park Dr to
Cornhusker Hwy

6 lanes + intersection
improvements

$26,000,000

77

W A Street

SW 36th Street to SW 5th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

79

S 14th Street/
Warlick/Old Cheney

14th/Warlick/Old Cheney

Intersection improvements
and grade separation

$26,400,000

$7,000,000
$20,000,000

$315,000,000
$2,152,000
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ID

Street Name

Limits

Project Cost
(2021$)

Description

81

W Holdrege Street

NW 48th Street to Chitwood Lane
(east 1/4 mile)

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$2,000,000

82

Nebraska Hwy 2

S 84th Street to Van Dorn Street

Corridor improvements
(TBD by Corridor Study)

$50,000,000

83

Yankee Hill Road

S 48th Street to S 56th Street

2/4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$2,200,000

85

NW 12th Street

Fletcher Avenue to Aster Road
with Overpass of US-34

2 lanes + overpass

$9,370,000

86

Saltillo Road

S 56th Street to S 70th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

87

W Holdrege Street

Chitwood Lane to NW 40th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$1,950,000

88

Rokeby Road

S 27th Street to S 31st Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$2,400,000

89

W Alvo Road

NW 27th Street to NW 12th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,100,000

120

A Street

S 89th Street to S 93rd Street

2 lanes with raised median,
roundabouts at 89th St and
93rd St

$3,000,000

121

A Street

S 40th Street to S 56th Street

Intersections improvements
40th, 48th and 50th/Cotner
and widening of A Street from
40th to 48th for a center turn
lane

$10,500,000

124

S Folsom Street

W Old Cheney Road to 1/4 mile
south

Paving one lane in each
direction with raised center
medians; roundabout at the
future Palm Canyon Road
intersection, and intersection
improvements at W Old
Cheney and S Folsom

$2,400,000

125

S 40th Street

Rokeby Road to 1/4 south

2 lanes with raised median
and roundabout 1/4 mile
south of Rokeby Rd

$3,400,000

126

W Old Cheney Road

S Folsom Street to SW12th Street

2 lanes with raised median

$3,500,000

127

Holdrege Street

87th Street to Cedar Cove

2 lanes with raised median

$2,300,000

128

Holdrege Street

N 104th Street

Roundabout

$1,600,000

129

Saltillo Road

S 70th Street to 1/2 mile east

Roadway and intersection
improvements including on
S 7th St from Saltillo Rd to
Carger Ln

$7,095,000
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ID

Street Name

Limits

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

130

N 14th Street

Cornhusker Hwy (and N Antelop
Valley Pkwy and Oak Creek)

Bridge replacements

$10,000,000

131

Huntington Avenue

Dead Mans Run

Bridge replacement

$3,500,000

133

S 27th Street

SE Upper Salt Creek

Bridge replacement

$4,500,000

134

W South Street

Salt Creek

Bridge replacement

$3,200,000

135

Southwood Drive

Beal Slough

Bridge replacement

$2,200,000

136

S 1st Street

Cardwell Branch Salt Creek

Bridge replacement

$850,000

137

N 70th Street

Salt Creek

Bridge replacement

$3,000,000

138

S 40th Street

Antelope Creek

Bridge replacement

$2,500,000

139

Rosa Parks Way

K Street and L Street

Bridge rehab and preventive
maintenance

$3,400,000

141

A Street

S 6th Street to S 17th Street

Intersections improvements
at 13th and 17th and widening
from 6th to 17th for a center
turn lane

$6,586,000

142

Fremont Street

Touzalin Avenue

Remove existing traffic signal
and construct roundabout

$2,700,000

143

N 84th Street

Cornhusker Hwy (US-6)

Intersection improvements

$5,500,000

144

S 33rd Street

D Street

Remove existing traffic signal
and construct mini
roundabout

$1,000,000

145

Cotner Boulevard

O Street to Starr Street

Intersection improvements at
Starr and Holdrege and
widening, pavement repair,
and mill and overlay

$6,671,000

146

N 70th Street

Havelock Avenue

Remove existing traffic signal
and construct roundabout

$2,000,000

147

S 56th Street

Cotner Boulevard/Randolph Street

Remove signal and evaluate
roundabout or new signal

$2,750,000

148

O Street (US-34)

98th Street

Construct roundabout with
S 98th Street project OR when
signal otherwise warranted

$2,750,000

149

S 27th Street

Pine Lake Road

Intersection Improvement:
eastbound right-turn lane

$760,000
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ID

Street Name

Limits

Project Cost
(2021$)

Description

151

O Street (US-34)

84th Street

Intersection Improvement:
dual eastbound left-turn lanes
and eastbound right-turn lane
and widening to east; maybe
northbound right-turn lane

$2,280,000

152

S 84th Street

A Street

Intersection Improvements:
dual northbound left turn
lanes and northbound right
turn lane

$1,520,000

154

Cornhusker Hwy
(US-6)

N 70th Street / Railroad viaduct

Intersection/viaduct
reconfiguration

155

S 84th Street

Yankee Woods Drive

Roundabout

$2,750,000

193

NW 12th Street

W Alvo Road to Missoula Road

2 lanes + turn lanes

$2,400,000

194

W Old Cheney Road

SW 9th Street

Roundabout

212

27th Street
Realignment

Saltillo Road to Rokeby Road

New Two Lane Road

214

Normal Boulevard

Van Dorn Street

Intersection improvements

$750,000

216

Adams Street

N 36th Street to N 49th Street

Widening for a center turn
lane and pavement
rehabilitation

$3,010,000

217

Rokeby Road

Snapdragon Road to S 48th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$10,330,000

$10,000,000

$900,000
$20,200,000
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Two Plus Center Turn Lane
Projects
The Two Plus Center Turn Lane Program, or
“2 + 1” program, has been a successful
strategy for increasing the capacity of a twolane roadway by approximately 50 percent
and minimizing traffic congestion while
improving safety and preserving the
character and viability of the built
environment for established neighborhoods.

Table 5.2

The City of Lincoln has routinely been adding
a center left turn lane as part of programmed
street rehabilitation along two-lane minor
arterials and some collectors. Table 5.2 lists
the remaining 14 miles of two plus center
turn lane projects estimated to cost
approximately $51 million (in 2021 dollars). The
top three projects (shaded) are planned for
construction in the next four years as part of
federal aid projects.

Two Plus Center Turn Lane Projects

Street Name

Limits

Length
(miles)

Project Cost
(2021$)

0.5

$1,900,000

Adams Street

39th Street to 46th Street

A Street

6th Street to 17th Street

0.85

$3,200,000

A Street

40th Street to 48th Street

0.44

$1,700,000

Havelock Avenue

60th Street to 63rd Street

0.25

$900,000

A Street

17th Street to 27th Street

0.75

$2,800,000

Van Dorn Street

11th Street to 27th Street

1.25

$4,700,000

Cotner Boulevard

48th Street to South Street

0.46

$1,700,000

S. 40th Street

L Street to C Street

0.5

$1,900,000

Fremont Street

48th Street to 70th Street

1.5

$5,600,000

S. 33rd Street

South Street to High Street

0.72

$2,700,000

Military Road

10th Street to 14th Street

0.16

$600,000

S. Folsom Street

A Street to South Street

0.5

$1,900,000

Leighton Avenue

48th Street to 70th Street

1.5

$5,600,000

Y Street

17th Street to 27th Street

0.66

$2,500,000

W. Adams Street

1st Street to 14th Street

0.9

$3,400,000

W. South Street

Coddington Avenue to Park Boulevard

1.55

$5,800,000

Calvert Street

48th Street to 56th Street

0.5

$1,900,000

N. 40th Street

Cornhusker Highway to Superior Street

0.58

$2,200,000
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ITS and Technology
A goal of the Lincoln MPO is to advance the
development and application of ITS
technologies across the region, which will
increase highway safety, mobility, security,
economic health and community
development, while preserving the
environment.
ITS technologies are cost-effective and
relatively quick to deploy. Solutions like
synchronized or adaptive traffic signals,
vehicle-to-infrastructure technologies, and
vehicle-to-vehicle technologies are intended
to avoid motor vehicle crashes and enable a
wide range of other safety, mobility, and
environmental benefits. Emerging
applications of connected vehicles are
intended to accommodate the unique needs
and properties of all vehicles, operations,
institutions, and travelers.
The Lincoln MPO CMP recommends
deployment of ITS solutions to address
congestion in the region. One example of
system operations technologies
implemented throughout the city is the
Green Light Lincoln Program, which has
resulted in significant improvements to the
overall traffic signal system. Green Light
Lincoln requires many upgrades to, or
complete replacement of, the existing traffic
signal system and equipment. Key
components include:



New signal system management
software and hardware




New intersection detection systems




ITS deployment

Green Light Lincoln Performance
Green Light Lincoln includes traffic signal equipment
and signal timing upgrades. The program has resulted in
the following annual savings as of 2021:







61.4 million vehicle stops
1.15 million hours of delay
1.2 million gallons of fuel
$22.3 million dollars
111,000 kilograms of emissions

Benefits include reduced travel times and
driver frustration, delays and stops; lower
levels of vehicle emissions; reduced fuel
consumption; fewer crashes and improved
traffic flow. Additional cost savings result
from fewer major street widening projects.
To accomplish this, ITS technology can be
used to assist in delivering and disseminating
real-time data on the conditions of traffic flow
that can then be shared and used by
motorists and the proper authorities to
effectively address changing conditions on
the streets. One of the greatest benefits is the
safe, secure and continuous movement of
people and goods during emergencies that
depends on well-coordinated system
operations. Applicable ITS technologies are
expected to be of enormous benefit,
particularly when they are integrated with
the information and communication systems
of public safety agencies.

New signal displays and signal
phasing alternatives
Corridor signal optimization (retiming) program

 Traffic monitoring and incident
management capability improvements
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Rail Crossing Projects

Table 5.3 Candidate Railroad
Grade Separated Crossing
Projects
Street Crossing

The City and County are served by both
freight and passenger rail service. While the
railroad lines through Lincoln and Lancaster
County are critically important to the local
economy, many railroad crossings with the
street network are at-grade, resulting in
safety problems and travel delays.
Continuous study and analysis of potential
projects that will reduce rail/vehicular/
pedestrian conflicts at street crossings should
continue.
The Lincoln/Lancaster County Railroad
Transportation Safety District (RTSD)
identifies railroad crossings in need of work,
prioritizes projects, and conducts studies to
plan future work. The Needs Based Plan for
railroad crossings includes the addition of
crossing gates and flashers at at‐grade
railroad crossings (approximately $400,000
per crossing), railroad crossing surface
upgrades (approximately $40,000 every
20 years for each crossing), as well as grade
separations. The at-grade crossings listed in
Table 5.3 have a daily exposure (number of
vehicles times number of trains per day)
above 100,000. The top two projects (shaded)
are planned for construction in the next four
years as part of the 33rd and Cornhusker
project.

Daily Exposure
(Vehicles x Trains)

Adams Street

522,280

N. 33rd Street

490,820

Old Cheney Road

295,680

N. 70th Street

227,040

W. A Street

189,200

W. Pioneer Boulevard

172,320

Saltillo Road

160,296

N. 141st Street

139,260

W. Van Dorn Street

118,800

N. 44th Street

114,400

S. Folsom Street

110,440

East Beltway Preservation
The East Beltway (project 59 on Figure 5.1)
would serve north and southbound traffic
along a new roadway between Highway 2
and I-80. The design would meet the freeway,
controlled access standard to provide an
efficient and reliable roadway. It remains a
local project at this time estimated to cost
$315 million (in 2021 dollars) with no state or
federal funding available to assist. At this
time, the City and County should continue to
fund a program for protecting the corridor
where the future East Beltway is planned.
However, no local funding is shown at this
time for project construction. Continued
evaluation of this corridor is important to
identify any change in its priority and
opportunities for state and federal funding.
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Rural Roads
Lancaster County’s roads and bridges form
the backbone of the local economy. Most
County roads in Lancaster County are
developed along section line corridors, giving
the County a general 1-mile grid pattern of
roadways. These important farm-to-market
and home-to-work routes connect Lancaster
County’s residents to economic
opportunities, centers of education, and
entertainment venues in the local market
and to points beyond.
Close coordination between the Lancaster
County Engineer’s Office and MPO staff
occurred during the development of the
LRTP update to identify a needs based rural
roads program. Safety is always a major
concern. Population growth and increased
recreational demands in the rural areas add
to the volume of traffic. Grain trucks and
other commercial vehicles are carrying
heavier loads than ever before and create
additional problems as roads experience
greater transport weights.
These pressures lead to increased
maintenance demands and the demand for
improved pavement and modifications to
road foundations. This is also true of the rural
bridge needs. The decision to make

improvements to the road surface is based on
several factors including:




Role of the road in the overall system



Increased maintenance or decreased
driver safety



Type of traffic and weight of vehicles
on the roadway



Spacing or proximity to other paved
roads

Number of vehicles traveling the road
daily

Anticipating Rural to Urban Transitions
Lincoln and Lancaster County implement public street
right-of-way (ROW) and construction standards
necessary to repair, maintain, and construct streets
located within the 3-mile zoning jurisdiction of the City.
This mutually beneficial approach produces a longer
useful life for County road investments while
accommodating future growth of the City. Lancaster
County capital project funding should be allocated to
support the agreed upon standard when paving rural
principal arterial, rural minor arterial, rural major
collector, and rural minor collector roads in the Lincoln –
Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan. The roadway
should be graded to accommodate a functional future
width and paved with an alignment to accommodate
two lanes of rural paving with urban culverts. This
approach allows future widening and urban
improvements and extends the useful life of the
County’s capital investment.
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The rural roads program includes three
program areas:





Capital Projects
Pavement Maintenance & Pipes
Operations & Maintenance

Capital Projects
Rural road capital projects include paving
projects, intersection improvements, major
bridge rehabilitation, road rehabilitation, and
two-lane widening projects to repair or
rebuild currently paved roadways. In some
cases, projects involve widening these roads
to include wider lanes and paved shoulders.
The candidate rural road capital projects
displayed on Figure 5.2 are listed in Table 5.4.
A total of $171 million (in 2021 dollars) in needs
has been identified for the rural road capital
projects. As detailed in Chapter 7, some of
these projects have funding commitments
and will be built within the next four years.
Pavement Maintenance & Pipes
The County manages 1,383 miles of rural
roadways that vary greatly in width,
alignment, and surface. Approximately
1,052 miles are gravel surfaced, 286 miles are
paved, and 45 miles remain dirt roads. In

addition, this program includes box culvert
and pipe repair and maintenance, and
preventative maintenance for bridges.
Due to budgetary constraints, the County
cannot always perform all requested
maintenance on roads, bridges, culverts, and
pipes within the existing County road system.
Lancaster County crews continually work on
pavement preservation countywide
throughout the year. Crews are on the
roadways with personnel and equipment
evaluating existing roads and bridges for
upgraded treatments as needed.
Operations & Maintenance
Lancaster County has road and bridge staff to
maintain the county’s infrastructure assets
within four Maintenance Districts and 20
Patrol Districts. The road and bridge crew
provide services to maintain and preserve the
county’s roads and bridges. Services also
include grading gravel roads, vegetation
management, ditch and drainage
maintenance, culvert maintenance, channel
repairs and scouring, mowing, pothole repair,
storm response, winter sanding and snow
plowing, signs, and striping.
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Figure 5.2

Rural Road Capital Projects

Page 5-16

ADOPTED December 15, 2021
Table 5.4
ID

Rural Road Capital Projects
Street Name

Limits

Project
Cost (2021$)

Description

91

S 68th Street

Hickman to Roca Road

Two lane widening with
shoulders

$2,000,000

92

Saltillo Road

S 27th Street to S 68th Street

Two lane widening

$8,774,400

93

W A Street

SW 84th Street to SW 52nd
Street

Programmed paving

$2,600,000

94

Havelock Avenue

Stevens Creek to N 112th Street

Potential paving

$1,820,000

95

NW 27th Street

Hwy-34 to W Waverly Road

Potential paving

$4,550,000

96

S 68th Street

Firth Road to Stagecoach
Road

Two lane widening with
shoulders

$5,400,000

97

N 14th Street

Waverly Road to Raymond
Road

Two lane widening

$1,000,000

98

S 98th Street

Old Cheney Road to US-34

Programmed paving

$12,592,700

99

N 14th Street

Arbor Road to Waverly Road

Two lane widening

$1,250,000

100

SW 14th Street

NE-33 to W Bennet Road

Programmed paving

$1,300,000

101

Fletcher Avenue

N 84th Street to N 148th Street

Programmed Paving

$5,000,000

102

N 98th Street

Holdrege Street to US-6

Potential paving

$7,700,000

103

W Van Dorn Street

SW 112th Street to SW 84th
Street

Programmed paving

$1,300,000

104

S 120th Street

Bennet Road North 0.5 Miles

Potential paving

105

Arbor Road

N 27th Street to US-77

Paving and Bridge
Replacement of Bridge F-201
near N 27th Street

$5,930,000

107

W Van Dorn Street

SW 140th Street to SW 112th
Street

Potential paving

$1,300,000

108

S 1st Street

Old Cheney Road to Pioneers
Boulevard

Programmed paving

$1,000,000

109

W Waverly Road

NW 112th Street to NE-79

Potential paving

$5,200,000

110

W Waverly Road

NE-79 to N 14th Street

Potential paving

$6,500,000

111

N 1st Street

Alvo Road to McKelvie Road

Potential paving

$1,300,000

112

N 27th Street

Arbor Road to Waverly Road

Potential paving

$3,250,000

114

W Adams Street

NW 84th Street to NW 56th
Street

Potential paving

$2,600,000

115

Van Dorn Street

S 120th Street to S 148th Street

Potential paving

$2,600,000

116

Panama Road

US-77 to S 54th Street

Potential paving

$3,900,000

117

McKelvie Road

NW 27th Street to N 14th
Street

Potential paving

$3,900,000

$650,000
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ID

Street Name

Limits

Project
Cost (2021$)

Description

118

Bluff Road

I-80 to N 190th Street

Potential paving

$1,430,000

156

NW 56th Street

W O to W Holdrege Street

Potential paving

$1,200,000

157

S 148th Street

Yankee Hill Road to O Street

Two lane widening

$4,900,000

158

N 148th Street

O Street to McKelvie Road

Two lane widening

$4,018,000

159

S 148th Street

Yankee Hill Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

160

S 148th Street

Pine Lake Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

161

S 148th Street

Old Cheney Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

162

S 148th Street

Pioneers Boulevard

Intersection improvements

$650,000

163

S 148th Street

Van Dorn Street

Intersection improvements

$650,000

164

S 148th Street

A Street

Intersection improvements

$650,000

165

N 148th Street

Holdrege Street

Intersection improvements

$703,000

166

N 148th Street

Adams Street

Intersection improvements

$650,000

167

N 148th Street

Havelock Avenue

Intersection improvements

$650,000

168

N 148th Street

Fletcher Avenue

Intersection improvements

$650,000

169

N 148th Street

Prairie Home

Intersection improvements

$1,300,000

170

N 148th Street

Alvo Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

171

N 162nd Street

US-6 to Ashland Road

Potential paving

173

S 68th Street

Pella Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

174

S 68th Street

Princeton Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

175

S 68th Street

Olive Creek Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

176

S 68th Street

Panama Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

177

S 68th Street

Stagecoach Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

178

S 68th Street

Martel Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

179

S 68th Street

Wittstruck Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

180

S 68th Street

Bennett Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

181

Saltillo Road

S 68th Street to S 120th Street

Two lane widening

182

N 14th Street

Arbor Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

183

N 14th Street

Bluff Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

184

N 14th Street

Waverly Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

185

N 14th Street

Mill Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

186

N 14th Street

Raymond Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

187

N 14th Street

Branched Oak Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

$5,530,000

$2,450,000
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ID

Street Name

Limits

Project
Cost (2021$)

Description

188

N 14th Street

Davey Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

189

N 14th Street

Rock Creek Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

190

N 14th Street

Agnew Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

191

N 14th Street

Raymond Road to Agnew
Road

Two lane widening

$2,000,000

192

N 14th Street

Agnew Road to Ashland Rd

Two lane widening

$1,000,000

196

N 112th Street

Bridge J-126 near Holdrege
Street

Bridge replacement

$1,571,000

197

Van Dorn Street

Bridge K-37 near S 98th Street

Replace CBC

$652,000

198

S 56th Street

Bridge P-92 near Rokeby Road

Replace with CBC

$1,460,000

199

A Street

Bridge J-47 near S 120th Street

Replace with CCS

$739,000

200

S 112th Street

Bridge J-135 near A Street

Replace with CBC

$612,000

201

S 120th Street

Bridge J-138 near A Street

Replace with CBC

$612,000

202

Old Cheney Road

Bridge O-37 near S 1st Street

Bridge replacement

$3,465,000

203

Van Dorn Street

Bridge J-22 near S 134th Street

Bridge replacement

$1,060,000

204

Adams Street

Bridge K-123 near N 102nd
Street

Bridge replacement

$1,940,000

205

Havelock Avenue

Bridge K-144 near N 98th
Street

Bridge replacement

$2,079,000

206

SW 16th Street

Bridge O-1 near W Calvert
Street

Replace CB

$168,000

207

SW 15th Street

Bridge O-140 near W Stockwell
Street

Replace CB

$168,000

208

Pioneers Blvd

Bridge Q-72 near S 138th
Street

Bridge replacement

$1,188,000

209

Pine Lake Road

Bridge Q-110 near S 134th
Street

Bridge replacement

$1,188,000

210

A Street

Bridge J-46 near S 134th Street

Bridge replacement

$1,237,000

211

S 46th Street

Bridge S-59 near Bennet Road

Replace CB

$925,000

213

SW 42nd Street

W Hallam Road to W Pella
Road

Concrete construction

$920,000

215

Pine Lake Road

S 11th Street to S 134th Street

Grading and pavement

$2,000,000

218

N 14th Street

Bridge F-88, Oak W-12, 18-15

Concrete Slab Bridge

219

Rokeby Road

Bridge O-44, Yankee Hill S-26,
21-44

Drainage Structure
Replacement

220

SW 91st Street

Bridge N-114, Denton IN-22, 1802

Bridge Replacement

$1,175,000
$65,000
$475,000
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ID

Street Name

Limits

Description

Project
Cost (2021$)

221

W Bluff Road

Bridge E-171, Elk S-14

Concrete Box Culvert

$550,000

222

S 12th Street

Bridge W-104, Buda W-24

Concrete Box Culvert

$275,000

223

N 14th Street

Bridge F-91, Oak W-1

Concrete Box Culvert

$275,000

224

W Agnew Road

Bridge D-88, West Oak S-12 2140, East of Nebraska Hwy 79

Concrete Slab Bridge

$2,255,000

225

N 98th Street

Bridge G-222, North Bluff W-24
21-41, North of I-80

Bridge Replacement

$2,560,000

226

Panama Road

Bridge X-129, South Pass S-4
21-43, East of S 54th St

Concrete Slab Bridge

$1,800,000

227

SW 29th Street

Bridge W-50 Buda W-4 21045,
South of W Stagecoach Rd

Bridge Replacement

$620,000

228

Roca Road

Bridge R-184, Nemaha S 15,
East of S 148th Street

Bridge Replacement

$580,000

229

Roca Road

Bridge S-180, Saltillo S 14, East
of S 82nd Street

Bridge Replacement

$870,000

230

Agnew Road

Bridge C-284, Little Salt S-12

Concrete Box Culvert

$430,000

231

NW 19th Street

Bridge C-262, Little Salt IN-28

Bridge Replacement

$650,000

232

Hickman Road

Bridge R-213, Nemaha S-20

Concrete Box Culvert

$430,000

233

W Branched Oak
Road

Bridge C-253, Little Salt S-28

Bridge Replacement

$620,000

NDOT Highways
As shown on Figure 5.3 and listed in Table 5.5, NDOT has identified 10 capital projects within the
Lincoln MPO, totaling nearly $648 million in needs (in 2021 dollars). The South Beltway (Project ID
78) has committed funding and is currently under construction.
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Figure 5.3

NDOT Highway Projects
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Table 5.5
ID
1

NDOT Highway Projects

Street Name

Limits

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

I-80

I-80 and I-180

Major interchange work

$52,300,000

34

US-6 (Sun Valley)

Cornhusker Hwy (US-6) to
WO St.(US-6)

4 lanes + turn lanes

$20,400,000

44

O Street (US-34)

84th Street to 120th Street

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$17,900,000

68

O Street (US-34)

120th Street to east county line

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$37,000,000

70

US-34

NE-79 to Malcolm Spur

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$15,300,000

71

I-80

Pleasant Dale to NW 56th
Street

6 lanes + bridges

$129,207,000

72

I-180

I-80 to US-6

Reconstruction + bridges

$51,200,000

73

US-34

US-34 and Fletcher Avenue

New interchange

$31,900,000

76

West Beltway (US 77)

I-80 to Saltillo Road

Freeway with new
interchanges

$38,200,000

78

South Beltway

US-77 to Nebraska Hwy 2

4 lane freeway

$255,000,000

G o o d s a nd F r e i g h t
M o v e m e nt
Air, rail and trucking are essential local
economy components and play a key role in
the Lincoln Metropolitan Area and Lancaster
County transportation system. Coordination
efforts with the freight community to further
integrate freight interests into the
transportation planning process should
continue. Specific activities that are beneficial
to the freight industry include ongoing
information dissemination and dialogue
through the MPO's Freight Carriers Working
Group and enhanced efforts to inform the
freight industry of upcoming projects and
related impacts on detours and routing.
Other activities include moving forward with
projects involving intersection improvements
and improvements along major freight
routes like Highway 2.

Freight considerations, including the
locations of identified truck routes in the
region, were part of the project selection
process for the 2050 needs assessment.
Future freight corridor improvements should
be coordinated with NDOT and the
recommendations of the State Freight Plan.
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A i r po r ts a nd A i r f i e l d s
The Lincoln Airport will continue to be the
principal airport facility serving the Lincoln
Metropolitan Area, Lancaster County, and a
significant portion of the region in the
southeast area of the State. As a member of
the Lincoln MPO Technical Committee, the
Lincoln Airport Authority is an integral part of
the metropolitan area transportation
planning process. Specific strategies include
ensuring that future developments are aware
of their proximity to the airport and that noise
issues are appropriately addressed through
the Airport Environs Noise District ordinance
and the recommendations of the Airport
Noise Compatibility Study. An Airport Master
Plan for the Lincoln Airport is currently
underway.

Other future considerations include
redevelopment of Lincoln Airpark West for
various uses such as developing sites for railaccessible warehousing and seeking
opportunities for air-rail-truck freight
operations. While these potential
developments can make the airport into an
intermodal transportation hub, attention will
need to be focused on mitigating conflicts
among the different freight operations.

Bicycle
The City of Lincoln has a strong tradition of
supporting bicycle travel, not only for
recreation but as a means of transportation.
Lincoln has successfully built an extensive
network that includes nearly 250 miles of
trails. The Lincoln Bike Plan, adopted in
February 2019, identifies an on-street bike
network that builds on the City’s trail network
and provides safe and low-stress bicycle
commuting and recreational opportunities.
The plan depicts a comprehensive system of
off-street and on-street facilities to safely
connect neighborhoods and destinations and
encourage bicycle travel. Many of the projects
identified in the Bike Plan could be added
cost-effectively by budling them with
roadway paving or capital projects. To
complement the bike network
recommendations, the Bike Plan
recommends programmatic initiatives
pertaining to education, enforcement, and
encouragement and policy changes to
further Lincoln’s bicycle-friendly culture.
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The network builds from the existing trail
network and on-street bike facilities,
including the N Street Cycle Track and bike
lanes in the downtown area. It connects
on-street bikeways and trails and will
ultimately connect people riding bikes to key
destinations like bus stops, schools, libraries,
employment centers, and social destinations.
The network has roughly three-block spacing
in the downtown area and gradually
becomes less dense toward the city’s edge
with roughly one-mile spacing between
routes.

The recommended bike network, shown on
Figure 5.4, was developed to accommodate
“Interested But Concerned” bicyclists by
providing a connected system of low-stress
bikeways. A network for this group will be
safe and comfortable for most people riding
bicycles.
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Figure 5.4

Recommended Bike Network
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Pedestrian
Lincoln currently has a well-developed
sidewalk system, and the requirement of
sidewalks on both sides of all streets should
continue. However, this system needs
rehabilitation in many areas. Ideally, the
sidewalk rehabilitation program should be
funded at a level to replace a minimum of
three (3) miles of sidewalk, or one percent of
the sidewalk system annually. Pedestrian
crossing signals should be updated and
installed when warranted at appropriate sites,
along with other visual cues to alert drivers to
pedestrian crossing points and to increase
the safety and security of pedestrians.
Some policies that should remain in place to
support pedestrian facilities include the
policy stating sidewalks should not be placed
adjacent to the curb but separated by a
landscaped parkway consistent with the
City’s Design Standards for street trees,
parking screening, and landscaping. This
policy, in conjunction with others, will benefit
the pedestrian environment.
Other pedestrian improvements should be
made, such as completing missing gaps and
increasing pedestrian amenities at and
around transit stops. Other projects could
include mid-block crossing improvements,
pedestrian countdown signal heads, and a
wayfinding system.

Trails
The City’s first major off‐street trail project,
the Billy Wolff‐Antelope Bikeway, was
constructed in 1978 using FHWA Bikeway
Demonstration Project Funds. Since the
successful completion of that trail, the
community has used private donations
through groups, such as the Great Plains
Trails Network (GPTN) and various public
funds to provide the backbone network for
bicycling across the City. Lincoln has taken
advantage of the many miles of abandoned
railroad corridors and stream banks to
provide trails with fewer street crossings,
flatter grades, and more pleasant travel. The
current trail network includes nearly
250 miles of trails.
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Trail Projects
As a part of the LRTP development process,
candidate trail projects were identified, as
displayed on Figure 5.5 and listed in
Table 5.6. The 64 candidate trail projects total
nearly $60 million (in 2021 dollars). As detailed
in Chapter 7, several of these trail projects
have committed funding and are anticipated
to be built within the next four years.
Figure 5.5 also shows future trail corridors
that are planned for beyond the 2050 time
horizon.

Trail Rehabilitation
As the trail system begins to age, rehabilitation
of trails is becoming a larger issue. A
rehabilitation program should be developed
and funded adequately to complete projects
as they are needed. Additionally, some trail
segments have already begun to see more use
than was originally anticipated. New trails
should be built to a 10-foot width, and in some
areas existing trails should be widened to 10 or
12 feet as they are rehabilitated to better
accommodate the volume and mix of trail
users.
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Figure 5.5

Trail Projects
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Table 5.6
ID

Trail Projects
Trail Name

Limits

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

T-03

Woodlands

Jensen Park to Rokeby Rd

New Trail

$500,000

T-04

Woodlands

Rokeby Rd to S 70th St to Yankee
Hill Rd

New Trail

$950,000

T-07

Landmark Fletcher

33rd St & Superior St to 27th St

New Trail;
Sidepath

$700,000

T-09

Wilderness Hills

Yankee Hill Rd to Rokeby Rd and
S 40th St

New Trail

$1,200,000

T-11

Waterford

N 84th St to Stevens Creek

New Trail

$900,000

T-12

Stevens Creek

Murdock Trail to Waterford Trail

New Trail

$1,300,000

T-13

Cardwell Branch Trail

GPTN Connector to Folsom Trail

New Trail

$800,000

T-15

W Holdrege Street Trail

NW 48th St to NW 56th St

Sidepath

$250,000

T-16

N 48th Street Trail

Murdock Trail to Superior St

Sidepath

$200,000

T-18

Deadmans Run Trail

Murdock Trail to Cornhusker Hwy
and Railroad grade separation

New Trail and
Grade
Separation

$300,000

T-19

Boosalis - Bison Connector

Van Dorn St to S 17th St/Burnam St

Sidepath

$300,000

T-20

Deadmans Run Trail

N 48th St to Mo Pac Trail

New Trail

$550,000

T-21

East Campus Trail

Leighton St to Holdrege St

New Trail

$150,000

T-23

S 27th Street Connector

Rokeby Rd to South Beltway

New Trail

$800,000

T-24

S 56th Street Connector

Rokeby Rd to South Beltway

New Trail

$1,200,000

T-25

S 84th Street Connector

Rokeby Rd to South Beltway

New Trail

$700,000

T-26

South Beltway Trail –
Phase I

S 27th St to S 56th St

New Trail

$1,500,000

T-27

Greenway Corridor Trail/
Haines Branch

Pioneers Park Nature Center to
Spring Creek Prairie Audubon
Center

New Trail

$4,500,000

T-28

NW 56th Street Trail

W Adams St to W Superior St

New Trail

$600,000

T-29

South Street

Folsom St to Jamaica Trail

Sidepath

$750,000

T-30

W. O Street

SW 40th St to SW 48th St

Sidepath

$260,000

T-31

W A Street Connector

A Street from SW 36th to SW 40th;
SW 40th from A St to F St

Sidepath

$120,000

T-33

Stevens Creek

Murdock Trail to Hwy 6

New Trail

$1,000,000

T-34

N 48th Street/Bike Park
Trail

Superior St to N 56th St

New Trail;
Sidepath

$900,000

T-35

N 1st Street

N 1st St crossing of Hwy 34

Sidepath

$400,000
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ID

Trail Name

Limits

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

T-36

NW 12th Street

W Fletcher Ave to Aster St with
US-34 grade separated crossing

Sidepath;
Grade
Separation

$400,000

T-37

Rock Island

Old Cheney grade separated
crossing

Grade
Separation

$1,200,000

T-38

Tierra Williamsburg

Old Cheney grade separated
crossing

Grade
Separation

$1,200,000

T-39

10th Street Trail

Hwy 2 intersection improvements

Crossing
Improvements

$2,200,000

T-40

S 91st Street Trail

Hwy 2 grade separated crossing

Grade
Separation

$2,200,000

T-41

Mo Pac Trail

S 112th Street grade separated
crossing

Grade
Separation

$1,210,000

T-42

Mo Pac Trail

S 84th Street grade separated
crossing

Grade
Separation

$1,700,000

T-43

Yankee Hill Rd

S 56th St to S 70th St

Sidepath

$350,000

T-44

S 14th Street & Yankee Hill
Connector (w/RTSD
project)

South LPS Property Line to Yankee
Hill

Sidepath

$400,000

T-45

Landmark Fletcher

Fletcher Ave from N 27th St to
N 14th St

Sidepath

$990,000

T-46

Prairie Village Trail

N 84th St to Stevens Creek, South of
Adams

New Trail;
Sidepath

$500,000

T-47

Van Dorn Trail

S 84th St and Van Dorn to S 106th
and MoPac Trail

New Trail

$1,200,000

T-48

Air Park Connector Phase I

NW 13th St to NW 27th St

Sidepath

$600,000

T-49

Air Park Connector –
Phase II

NW 27th St to NW 48th St

Sidepath

$900,000

T-51

South Beltway Trail –
Phase II

S 56th St to S 84th St

New Trail

$3,500,000

T-52

South Beltway Trail –
Phase III

S 84th Street to Hwy 2

New Trail

$3,500,000

T-53

NW 56th Street Trail

W Holdrege to W Partridge

Sidepath

$100,000

T-54

Chris Buetler Trail Jamaica North Connector

J Street to N Street

New Trail

$250,000

T-55

Yankee Hill Road

S 40th St to S 56th St

Sidepath

$350,000

T-61

Beal Slough Trail

S 56th St and London Rd to S 70th
St and Yankee Hill

New Trail

$1,480,000

T-63

Folsom Street

W Old Cheney south 1/2 mile

Sidepath

$65,000
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ID

Trail Name

Limits

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

T-64

S 70th Street Connector

Old Post Rd to MoPac Trail

Sidepath

$700,000

T-65

Pine Lake Rd/S 98th St

Billy Wolff Trail to Napa Ridge Dr

Sidepath

$300,000

T-66

Yankee Hill Road

S 14th St to S 27th St

Sidepath

$350,000

T-67

Old Cheney Rd

Warlick Blvd to Jamaica North

Sidepath

$250,000

T-68

Folsom St

Old Cheney to Pioneers Blvd

Sidepath

$350,000

T-69

Pioneers Blvd

Jamaica North Trail to Coddington
Ave

Sidepath

$700,000

T-70

Coddington Ave

Pioneers Blvd to South St

Sidepath

$650,000

T-71

Van Dorn St

SW 40th St to Prairie Corridor Trail

Sidepath

$500,000

T-72

SW 40th St

Van Dorn St to W A Street

Sidepath

$350,000

T-74

Oak Creek Trail

Saline Wetlands Nature Center to
N 1st St

New Trail

$300,000

T-75

Arbor Road Trail

N 14th St to I-80 with grade
separation at I-80

Sidepath and
Grade
Separation

$600,000

T-76

Arbor Road Trail

I-80 to Salt Creek Trail

Sidepath

$2,400,000

T-77

Little Salt Creek Trail

Arbor Rd to Landmark Fletcher

New Trail

$2,000,000

T-78

Salt Creek Trail

N 56th St to Stevens Creek

New Trail

$900,000

T-79

Stevens Creek Trail

Salt Creek Trail to Cornhusker Hwy
with grade separation of
Cornhusker Hwy

New Trail

$1,000,000

T-80

NW 12th Street

NW 10th St to W Fletcher Ave

Sidepath

$200,000

T-81

Folsom Street Connector

1/2 mile north of W Denton Rd to
Cardwell Branch Trail

Trail

$800,000

T-82

Stevens Creek

Waterford Trail to MoPac Trail

New Trail

$1,700,000

Transit
Providing efficient transit services throughout
the city requires careful consideration of the
number of routes, the frequency of service,
and the hours of service. The Transit
Development Plan (TDP) adopted in 2016
provides the framework for monitoring and
modifying transit services in response to
changes in development patterns and user
needs. The TDP is based on adopted service
standards and policies and is periodically
reviewed and updated by LTU – StarTran

under the guidance of the StarTran Advisory
Board and the public. The TDP is the main
planning document for transit services in
Lincoln and is currently being updated with
planned completion in 2022. Public input
related to transit was also collected for the
LRTP and will help support the TDP update.
The PlanForward policy on Nodes and
Corridors indicates that nodes should have
access to public transit, and corridors
represent priorities such as future public
transportation enhancements.
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Subsequent to adoption of the 2016 TDP,
StarTran bus routes were reconfigured to
enhance corridors with higher ridership by
providing shorter wait times and longer
service hours. Service to major employment
centers has been and should continue to be
considered for enhancement, as well as areas
of current and future anticipated density.
To be comparable to other cities of Lincoln’s
size, transit funding should be increased to
provide similar levels of service during
evening and weekend hours. Future phases
identified in the 2016 TDP should receive the
necessary funding for implementation.
Areas of the city that are not along the transit
corridors can be served to a more modest
level. Neighborhood feeder routes that direct
transit riders to the major corridors could be
provided with smaller, more fuel efficient, and
automated vehicles.
Continued enhancement of the bike-and-bus
feature would also allow those in areas with
lower service to access and use transit.
Establishing park-and-ride locations along
outlying areas of the community could
support transit connections to Downtown
and other mixed use centers. Using ITS and
other emerging technologies to provide
route information, fare payment systems,
travel data, real-time bus location information
and potentially driverless vehicle service will
support those who ride by choice to
participate at a higher level and riders of

necessity to plan their routes and be better
served.
Travel Demand Management
Travel Demand Management (TDM) is a strategy to
reduce demand for single occupancy vehicle use on
the transportation network. TDM can reduce
congestion and traveler delay, as well as improve air
quality and access to jobs, schools, and other
opportunities. TDM strategies include the following:














Flexible work schedules
Traveler information
Employer and campus TDM
Auxiliary transit service
Market and financial incentives
Parking management
Transit use
Walking and cycling
Teleworking or telecommuting
Car and bike shares
Van pooling
Partnerships with Transportation Network
Companies (TNC)

In comparison to road widening and other capital
projects, TDM programs are inexpensive and can be
effective in decreasing demand on roadways,
especially during peak travel times of the day.
The Lincoln MPO should continue to pursue a TDM
program that is coordinated among various
departments and identifies and works with large
employers, including the State of Nebraska, University
of Nebraska-Lincoln, and various private businesses.
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Effective public transportation service
requires good pedestrian connections to and
from transit stops, density of activities, and
development designs supportive of transit
riders. Pedestrian connections to transit must
be direct, and the sidewalk system must have
continuity. Street crossings to transit stops
must be safe. Productive transit service
requires higher-density land development
patterns that link residential areas and
employment, retail, and service centers.
Development design needs to be transitfriendly, providing convenient access to
transit services.
Although Lincoln may not reach the density
and demand needed to justify a bus rapid
transit (BRT) system within the planning
period, efforts should be made to identify
potential routes and to concentrate efforts to
increase density along those routes. The “O”
Street and N. 27th Street corridors are likely
candidates for planning and identification as
long-term BRT routes.
The projected increase in the 65 and over
population creates challenges in service
provision. This population increase will create
a greater usage of demand-responsive public
transportation. Based on current funding
levels, such increase in usage could create
funding challenges. While all fixed-route
services are, and will continue to be,
accessible, the need for increased
complementary paratransit services will
continue. Such services are expensive due to
vehicle load constraints and operating
policies; therefore, innovative variations of
such services will be essential.

Expanded transit service within the rural
areas of the county or between Lincoln and
other larger cities is not currently practical.
However, data should continue to be
collected and analyzed to monitor travel
patterns in the hopes of identifying
opportunities for regional transit.
This section of the 2050 LRTP will be updated
upon adoption of the TDP Update
(anticipated in 2022) to incorporate the most
current transit needs and priorities.
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6. Funding Outlook
The transportation revenues expected over
the 29-year time horizon of the LRTP will not
be enough to cover the cost of the
transportation needs in Lincoln and
Lancaster County. Careful consideration of
investment strategies is needed, along with
an understanding of the associated tradeoffs.
This chapter presents an overview of the
revenue forecasts, describes the resource
allocation process, and establishes a strategy
to maintain the transportation system and to
make the system function as efficiently as
possible, given funding limitations.

R e v e nu e F o r e c a s t s

for asset preservation, with an infusion in
2026 specifically for the West Beltway project.
Build Nebraska Act
In 2011, the Nebraska Legislature approved, and the
Governor signed, the Build Nebraska Act, which
approved the use of ¼ cent of the statewide sales tax on
roadway projects. A portion of this additional revenue
goes to local communities (15 percent); the State uses
the remainder of the revenue (85 percent) on the State
Highway system. The State uses this funding source to
pay for about 80 percent of the South Beltway project
costs.

Table 6.1
Fiscal
Year

NDOT Highways
Program Funding ($M)
Federal
Funds

State
Funds

Total

2022

$8.21

$2.06

$10.27

2023

$8.35

$2.09

$10.44

2024

$123.74

$16.09

$139.83

2025

$8.64

$2.16

$10.80

2026

$8.78

$40.40

$49.18

NDOT Highways Program

2027

$8.93

$2.24

$11.17

Funding available for NDOT’s Highways
Program within the Lincoln MPA is described
below and detailed in Table 6.1.

2028

$9.08

$2.28

$11.36

2029

$9.24

$2.31

$11.55

2030

$9.40

$2.35

$11.75

2031

$9.56

$2.39

$11.95

2032

$9.72

$2.43

$12.15

2033

$9.88

$2.48

$12.36

2034

$10.05

$2.52

$12.57

2035

$10.22

$2.56

$12.78

2036

$10.40

$2.60

$13.00

2037

$10.57

$2.65

$13.22

2038

$10.75

$2.69

$13.44

State Funds

2039

$10.93

$2.74

$13.67

State funds are used for preliminary
engineering and as a local match for federal
funding sources used for NDOT’s Highways
Program. An estimated $128.5 million of state
funds are anticipated through 2050, primarily

2040

$11.12

$2.79

$13.91

2041

$11.31

$2.83

$14.14

2042

$11.50

$2.88

$14.38

2043

$11.70

$2.93

$14.63

Various revenue sources will be used to fund
transportation projects and programs,
including federal, state, local, and private
resources. The following sections describe the
funding sources expected to be used to
implement the LRTP recommendations.

Federal Funds
NDOT’s Highways Program is funded in part
by federal funds, including Surface
Transportation Block Grant Program (STBG),
National Highway Performance Program
(NHPP), and Highway Safety Improvement
Program (HSIP) funds. An estimated
$419.7 million of federal funds can be
expected through 2050 for the State’s
program.
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Fiscal
Year

Federal
Funds

State
Funds

Total

2044

$11.90

$2.98

$14.88

2045

$12.10

$3.03

$15.13

2046

$12.30

$3.08

$15.38

2047

$12.51

$3.14

$15.65

2048

$12.73

$3.19

$15.92

2049

$12.94

$3.24

$16.18

2050

$13.16

$3.30

$16.46

$419.72

$128.45

$548.16

TOTAL

Rural Roads Program
The Rural Roads Program covers areas of
Lancaster County outside the Lincoln city
limits. Federal, state and local funding sources
available for the Rural Roads Program are
described below and detailed in Table 6.2.
Surface Transportation Block
Grant Program
A federal funding source designated by
formula for urbanized areas with a population
of more than 200,000, the STBG provides
resources for eligible transportation projects.
Based on historic STBG funding levels and
growth over time, the STBG revenue forecasts
begin at $5.8 million in 2022 and are
projected to increase 3.0 percent annually. An
estimated $264 million in STBG funds can be
reasonably expected through 2050. These
funds can be used anywhere within the
Lincoln MPA (Lancaster County).
As described in the Flexible Funds, the 2050
LRTP recommends a 70 percent (Lincoln)/ 30
percent (Lancaster County) split of STBG
funds. As described in the Funding Strategy,
the 2050 LRTP recommends a 70 percent
(Lincoln)/ 30 percent (Lancaster County) split
of STBG funds. This equates to approximately
$79 million of STBG funds for the Rural Roads
Program through 2050.

Highway Safety Improvement
Program
The HSIP is a core federal-aid program with
the purpose of reducing traffic fatalities and
serious injuries on public roads, including
non-State-owned roads. Lancaster County
will receive approximately $1 million of HSIP
funding in 2022, requiring a 10 percent local
match. With a projected annual growth rate
of 1.7 percent, an estimated $37 million of
HSIP funds can be expected for the Rural
Roads Program through 2050.
Build Nebraska Act
Highway Allocation Funds include Lancaster County’s
portion of the Build Nebraska Act sales tax revenue
through 2050. The dedication of a ¼ cent of the
statewide sales tax on roadway projects will sunset in
Fiscal Year 2033. If not reinstated, Lancaster County’s
Highway Allocation Funding would be reduced to
$305 million (compared to $313 million).

Highway Allocation Funds
A state funding formula allocates state fuel
tax collections to Lancaster County. Lancaster
County uses these funds for operations &
maintenance. An estimated $9.1 million in
annual state fuel tax funds are anticipated,
with a modest 1.2 percent annual growth
matching the population growth projections.
The result is an estimated $313 million in
Highway Allocation Funds for the Rural Roads
Program through 2050.
Federal Funds Purchase Program
Nebraska Legislative Bill (LB98) established
the Federal Funds Purchase Program (FFPP)
to provide a way for NDOT to purchase the
federal funds used by local agencies in
exchange for state cash. State dollars allow
local agencies to tailor projects to better
meet their needs. Lancaster County uses
these funds for bridges (33 percent) and
highways (67 percent). An estimated
$460,000 in annual FFPP funds are
anticipated, with a 1.7 percent annual growth,
resulting in $17 million for the Rural Roads
Program through 2050.
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General Revenues (Lancaster
County)
Property tax, sales tax, and other sources
make up the general fund, which is used for
general operating functions of Lancaster
County. This local funding source is used for
transportation uses within the Rural Roads
Program, including road and bridges,
pavement maintenance & pipes, and
operations & maintenance. Based on historic
general fund transfers to the Rural Roads
Program, an estimated $11.3 million is
anticipated in 2022; with an assumed
1.2 percent annual growth, in line with
anticipated population growth. The County’s
general revenues are estimated to contribute
Table 6.2
Fiscal
Year

approximately $388 million in Rural Roads
Program funding through 2050. These funds
are used as the local match (25 percent) for
the County’s portion of the Highway
Allocation Funds.
Keno Funds
Lancaster County uses a portion of the Keno
lottery funds for land acquisition and
preservation for the East Beltway corridor.
Current Keno funding levels for the East
Beltway corridor preservation are estimated
at $1 million per year over the first 20 years of
the plan, resulting in an estimated $20 million
of Keno funds for East Beltway corridor
preservation through 2050.

Rural Roads Program Funding ($M)
Federal Revenue
STBG

HSIP

State Revenue
Highway
Allocation

FFPP

Local Revenue
General
Revenues

Keno

Total

2022

$1.75

$1.00

$9.10

$0.46

$11.28

$1.00

$24.59

2023

$1.80

$1.02

$9.21

$0.47

$11.41

$1.00

$24.91

2024

$1.86

$1.03

$9.32

$0.48

$11.55

$1.00

$25.24

2025

$1.91

$1.05

$9.43

$0.48

$11.69

$1.00

$25.56

2026

$1.97

$1.07

$9.54

$0.49

$11.83

$1.00

$25.90

2027

$2.03

$1.09

$9.66

$0.50

$11.97

$1.00

$26.25

2028

$2.09

$1.11

$9.78

$0.51

$12.11

$1.00

$26.60

2029

$2.15

$1.13

$9.89

$0.52

$12.26

$1.00

$26.95

2030

$2.22

$1.14

$10.01

$0.53

$12.40

$1.00

$27.30

2031

$2.28

$1.16

$10.13

$0.54

$12.55

$1.00

$27.66

2032

$2.35

$1.18

$10.25

$0.54

$12.70

$1.00

$28.02

2033

$2.42

$1.20

$10.38

$0.55

$12.86

$1.00

$28.41

2034

$2.49

$1.22

$10.50

$0.56

$13.01

$1.00

$28.78

2035

$2.57

$1.25

$10.63

$0.57

$13.17

$1.00

$29.19

2036

$2.65

$1.27

$10.75

$0.58

$13.32

$1.00

$29.57

2037

$2.72

$1.29

$10.88

$0.59

$13.48

$1.00

$29.96

2038

$2.81

$1.31

$11.01

$0.60

$13.65

$1.00

$30.38

2039

$2.89

$1.33

$11.15

$0.61

$13.81

$1.00

$30.79

2040

$2.98

$1.35

$11.28

$0.62

$13.98

$1.00

$31.21
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Fiscal
Year

Federal Revenue
STBG

HSIP

State Revenue
Highway
Allocation

FFPP

Local Revenue
General
Revenues

Keno

Total

2041

$3.07

$1.38

$11.41

$0.63

$14.14

2042

$3.16

$1.40

$11.55

$0.64

$14.31

$31.06

2043

$3.25

$1.42

$11.69

$0.66

$14.48

$31.50

2044

$3.35

$1.45

$11.83

$0.67

$14.66

$31.96

2045

$3.45

$1.47

$11.97

$0.68

$14.83

$32.40

2046

$3.56

$1.50

$12.12

$0.69

$15.01

$32.88

2047

$3.66

$1.52

$12.26

$0.70

$15.19

$33.33

2048

$3.77

$1.55

$12.41

$0.71

$15.37

$33.81

2049

$3.89

$1.58

$12.56

$0.73

$15.56

$34.32

2050

$4.00

$1.60

$12.71

$0.74

$15.75

$34.80

$79.09

$37.09

$313.42

$17.06

$388.33

TOTAL

Urban Roads Program
The Urban Roads Program covers areas of the
Lincoln MPA within the urbanized area of
Lincoln. Federal, state and local funding
sources available for the Urban Roads
Program are described below and detailed in
Table 6.3.
Surface Transportation Block
Grant Program
As described in Rural Roads Program, STBG is
a federal funding source that can be used for
various eligible transportation projects. Based
on the recommended 70 percent (Lincoln)/
30 percent (Lancaster County) split of STBG
funds, the Urban Roads Program can expect
approximately $184 million of STBG funds
through 2050.
Highway Safety Improvement
Program
The HSIP is a core federal-aid program with
the purpose to reduce traffic fatalities and
serious injuries on public roads, including
non-State-owned roads. Based on historic
HSIP funding levels, the HSIP revenue

$31.63

$1.00

$20.00

$854.99

forecasts begin at $700,000 in 2022, and this
funding requires a 10 percent local match.
With a projected annual growth rate of
1.7 percent, an estimated $26 million of HSIP
funds can be expected for the Urban Roads
Program through 2050.
Coronavirus Response and Relief
Supplemental Appropriations Act,
2021
This federal appropriations act, commonly
referred to as the COVID-19 Relief Bill, infused
formula distributed federal funding into local
communities to address needs and funding
shortfalls associated with COVID-19. The
Lincoln MPO received a one-time $2.5 million
allocation that will be used for specific system
preservation projects.
Highway Allocation Funds
A state funding formula allocates state fuel
tax collections to the City of Lincoln. This
amount is distributed independently of the
fuel tax allocation to the Rural Roads
Program. These funds are designated for
projects throughout the City to rehabilitate,
construct, and improve streets, intersections,
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Build Nebraska Act
The Highway Allocation Funds include Lincoln’s
portion of the Build Nebraska Act sales tax revenue
through 2050. The dedication of a ¼ cent of the
statewide sales tax on roadway projects will sunset
in Fiscal Year 2033. If not reinstated, Lincoln’s
Highway Allocation Funding would be reduced to
$934 million (compared to $956 million).

interchanges, sidewalks, bikeways and trails,
safety projects, ITS infrastructure, and
landscaping. These funds are also used in the
study, design, and acquisition of easements
or ROW to support public projects. An
estimated $27.8 million in annual state fuel
tax funds are anticipated, with a modest
1.2 percent annual growth matching the
population growth projections. The result is
an estimated $956 million in Highway
Allocation Funds through 2050.
Highway Allocation Bonds
The City of Lincoln issued general obligation
highway allocation bonds in the early 2000s,
and again in 2021. The revenue forecasts
anticipate an additional bond issuance in

2022. The two recent bond issuances will
provide a total of $25.26 million in funding in
years 2022–2024. The bonds are used to fund
preservation ($15.26 million) and growth
projects ($10 million). Annual payment on
these bonds is paid with the Highway
Allocation Funds. Payment of the two older
bonds will be complete in 2023 and 2027, and
payment of the two recent bonds will be
complete in 2036 and 2037. These bond
payments are removed from the available
Highway Allocation Funds in 2022–2037 (as
shown in Table 6.3).
Beginning in 2038, the full allotment of
Highway Allocation Funds will be available to
the Urban Roads Program. The expected
Highway Allocation funding through 2050
(net of the bond funding and payments) is
estimated to be $932 million.
Federal Funds Purchase Program
The FFPP allows NDOT to purchase the
federal funds used by local agencies in
exchange for state cash. State dollars allow
local agencies to tailor projects to better
meet their needs. Lincoln uses the funds
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exclusively for bridge
projects. An estimated
$280,000 in annual
FFPP funds are
anticipated, with a
1.7 percent annual
growth, resulting in
$10.5 million for the
Urban Roads Program
through 2050.
City Wheel Tax
The City Wheel Tax is a
revenue source
generated by a City tax on all vehicles
registered within corporate limits. Wheel Tax
revenues must be applied to specific uses:

 Residential Rehabilitation Fund: A
portion of the Wheel Tax (14.86 percent)
is dedicated to rehabilitating existing
residential streets.

 Construction Fund: A portion of the
Wheel Tax (35.14 percent) is dedicated
to funding the design, construction,
and ROW acquisition of streets, roads,
alleys, or public ways.

 Residual Fund: The remaining portion
of the Wheel Tax can be used for
general street improvements in the City
of Lincoln. Uses include arterial
rehabilitation, street maintenance
operations, new construction projects,
and debt service.
The history of increases in the Wheel Tax
generally supports the equivalent of a $5
increase every five years. Such a regular
increase in the Wheel Tax is assumed in the
revenue forecasts. A modest growth in this
funding source is also assumed to generally
match the growth in the number of
registered vehicles at 1.5 percent annually.
The City Wheel Tax is estimated to contribute
approximately $810 million in transportation
funding through 2050.

Lincoln on the Move
Lincoln on the Move (LOTM) is a six-year
initiative to improve the City’s streets through
a ¼ cent sales tax. Revenues from the sales
tax, which was approved by voters in 2019,
must be applied to specific uses:

 Existing Arterial and Neighborhood
Streets: The largest portion of the sales
tax (73.5 percent) is dedicated to
rehabilitating existing arterial and
neighborhood streets.

 Growth Projects: A portion of the sales
tax (25 percent) is dedicated to funding
the design, construction, and ROW
acquisition of streets that support
community growth.

 RTSD: A small portion of the sales tax
(1.5 percent) is dedicated to joint
projects with the Railroad
Transportation Safety District.
The revenue forecasts include $13 million
annually of LOTM sales tax funding in years
2022 through 2025, totaling $52 million in the
first four years of the plan.
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Arterial Street Impact Fees

General Revenues (Lincoln)

A local funding source, impact fees are
dedicated to new water, wastewater, parks,
trails, and arterial streets infrastructure. The
City levies an impact fee charge against new
development to generate revenue to support
specific public projects. A one-time, up-front
charge paid by new construction only, impact
fees can generally be used on public projects
within the district in which it is collected.
Arterial Street Impact Fees currently generate
approximately $4.2 million annually and are
projected to increase 1.2 percent annually,
which is in line with overall population growth,
resulting in an estimated $140 million in
impact fee revenues for arterial streets over
the life of the plan.

Property tax, sales tax, and other sources
make up the general fund, which is used for
general operating functions of City
departments. This local funding source
represents pay-as-you-go contributions from
the general fund for capital projects with or
without other funding sources. General funds
are used for transportation uses including the
Urban Roads Program, transit operations,
sidewalk and trail rehabilitation. Based on
historic general fund transfers to the Urban
Roads Program, an estimated $2.36 million is
anticipated in 2022; with an assumed
3 percent annual growth to account for
economic growth in Lincoln. The City’s
general revenues are estimated to contribute
approximately $123 million in road program
funding through 2050.
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Table 6.3
Fiscal
Year

Urban Roads Program Funding ($M)
Federal Revenue

STBG

HSIP

2022

$4.08

$0.70

2023

$4.20

$0.71

COVID

$2.51

State Revenue
Highway Allocation
(Plus Bonds, Less
Bond Payment)

Local Revenue
FFPP

Wheel
Tax

LOTM

Impact
Fees

General
Revenues

Total

$30.32

$0.28

$19.16

$13.00

$4.20

$2.36

$74.10

$29.63

$0.29

$19.45

$13.00

$4.20

$2.46

$76.45

2024

$4.33

$0.72

$29.98

$0.29

$19.74

$13.00

$4.20

$2.56

$74.84

2025

$4.46

$0.74

$24.96

$0.30

$20.04

$13.00

$4.20

$2.67

$70.36

2026

$25.31

$0.30

$21.60

$4.25

$2.78

$59.59

$4.59

$0.75

2027

$4.73

$0.76

$25.66

$0.31

$21.93

$4.30

$2.90

$60.58

2028

$4.87

$0.77

$27.84

$0.31

$22.26

$4.35

$3.01

$63.42

2029

$5.02

$0.79

$28.20

$0.32

$22.59

$4.41

$3.13

$64.45

2030

$5.17

$0.80

$28.56

$0.33

$22.93

$4.46

$3.26

$65.50

2031

$5.32

$0.81

$28.93

$0.33

$24.64

$4.51

$3.38

$67.93

2032

$5.48

$0.83

$29.30

$0.34

$25.01

$4.57

$3.52

$69.04

2033

$5.65

$0.84

$29.67

$0.34

$25.39

$4.62

$3.65

$70.17

2034

$5.82

$0.86

$30.05

$0.35

$25.77

$4.68

$3.79

$71.31

2035

$5.99

$0.87

$30.44

$0.35

$26.15

$4.73

$3.93

$72.48

2036

$6.17

$0.89

$30.83

$0.36

$28.02

$4.79

$4.08

$75.14

2037

$32.42

$0.37

$28.44

$4.85

$4.23

$77.56

$6.36

$0.90

2038

$6.55

$0.92

$33.61

$0.37

$28.87

$4.90

$4.39

$79.61

2039

$6.75

$0.93

$34.01

$0.38

$29.30

$4.96

$4.55

$80.88

2040

$6.95

$0.95

$34.42

$0.38

$29.74

$5.02

$4.72

$82.18

2041

$34.83

$0.39

$31.77

$5.08

$4.89

$85.09

$7.16

$0.96

2042

$7.37

$0.98

$35.25

$0.40

$32.25

$5.14

$5.07

$86.46

2043

$7.59

$1.00

$35.68

$0.40

$32.73

$5.21

$5.25

$87.86

2044

$7.82

$1.01

$36.10

$0.41

$33.22

$5.27

$5.44

$89.28

2045

$8.05

$1.03

$36.54

$0.42

$33.72

$5.33

$5.63

$90.72

2046

$8.30

$1.05

$36.97

$0.43

$35.93

$5.40

$5.83

$93.91

2047

$8.54

$1.07

$37.42

$0.43

$36.47

$5.46

$6.04

$95.43

2048

$8.80

$1.09

$37.87

$0.44

$37.02

$5.53

$6.25

$96.99

2049

$9.07

$1.10

$38.32

$0.45

$37.58

$5.59

$6.46

$98.57

2050

$9.34

$1.12

$38.78

$0.46

$38.14

$5.66

$6.69

$100.18

$184.54

$25.96

$931.91

$10.53

$809.85

$139.87

$122.94

$2,280.11

TOTAL

$2.51

$52.00
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Rail Crossing Program
Federal, state, and local revenues are
available to improve railroad crossings
throughout the region, as described below
and detailed in Table 6.4.
Rail Hazard Elimination
This federal funding source (a subset of the
STBG) provides resources for safety
improvements on public roads, railroad
crossings, public transportation facilities,
bicycle and pedestrian pathways, and trails.
Rail Hazard Elimination funding varies greatly
year to year; the forecasts represent average
anticipated revenues. A higher amount is
expected in the first seven years of the plan,
specifically for the 33rd and Cornhusker
project. The annual revenue forecasts drop off
starting in 2029. Growth in this funding
source is assumed to be 1.7 percent per year.
An estimated $37 million in Rail Hazard
Elimination funds will be available to improve
railroad crossings over the 29-year time
horizon of the LRTP.
State Train Mile Tax
The state tax on rail traffic passing through
the State is used for constructing,
rehabilitating, relocating, or modifying
railroad grade separation facilities. This
funding is competitive statewide, and the
RTSD often leverages their funds to pay the
local share for qualifying projects. State Train
Mile Tax funding is highly variable year to
year; the forecast revenues represent an
average over time. A higher amount is
expected in the first seven years of the plan,
specifically for the 33rd and Cornhusker
project. The annual revenue forecasts drop off
starting in 2029. Growth in this funding
source is assumed to align with projected
freight growth of 1.2 percent per year. An
estimated $9 million in State Train Mile Tax
will be available to improve railroad crossings
over the 29-year time horizon of the LRTP.

Table 6.4

Rail Crossing Program
Funds ($M)

Fiscal
Year

Rail
Hazard
Elimination

State
Train
Mile Tax

2022

$2.72

$0.68

$4.62

$8.02

2023

$2.77

$0.69

$4.74

$8.20

2024

$2.81

$0.70

$4.86

$8.37

2025

$2.86

$0.70

$4.98

$8.54

2026

$2.91

$0.71

$5.10

$8.72

2027

$2.96

$0.72

$5.23

$8.91

2028

$3.01

$0.73

$5.36

$9.10

2029

$0.64

$0.16

$5.49

$6.29

2030

$0.65

$0.16

$5.63

$6.44

2031

$0.66

$0.16

$5.77

$6.59

2032

$0.67

$0.17

$5.91

$6.75

2033

$0.68

$0.17

$6.06

$6.91

2034

$0.70

$0.17

$6.21

$7.08

2035

$0.71

$0.17

$6.37

$7.25

2036

$0.72

$0.17

$6.52

$7.41

2037

$0.73

$0.18

$6.69

$7.60

2038

$0.74

$0.18

$6.85

$7.77

2039

$0.76

$0.18

$7.02

$7.96

2040

$0.77

$0.18

$7.20

$8.15

2041

$0.78

$0.18

$7.38

$8.34

2042

$0.80

$0.19

$7.56

$8.55

2043

$0.81

$0.19

$7.75

$8.75

2044

$0.82

$0.19

$7.94

$8.95

2045

$0.84

$0.19

$8.14

$9.17

2046

$0.85

$0.20

$8.34

$9.39

2047

$0.87

$0.20

$8.55

$9.62

2048

$0.88

$0.20

$8.76

$9.84

2049

$0.90

$0.20

$8.98

$10.08

2050

$0.91

$0.21

$9.21

$10.33

$36.94

$8.94

$193.22

$239.10

TOTAL

RTSD

Total
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Railroad Transportation Safety
District
This local funding source is generated by a
countywide public entity, the RTSD, which has
taxing authority to levy a property tax. RTSD
funds are designed for projects throughout
the City and County to eliminate automobile
and railroad conflicts. This funding source is a
countywide levy, and a portion of these
revenues is projected to be used to help fund
qualifying projects in the urban transportation
program. RTSD annual revenues are
estimated at $4.52 million for capital projects
and $0.10 million for operations &
maintenance, with annual growth rates of 2.5
percent and 2.0 percent, respectively, resulting
in an estimated $189 million in capital funds
and $4 million in operations & maintenance
funds through 2050.

Transit Program
The transit funding sources are described
below, with Table 6.5 detailing the estimated
year-by-year revenue forecasts.
Federal Transit Administration
Funds (5307, 5309, 5337, 5339)
The FTA provides resources for transit
operations and capital expenditures. A local
match of 20 percent is generally required to
qualify for this funding. Currently, StarTran
receives approximately $4 million in FTA
funding (5307, 5309, 5337, and 5339 funds) for
transit capital and operations. It is assumed
that these federal funding sources will
continue to be available and will grow at a
rate of 1.7 percent annually, consistent with
historic growth in federal funding. A total of
approximately $148 million in FTA funding for
StarTran is expected through 2050.

Section 5310 program in the Lincoln MPO
urban area. NDOT receives and reviews the
applications for the Section 5310 program, and
the Lincoln MPO annually amends the TIP to
include the awarded projects. Currently,
funding levels are approximately $236,000 per
year. It is assumed that this FTA funding
source will continue to be available and will
grow at a rate of 1.7 percent annually for a total
of nearly $9 million through 2050. These funds
require a local match of 20 percent for capital
projects and 50 percent for operating
assistance. Typically, 5310 applicants are
hospitals, non-profit organizations, and City
departments such as Aging Partners and
Parks and Recreation. The local match for
these federal funds come from sources
outside the transportation revenues identified
in the LRTP.
FTA 5311 Funds
The FTA 5311 Formula Grants for Rural Areas
provides capital, planning, and operating
assistance to support public transportation in
rural areas. Currently, funding levels are
approximately $86,000 per year. It is assumed
that this FTA funding source will continue to
be available and will grow at a rate of
1.7 percent annually for a total of
approximately $3 million through 2050. These
funds require a local match of 20 percent for
capital projects and 50 percent for operating
assistance. Lancaster County is the typical
applicant of 5311 funds, and the local match
comes from sources outside the
transportation revenues identified in the LRTP.

FTA 5310 Funds
The Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility program
provides an annual apportionment to be used
within the Lincoln urban area. In 2013, the
Governor of Nebraska named NDOT as the
Designated Recipient to administer the
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State Transit Funds
State revenues include any State subsidy
received in aid of public transit operations
and capital expenditures. Currently, funding
levels are roughly $1.3 million per year. It is
assumed that this State funding source will
continue to be available and will grow at a
rate of 3 percent annually for a total of nearly
$59 million through 2050.
Fares, Advertising, and UNL
Contract
These funds include fare revenue from use of
the transit system based on current and
projected ridership. The fare revenues are
expected to grow based on growth in the
community and on expected fare increases.
Advertising and miscellaneous funding are
expected to continue based on historical
trends. Combined, a 4.7 percent annual

increase is anticipated. The contract with the
University of Nebraska provides funding to
the transit system to provide transit service
between the City Campus and East Campus
using student fees. In total, these funding
sources are forecast to contribute
approximately $196 million in transit funding
over the life of the plan.
General Revenues (Lincoln)
The City’s general fund provides resources for
general operating functions of City
departments. A portion of the general fund
has historically been allocated to support
StarTran operations. The level of general
revenues allocated to transit is assumed to
remain consistent with historic levels and to
grow at 3 percent per year. In total, an
estimated $339 million in general funds will
be available for transit through 2050.
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Table 6.5

Transit Program Funds ($M)
State
Revenue

Federal Revenue
Fiscal
Year

FTA Funds
(5307, 5309,
5337, 5339)

FTA
Funds
(5310)

FTA Funds
(5311)

State Transit
Funds

Local Revenue
Fares,
Advertising,
UNL Contract

General
Revenues

Total

2022

$4.00

$0.24

$0.09

$1.30

$3.30

$7.50

$16.42

2023

$4.07

$0.24

$0.09

$1.34

$3.46

$7.73

$16.91

2024

$4.14

$0.24

$0.09

$1.38

$3.62

$7.96

$17.42

2025

$4.21

$0.25

$0.09

$1.42

$3.79

$8.20

$17.95

2026

$4.28

$0.25

$0.09

$1.46

$3.97

$8.44

$18.49

2027

$4.35

$0.26

$0.09

$1.51

$4.15

$8.69

$19.06

2028

$4.43

$0.26

$0.10

$1.55

$4.35

$8.96

$19.64

2029

$4.50

$0.27

$0.10

$1.60

$4.55

$9.22

$20.24

2030

$4.58

$0.27

$0.10

$1.65

$4.77

$9.50

$20.86

2031

$4.66

$0.28

$0.10

$1.70

$4.99

$9.79

$21.50

2032

$4.73

$0.28

$0.10

$1.75

$5.22

$10.08

$22.17

2033

$4.81

$0.28

$0.10

$1.80

$5.47

$10.38

$22.85

2034

$4.90

$0.29

$0.11

$1.85

$5.73

$10.69

$23.56

2035

$4.98

$0.29

$0.11

$1.91

$6.00

$11.01

$24.30

2036

$5.06

$0.30

$0.11

$1.97

$6.28

$11.34

$25.06

2037

$5.15

$0.30

$0.11

$2.03

$6.57

$11.68

$25.85

2038

$5.24

$0.31

$0.11

$2.09

$6.88

$12.04

$26.66

2039

$5.33

$0.31

$0.11

$2.15

$7.20

$12.40

$27.51

2040

$5.42

$0.32

$0.12

$2.21

$7.54

$12.77

$28.38

2041

$5.51

$0.33

$0.12

$2.28

$7.90

$13.15

$29.28

2042

$5.60

$0.33

$0.12

$2.35

$8.27

$13.55

$30.22

2043

$5.70

$0.34

$0.12

$2.42

$8.66

$13.95

$31.19

2044

$5.80

$0.34

$0.12

$2.49

$9.06

$14.37

$32.19

2045

$5.89

$0.35

$0.13

$2.57

$9.49

$14.80

$33.23

2046

$5.99

$0.35

$0.13

$2.64

$9.94

$15.25

$34.30

2047

$6.10

$0.36

$0.13

$2.72

$10.40

$15.70

$35.42

2048

$6.20

$0.37

$0.13

$2.80

$10.89

$16.17

$36.57

2049

$6.31

$0.37

$0.14

$2.89

$11.40

$16.66

$37.77

2050

$6.41

$0.38

$0.14

$2.97

$11.94

$17.16

$39.00

$148.34

$8.76

$3.19

$58.78

$195.78

$339.14

$754.00

TOTAL
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Trails, Bicycle, and
Pedestrian Program
The Trails, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Program
funding sources are described below, with
Table 6.6 detailing the estimated year-byyear revenue forecasts.
Transportation Alternatives Set
Aside
This federal funding source provides
resources for transportation-related activities
designed to strengthen the cultural,
aesthetic, and environmental aspects of the
transportation system. A 20 percent local
match is typically required. The City of Lincoln
receives approximately $390,000 per year.
This funding source is expected to continue
to be available for trails and other bicycle and
pedestrian projects and is assumed to grow
at 1.7 percent annually, consistent with the
historic federal funding growth rate.
Approximately $14 million in funding can
reasonably be expected through 2050.
Lower Platte South Natural
Resources District
These funds include a state subsidy received
through the Lower Platte South National
Resources District (NRD) to aid the
construction of the local multiuse trail system
related to the regional drainage system and
natural areas. A 20 percent local match is
typically required. The City of Lincoln’s trail
system regularly benefits from approximately
$100,000 annually through the NRD’s trails
program. It is assumed that this source of
funds will continue to be available and will
grow at a 2.5 percent annual rate for a total of
nearly $4.2 million in funding through 2050.
Trail Impact Fees
This local funding source is dedicated for
trails. The City levies an impact fee charge
against new development to generate
revenue to support specific public projects.
Impact fees, a one-time, up-front charge paid

by new construction only, can generally be
used on public projects within the district in
which it is collected. The Trails Impact Fee
generates approximately $70,000 annually
and is projected to increase at 1.2 percent
annually, which is in line with overall
population growth. The result is an estimated
$2.3 million in Trail Impact Fee revenues for
trails over the life of the plan. These funds are
frequently used as local match for
Transportation Alternatives Set Aside.
Private Contributions
The City of Lincoln’s Trails Program has
historically received periodic private
donations for construction of the local trail
system. Based on historic contributions
averaged over time, an estimated $6.9 million
in private donations can reasonably be
expected to support the trails program.
Keno Funds
The City of Lincoln uses a portion of the Keno
lottery funds to rehabilitate local trails.
Current Keno funding levels for the Trails
Program are roughly $200,000 per year. With
an annual growth rate of 1.2 percent
(matching the overall population growth), an
estimated $6.9 million in Keno funds will be
available through 2050.
General Revenues (Lincoln)
The City’s general fund provides resources for
general operating functions of City
departments. A portion of the general fund
has historically been allocated to support trail
rehabilitation and sidewalk rehabilitation. The
level of general revenues allocated to trail
rehabilitation is assumed to remain
consistent with historic levels and to grow at
3 percent per year. In total, an estimated
$4.5 million in general funds will be available
for trail rehabilitation through 2050. The
revenue forecasts also assume $1 million per
year general fund transfer for sidewalk
rehabilitation, resulting in $29 million in
available funding for sidewalk rehabilitation.
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Table 6.6

Trails, Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Funds ($M)
Transportation
Alternatives

Lower Platte
NRD

Impact Fees

Private
Contributions

2022

$0.39

$0.10

$0.07

$0.20

$0.20

$0.10

General
Revenues –
Sidewalk
Rehab
$1.00

2023

$0.40

$0.10

$0.07

$0.20

$0.20

$0.10

$1.00

$2.08

2024

$0.40

$0.11

$0.07

$0.20

$0.20

$0.11

$1.00

$2.09

2025

$0.41

$0.11

$0.07

$0.21

$0.21

$0.11

$1.00

$2.11

2026

$0.42

$0.11

$0.07

$0.21

$0.21

$0.11

$1.00

$2.13

Fiscal Year

Keno

General
Revenues –
Trail Rehab

Total
$2.06

2027

$0.42

$0.11

$0.07

$0.21

$0.21

$0.12

$1.00

$2.15

2028

$0.43

$0.12

$0.07

$0.21

$0.21

$0.12

$1.00

$2.17

2029

$0.44

$0.12

$0.07

$0.22

$0.22

$0.12

$1.00

$2.19

2030

$0.45

$0.12

$0.07

$0.22

$0.22

$0.13

$1.00

$2.21

2031

$0.45

$0.12

$0.08

$0.22

$0.22

$0.13

$1.00

$2.23

2032

$0.46

$0.13

$0.08

$0.23

$0.23

$0.13

$1.00

$2.25

2033

$0.47

$0.13

$0.08

$0.23

$0.23

$0.14

$1.00

$2.27

2034

$0.48

$0.13

$0.08

$0.23

$0.23

$0.14

$1.00

$2.29

2035

$0.49

$0.14

$0.08

$0.23

$0.23

$0.15

$1.00

$2.32

2036

$0.49

$0.14

$0.08

$0.24

$0.24

$0.15

$1.00

$2.34

2037

$0.50

$0.14

$0.08

$0.24

$0.24

$0.16

$1.00

$2.36

2038

$0.51

$0.15

$0.08

$0.24

$0.24

$0.16

$1.00

$2.39

2039

$0.52

$0.15

$0.08

$0.24

$0.24

$0.17

$1.00

$2.41

2040

$0.53

$0.16

$0.08

$0.25

$0.25

$0.17

$1.00

$2.43

2041

$0.54

$0.16

$0.08

$0.25

$0.25

$0.18

$1.00

$2.46

2042

$0.55

$0.16

$0.09

$0.25

$0.25

$0.18

$1.00

$2.48

2043

$0.56

$0.17

$0.09

$0.26

$0.26

$0.19

$1.00

$2.51

2044

$0.57

$0.17

$0.09

$0.26

$0.26

$0.19

$1.00

$2.54

2045

$0.57

$0.18

$0.09

$0.26

$0.26

$0.20

$1.00

$2.56

2046

$0.58

$0.18

$0.09

$0.27

$0.27

$0.20

$1.00

$2.59

2047

$0.59

$0.19

$0.09

$0.27

$0.27

$0.21

$1.00

$2.62

2048

$0.60

$0.19

$0.09

$0.27

$0.27

$0.22

$1.00

$2.65

2049

$0.61

$0.19

$0.09

$0.28

$0.28

$0.22

$1.00

$2.68

2050

$0.63

$0.20

$0.09

$0.28

$0.28

$0.23

$1.00

$2.71

$14.46

$4.19

$2.33

$6.89

$6.89

$4.52

$29.00

$68.28

TOTAL
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NDOT Highways Program

Summary of Available
Revenues

 NDOT Projects

In total, an estimated $4.74 billion in
transportation revenues can reasonably be
expected for the NDOT Highway, Rural Roads,
Urban Roads, Rail Crossing, Transit, and Trails
programs, as summarized in Table 6.7.
Table 6.7

 Operations & Maintenance
 Pavement Maintenance & Pipes
 Roadway and Bridge Capital Projects
Urban Roads Program

Total Revenue
Forecasts ($M)

Program

Rural Roads Program

 System Operations & Maintenance,

Revenue
Forecasts
(2022–2050)

Minor Intersections

 Road & Bridge Rehabilitation
 Studies, PE, ROW & Statutorily Required
Records

NDOT Highways Program

$548.16

Rural Roads Program

$854.99

 Roadway Capital Projects

Urban Roads Program

$2,280.11

 Two Plus Center Turn Lane Projects

Rail Crossing Program

$239.10

Transit Program

$754.00

Trails, Bicycle, and
Pedestrian Program
TOTAL

$68.28
$4,744.64

R e s o u r c e A l l o c a ti o n
With the revenue forecasts complete, the
next step in developing a fiscally constrained
transportation plan is to allocate the
resources to various project and program
categories. Several resource allocation
scenarios were considered during the
development of the 2050 LRTP and are
described in the following sections.

Project and Program
Categories
Seventeen transportation project or program
categories are currently funded and expected
to be funded through the life of the LRTP.
These programs can be divided into four
major categories.

 ITS and Technology
 East Beltway Preservation
 Rail Crossing Projects
Alternative Modes

 Transit
 Trail Projects
 Trail Rehabilitation
 On-Street Bike Projects
 Pedestrian, Bike Share, and TDM

Committed and Restricted
Funds
A portion of the approximately $4.74 billion in
transportation revenues described in the
previous section is either restricted to certain
project types or has already been committed
to specific projects or programs.
Approximately $3.21 billion (two-thirds of the
total available funding) is either committed or
restricted to particular program or project
categories. The funding restrictions and
commitments associated with each funding
source are accounted for by aligning them
with the associated project or program
category, as shown in Table 6.8. All funds for
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fiscal years (FY) 22 through 25 are committed
through the TIP. Where commitments for the
FY22-25 TIP are listed, the funding sources
vary and in some cases are a combination of
funding sources. These funding
commitments and restrictions are shown on
Table 6.8 by project and program category.
Table 6.8

Figure 6.1 shows the resulting funding
commitments and restrictions for each
project and program category.
The remaining $1.53 billion in funding is
considered “flexible” and could be used for
various transportation-related purposes.

Funding Commitments and Restrictions
Funding Source

Federal Funds for NDOT Highways Program
State Funds for NDOT Highways Program

Project or Program Category
NDOT Projects

Amount
($M)
$548.16

FFPP (Lancaster County)
HSIP (Lancaster County)
Lancaster County General Revenues – Road & Bridge

Rural Road & Bridge Capital
Projects

$115.89

Rural Road Pavement
Maintenance & Pipes

$258.31

Rural Road Operations &
Maintenance

$391.78

Urban Road Operations &
Maintenance

$106.85

Urban Road & Bridge
Rehabilitation

$201.53

STBG Funds for Lancaster County Projects in FY22-25
TIP
Lancaster County General Revenues – Pavement
Maintenance & Pipes
Lancaster County General Revenues – Operations &
Maintenance
Highway Allocation Funds (Lancaster County)
RTSD O&M Funds
Transportation O&M budget in FY22-25 TIP
COVID Relief Funds
60% of Highway Allocation Bond
73.5% of LOTM Funds
14.86% of Wheel Tax
STBG Funds in FY22-25 TIP
FFPP (Lincoln)
HSIP (Lincoln)
40% of Highway Allocation Bond
25% of LOTM Funds

Urban Road Capital Projects

$499.68

35.14% of Wheel Tax
Roadway Impact Fees
Adjustment for FY22-25 TIP
Keno Funds (Lancaster County)
Lincoln Allocation in FY22-25 TIP
Rail Hazard Elimination Funds

East Beltway Preservation
Rail Crossing Projects

$21.00
$235.85
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Funding Source

Project or Program Category

Amount
($M)

State Train Mile Tax Funds
RTSD Capital Funds
1.5% of Lincoln on the Move Funds
Federal Transit Administration Funds
State Transit Funds
Fares, Advertising, UNL Contract

Transit

$754.00

Lincoln General Revenues – Transit
Transportation Alternatives Set Aside
Lower Platte South NRD
Trail Impact Fees

Trail Projects

$27.87

Private Contributions
Keno Funds (Lincoln)
Lincoln General Revenues – Trail Rehabilitation
Lincoln General Revenues – Sidewalk Rehabilitation
Sidewalk Rehabilitation Program in FY22-25 TIP
Total Funding Commitments and Restrictions

Trail Rehabilitation

Pedestrian and TDM

$11.41

$37.43
$3,209.76
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Figure 6.1

Committed and Restricted Funds by Category
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Flexible Funds
After accounting for the committed and
restricted funds, approximately $1.53 billion
in flexible funds remain. As shown in
Table 6.9, the flexible funds consist of four
funding sources. The STBG funds can be
used anywhere in Lincoln or Lancaster
County, while the other three flexible
funding sources must be used in the City of
Lincoln.
Table 6.9

Flexible Funds

Funding Source

29-Year
Total ($M)

Surface Transportation Block Grant
Program

$239.24

TOTAL: Full Flexibility

$239.24

Remaining Wheel Tax (50%)

$365.73

Remaining Lincoln General
Revenues

$112.88

Highway Allocation Fund (Lincoln)

$817.02

TOTAL: Must be used in Lincoln

$1,295.63

Community Funding
Priorities
Resource allocation is the process that
establishes how the Lincoln MPO intends to
distribute the available funding for the
transportation system improvements to best
achieve the vision and goals of this plan.
During the second phase of community
outreach (“Balancing Tradeoffs”), community
members were asked, “If you had $100 to
fund transportation improvements in
Lincoln, how would you spend it?” The
funding category options provided to the
public were simplified to be more easily
understood. With a total of 203 responses to
the online survey and from the focus group
meetings, the top choice of the community
was to maintain existing streets and bridges
(refer to Figure 6.2). The results of the
community’s responses, however, reinforce
the need for a balanced approach to funding
transportation in Lincoln and Lancaster
County; many participants expressed that all
categories are important.

Surface Transportation Block Grant Program
A portion of the flexible funds (approximately
$239 million) can be used in Lincoln or Lancaster
County. The LRTP recommends a 70 percent
(Lincoln)/30 percent (Lancaster County) split for
these funds. Of the 30 percent allocation to
Lancaster County, 20 percent shall be used within
the 3-mile area surrounding the City of Lincoln to
prepare roads in the urbanizing area for future
annexation into the City of Lincoln. The remaining 10
percent can be used outside the 3-mile area,
anywhere in Lancaster County. Allocations may vary
annually but achieve the 70/30 percent split during
the planning period.
This results in approximately $71.8 million in STBG
funds for Lancaster County and $167.5 million in
STBG funds for Lincoln. This brings the total amount
of flexible funds that must be used in Lincoln to
$1.46 billion.
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Figure 6.2

Community Input
on Funding
Priorities

Four initial scenarios were developed, and
two hybrid scenarios were subsequently
considered:

 Scenario 1: Base Scenario: Scenario 1
uses an approach consistent with the
2040 LRTP. That is, the allocation of
flexible funds to each project and
program category aligns with the
previous LRTP allocation. Scenario 1
represents a baseline for comparison
purposes.

 Scenario 2: Multimodal
Rehabilitation: Scenario 2 responds to
the community’s priority of
maintaining existing streets and
bridges by focusing on rehabilitation of
multimodal transportation
infrastructure. Using the Base Scenario
as a starting point, Scenario 2 includes
an increased allocation to Road &
Bridge Rehabilitation, Trail
Rehabilitation, and Sidewalk
Rehabilitation (Pedestrian, Bike Share,
and TDM Program). The result is a
decrease in the available funds for
Roadway Capital Projects.

 Scenario 3: Multimodal Focus:

Urban Area Resource
Allocation Scenarios
After accounting for funding restrictions and
commitments and the allocation of
30 percent of STBG funds to Lancaster
County, the remaining $1.46 billion of flexible
funds could be applied to the urban area
project or program categories in different
ways to achieve the LRTP goals. Six resource
allocation scenarios were developed by a
subset of the Project Oversight Planning
Committee (POPC) with input from the full
Oversight Planning Committee, the
Community Committee, and with strong
consideration for the community input on
funding priorities.

Scenario 3 responds to the
community’s second and third funding
priorities of expanding trails and
enhancing transit service. It supports
the Lincoln Climate Action Plan and
the goal of reducing GHG emissions by
80 percent by 2050 by encouraging
alternatives modes of travel. It also
supports the infill development
component of PlanForward by
providing enhanced bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure and
enhanced transit service. Again,
Scenario 3 builds on the Base Scenario.
Additional funds are allocated to
Transit (e.g., for enhanced transit
service such as bus rapid transit), Trail
Projects, On-Street Bike Projects, and
the Pedestrian, Bike Share, and TDM

Page 6-20

ADOPTED December 15, 2021
Program. The allocation to Roadway
Capital Projects would be reduced as a
result.

 Scenario 4: Innovation and
Technology: Scenario 4 is intended to
support the Lincoln Climate Action
Plan through technology
advancements; the electrification focus
of this scenario supports the
Community Committee’s strong
emphasis on environmental
sustainability. Beginning with the Base
Scenario, Scenario 4 allocates
additional funds to ITS & Technology
(e.g., for adaptive signals, future
proofing streets, micromobility,
installation of EV charging stations),
the Pedestrian, Bike Share, and TDM
Program (specifically for technology
and infrastructure for employers to
support remote working) and Transit
(e.g., for automated shuttle service,
electrification of fleet, on-demand
transit services to leverage
electrification and new technology
platforms). This scenario would result
in an equivalent reduction in the
Roadway Capital Projects allocation.

 Hybrid Scenario A: Making the Most
of the Existing System: Hybrid
Scenario A uses the Base Scenario as a
starting point and includes elements of
both Scenario 2 and Scenario 4. It
includes an increased allocation to
Road & Bridge Rehabilitation, Trail
Rehabilitation, and ITS & Technology.

The result is an increased emphasis on
maintaining the existing system and
improving the efficiency of that
system.

 Hybrid Scenario B: Modified
Multimodal: Again, Hybrid Scenario B
uses the Base Scenario as a starting
point and a portion of the flexible funds
for increased allocation to Transit, OnStreet Bike Projects, Trail
Rehabilitation, and Sidewalk
Rehabilitation (elements of Scenarios 2
and 3), but compared to these
scenarios, it preserves some flexible
funds for Roadway Capital Projects,
particularly growth projects that
support the edge growth component
of PlanForward.
The Base Scenario and Hybrid Scenarios A
and B were presented and discussed with
the POPC and the Community Committee.
Both Committees were asked which
resource allocation scenario they believe is
most appropriate for meeting Lincoln’s
transportation goals. As shown on Figure 6.3
the Community Committee was split in their
preference for Hybrid A and Hybrid B, while
the POPC had a preference for Hybrid B.
Figure 6.4 shows a comparison of the total
resource allocation (2022–2050) for each
scenario by project or program category. The
recommended resource allocation is
described on page 6-24.
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Figure 6.3

Project Oversight Planning Committee and
Community Committee Input on Resource Allocation
Scenarios

F u nd i ng S t r a t e g y
LTU Operations &
Maintenance Program
Through the process of developing the
revenue forecasts and resource allocation
scenarios, it became apparent that funding
needs for LTU’s Operations & Maintenance
(O&M) Program exceed the funding
projections included in the 2040 LRTP. The
2040 LRTP established O&M needs using a
base year (2017) annual estimate of
$17.70 million, with an annual inflation rate
of 2.5 percent. This equated to a funding
need of $20.51 million in 2022.

The current budget includes $24.77 million
for the O&M program in 2022, a $4.26 million
increase over what was previously projected.
In addition to an increase in the base year
program cost, LTU estimates an annual
inflation rate of 2.75 percent based on
increasing costs over the past five years.
Specifically, the cost of materials, wages and
healthcare for employees has increased,
resulting in a higher annual inflation on the
cost to complete the essential functions
associated with the O&M Program.
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Figure 6.4

Comparison of Resource Allocation Scenarios
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The combined effect of a higher base year
cost and a higher annual inflation rate is a
greater overall cost to fund the O&M
Program than was previously anticipated.
The total need over the 29-year period would
be $858 million (with an annual average of
$29.6 million) using the 2040 LRTP
assumptions versus $1.077 billion (with an
annual average of $37.15 million) using the
2050 LRTP assumptions. The 2050 LRTP
O&M needs represent a 25 percent increase
over those identified in the 2040 LRTP.

Recommended Resource
Allocation
The revenue forecasts are not enough to
address all the transportation needs in
Lincoln and Lancaster County. Through
previous and recent public input, the

Figure 6.5

community has consistently expressed that
maintaining existing streets and bridges is
the top priority. The LRTP recommends
prioritizing funding to take care of the
existing transportation system and includes
fully funding LTU’s O&M Program, which
requires 33 percent of the total funding
available to the City of Lincoln. The
recommended resource allocation is shown
on Figure 6.5 and is detailed in the Fiscally
Constrained Plan, as documented in
Chapter 7.
The recommended resource allocation represents a
deviation from the six scenarios described in the previous
section, primarily due to the need to fully fund LTU’s O&M
Program. The scenarios and community input on those
scenarios should be referenced and considered if/when
additional revenue sources are contemplated to address
the transportation funding gap.

Recommended Resource Allocation ($M)
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F u t u r e F u nd i ng
C o ns i d e r a ti o n s
The following sections describe future
funding considerations that are not explicitly
accounted for in the 2050 LRTP revenue
forecasts. These considerations should be
monitored regularly to optimize funding
opportunities for transportation.

Continue a ¼ Cent Sales Tax
The revenue forecasts described in the
previous sections do not account for the
continuation of the ¼ cent LOTM sales tax.
Recognizing the transportation funding
shortfall, a “what-if” scenario was evaluated to
understand what could be accomplished if
the ¼ cent sales tax were continued beyond
2025. A continuation of the ¼ cent sales tax
(assuming a growth rate of 1.2 percent per
year, representative of the community’s
expected population growth rate) would
result in $380 million of additional revenue,
which could be used to construct an
estimated 30 additional roadway capital
projects, rehabilitate an additional 210 lane
miles of roadway, or provide more adequate
funding to address transit, pedestrian, or
bicycle needs.

Increase to ½ Cent Sales Tax
If the LOTM sales tax were increased to a
½ cent, an additional $760 million in funding
could be expected (over the baseline
assumptions), which equates to
approximately 60 projects or 420 lane miles
of roadway rehabilitation. Other new funding
sources should be considered in addition to
the continuation of the sales tax to address
the transportation needs of Lincoln and
Lancaster County.

Competitive Grant
Opportunities
The revenue sources included in the LRTP
revenue forecasts for 2022–2050 represent
funding that can reasonably be expected
based on historic funding levels. In addition
to these regular and ongoing funding
sources, the Lincoln MPO and its member
agencies should continue to pursue other
transportation funds, including competitive
grants such as Federal Recreational Trails and
the portion of the federal Transportation
Alternatives Set Aside that is distributed by
NDOT through a project-specific competitive
process. In addition, there are a variety of
federal and non-profit grant programs such
as Rebuilding American Infrastructure with
Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) grants that
should be pursued to supplement the
transportation funding for the Lincoln MPO.

Highway Allocation Funds
The current allocation of highway funding is
based on revenues generated by gas taxes.
These revenues have remained stagnant, and
no significant change has been made to state
tax on fuel consumption. In fact, the rate
decreased from 33.2 cents a gallon to
28.7 cents a gallon in 2021 although the
portion of the rate that is considered Fixed
Tax has remained unchanged at 16.3 cents
per gallon. Funding the transportation
system with gas tax revenues will become
unsustainable over time as vehicles become
more fuel efficient and more vehicles are
converted to electric power. The Lincoln MPO
will monitor changes to the Highway
Allocation Funds that address these
systematic changes.

Page 6-25

ADOPTED December 15, 2021

7. Fiscally
Constrained Plan
Transportation needs and opportunities in
Lincoln and Lancaster County are significant.
Chapter 5 presents a compilation of current
and future programs and projects to improve
the region’s transportation system. The
revenue forecasts established in Chapter 6
for the 29-year planning horizon are not
adequate to achieve the LRTP goals and
meet all the region’s transportation needs.
The LRTP strongly encourages the pursuit of
additional revenues to fund the
transportation improvements that are vital to
a thriving community. The LRTP funding
strategy recognizes the limited funding
availability and strives to optimize the use of
the reasonably expected funds based on
input from the LRTP Committees and the
community, in combination with technical
analysis. The LRTP funding strategy focuses
on taking care of the existing system—fully
funding LTU’s O&M Program and prioritizing
rehabilitation of critical roads and bridges.
The plan recognizes the importance of
making the system function as efficiently as
possible while supporting the community
growth envisioned in PlanForward.
The Urban Area funding strategy includes:

 Focusing operations and maintenance,
road and bridge rehabilitation, as well
as trail and sidewalk rehabilitation

 Encouraging flexible and performancebased geometric designs that
effectively address congestion within
funding limitations and ROW
constraints

 Placing emphasis on addressing
congestion at intersection bottlenecks
and leveraging technology to improve
the efficiency of major corridors

 Supporting community growth
through public-private partnerships

 Supporting both infill development and
Lincoln’s Climate Action Plan through
the continuation of funding for transit
service and bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure
This chapter builds from the funding strategy
and forms the basis for decisions about how
to prioritize and phase transportation
improvement projects and programs. The
resource allocation used to develop the
Fiscally Constrained Plan is detailed in
Table 7.1.
Table 7.1

Resource Allocation

Project or Program Category

Funding in
$M (FY22–50)

NDOT Highways Program
NDOT Projects

$548.16

Rural Roads Program (Lancaster County)
Operations & Maintenance

$391.78

Pavement Maintenance & Pipes

$258.31

Roadway Capital Projects (and
Bridges)

$187.66

Urban Roads Program (Lincoln)
System Operations &
Maintenance, Minor
Intersections

$1,077.46

Road & Bridge Rehabilitation

$515.12

Studies, PE, ROW & Statutorily
Required Records

$91.47

Roadway Capital Projects

$499.69

Two Plus One Projects

$16.92

ITS & Technology

$59.36

East Beltway Preservation
Rail Crossing Projects

$23.04
$235.85

Multimodal Program
Transit

$754.00

Trail Projects

$27.87

Trail Rehabilitation

$13.96

On-Street Bike Projects
Pedestrian, Bike Share, and
TDM
Total

$6.55
$37.43
$4,744.63

Page 7-1

ADOPTED December 15, 2021

Federal Requirements
The financial analysis presented in this
chapter meets the requirements stated in
federal transportation regulations. This
detailed information should be referenced to
guide project implementation for all modes
of travel. The project costs and potential
funding are estimates and will be revisited
several times before the years they represent
come to pass. The intent of the Fiscally
Constrained Plan is to prepare an
approximate, but realistic, estimate of both
the total funds available and the total
program cost by year of expenditure.
The Code of Federal Regulations describes the
elements of a Transportation Financial Plan.
The requirements of FAST Act (2015) state that
the plan must include the revenues and costs
to operate and maintain the roads and
associated systems (signals, signage, snow
removal, etc.) to allow MPOs to estimate future
transportation conditions and promote good
stewardship of available funds by using
existing infrastructure to the fullest. The
Fiscally Constrained Transportation Plan
provided in this chapter does serve the MPO
Planning Area as best as possible over the next
29 years and is based on the prioritization
process of the LRTP planning effort.
Another requirement of federal
transportation regulations is to use “year of
expenditure” dollars for planning purposes.
This requirement accents the reduction in
the buying power of the transportation
revenues that had not been previously
accounted for during the preparation of long
range transportation plans.

P r o je c t P r i o r i t i z a ti o n
Process
Although the LRTP addresses funding for
various project types, only Roadway Capital
Projects and Trail Projects are prioritized
within the LRTP. All other project categories,
including Transit, On-Street Bike, Rail

Crossings, Road and Bridge Rehabilitation,
etc., are prioritized outside the LRTP. These
other programs are funded through a “pool”
of funding as established in the Resource
Allocation step (Chapter 6). The Fiscally
Constrained Plan includes the top ranked
Roadway Capital Projects (for the NDOT
Highways Program, the Rural Roads
Program, and the Urban Roads Program),
Trail Projects, and a pool of funding for the
various other transportation programs and
project categories.
With limited funding available, the process of
prioritizing projects must be comprehensive
and strive to identify those projects that will
most effectively move the region’s
transportation system toward fulfilling the
vision and achieving the transportation goals.
In compliance with federal requirements for
performance-based planning, the project
prioritization process is structured to identify
those projects that will provide the greatest
contribution toward meeting the eight
transportation goals and associated
performance targets. The evaluation criteria
used to compare projects are directly related
to the goals.

Project Evaluation
Committees
The Roadway Capital Projects and Trails
Projects were evaluated with oversight by the
Roadway and Trails Evaluation Committees,
respectively, both of which are a subset of the
POPC.
The Roadway Evaluation Subcommittee
included representatives from the Lincoln
Planning Department, Lancaster County
Engineering, and LTU. The roadway projects
were evaluated through a data-driven scoring
process, and the Roadway Evaluation
Subcommittee was responsible for guiding
the process, providing relevant data and
project information, and reviewing evaluation
results.
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The Trails Evaluation Subcommittee included
representatives from the Lincoln Planning
Department, the Lincoln Parks and
Recreation Department, and LTU. Because
the data for trail projects are not as robust as
those for roadway projects, Trail Evaluation
Subcommittee members scored the projects
independently, and project scores were
averaged. The committee met to discuss the
scoring results and presented their
recommended scores to the POPC.

Roadway Project Scoring
The Lincoln and Lancaster County Roadway
Capital Projects were evaluated and
prioritized separately in recognition of the
unique transportation needs and priorities in
the urban versus rural context. The eight
LRTP goals (plus community support) were
used as the basis for the data-driven project
evaluation for both urban and rural projects.
The evaluation criteria are listed in Table 7.2,
and details about the data and specific
metrics used for each criterion are provided
in Appendix F. Scores for each goal
area/criterion are on a 0–1 scale, with 0 being
the least favorable and 1 being the most
favorable.

During the second phase of
community outreach, the
public was asked which
Urban Roadway Projects (in
the City of Lincoln) and
which Rural Roadway
Projects (in Lancaster County) are of most
importance. The results from 203 individual
responses were used as the “Community
Input” score. NDOT projects within the
Lincoln MPO Planning Area boundary were
included with the urban roadway projects to
simplify the online survey. Appendix B
includes a summary of the public input on
high-priority Roadway Projects, and
Appendix G includes the scoring results for
the Roadway Projects.
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Table 7.2

Roadway Project Evaluation Criteria

Goal Area

Evaluation Criteria

Maintenance

Is the project located on a road that is in poor condition and would
therefore serve dual functions of rehabilitating and improving the
road?

Mobility and
System Reliability

Is the project located on a road that is currently congested or
expected to experience congestion in the future?

Livability and
Travel Choice

Does the project include multimodal elements?

Safety and
Security

Will the project alleviate a known safety problem?

Economic Vitality

Will the project improve access to and/or add value to surrounding
land uses? Will the project improve travel on a designated truck route
and/or the National Highway System (NHS)?

Environmental
Sustainability

Will the project impact the natural, cultural, or built environment?

Transportation
Equity

Is the project located in an area with underserved and overburdened
communities?

Funding and Cost
Effectiveness

How does the cost of the project compare to the benefits?

Community
Support

Does the project have strong community support?

Trail Project Scoring
Each Trail Project was given a score ranging
from 0 to 1 for each goal. A score of 0 is the
least favorable, and a score of 1 is the most
favorable rating.
Table 7.3 summarizes the evaluation criteria.
Trail Evaluation Subcommittee members
were provided with a packet of information to
assist with the scoring process, including
detailed scoring guidelines for consistency
(Appendix F).

During the second phase of
community outreach, the
public was asked which Trail
Projects are of most
importance. The results from
203 individual responses
were used as the “Community Input” score.
Appendix B includes a summary of the
public input on high-priority Trail Projects,
and Appendix G includes the scoring results
for the Trail Projects.
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Table 7.3

Trail Projects Evaluation Criteria

Goal Area

Evaluation Criteria

Maintenance

Will the project improve the condition of the existing facility?

Mobility and
System Reliability

Will the project complete a gap in the trail system?

Livability and
Travel Choice

Will the project encourage the use of alternative modes of
transportation?

Safety and
Security

Will the project alleviate a known safety problem?

Economic Vitality

Will the project improve access to and/or add value to
surrounding land uses?

Environmental
Sustainability

Will the project protect the natural, cultural, and built
environment?

Transportation
Equity

Is the project located in an area with underserved and
overburdened communities?

Funding and Cost
Effectiveness

How does the cost of the project compare to the benefits?

Community
Support

Does the project have strong community support?

Evaluation Criteria Weights
The relative importance of the eight goals
(plus community input) varies; therefore,
weights are assigned to each goal category
and corresponding evaluation criteria.
Because the relative importance of the goals
differs for Urban Roadway Projects, Rural
Roadway Projects, and Trail Projects, separate

weights are established for the three project
categories.
The weights shown in Table 7.4 were
developed using the combined input from
the POPC and the Community Committee.
The project score (0–1) for each goal was
multiplied by the corresponding weight,
resulting in a total project score ranging from
0 to 100.
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Table 7.4

Weights by Goal Area and Project Category
Rural Area Roadway
Projects (Lancaster County)

Urban Area Roadway
Projects (Lincoln)

Trail Projects

Maintenance

22.1

17.8

13.0

Mobility and System Reliability

12.1

12.4

12.2

Livability and Travel Choice

5.8

11.0

13.7

Safety and Security

13.8

13.5

13.1

Economic Vitality

8.9

7.5

5.8

Environmental Sustainability

12.2

12.8

12.4

Transportation Equity

6.7

10.0

12.1

Funding and Cost Effectiveness

13.4

10.0

7.7

Community Support

5.0

5.0

10.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Goal Area

Total

Fiscally Constrained Plan
E l e me n ts
The following sections provide information on
what can reasonably be funded over the
29-year time horizon of the LRTP within the
Fiscally Constrained Plan.

NDOT Highways Program
NDOT has identified 10 capital projects within
the Lincoln MPO, totaling over $616 million in
needs (2021 dollars). The $548.16 million in
state and federal revenues dedicated to the
NDOT Highways Program will primarily
address asset preservation needs and the I80-Pleasant Dale to NW 56th Street and West
Beltway projects. There is not adequate

funding to complete all 10 projects,
particularly since the construction cost of the
projects will increase over time and the
revenue growth is not anticipated to keep
pace with the construction cost increases.
The Fiscally Constrained Plan includes three
NDOT projects with committed funding:

 South Beltway (under construction) –
Project ID 78 ($255 million)

 West Beltway (US 77) from I-80 to
Saltillo Road – Project ID 76
($38.2 million)

 I-80 -from Pleasant Dale to NW 56th
Street – Project ID 71 ($129 million)

Year of Expenditure Costs
The Fiscally Constrained Plan must consider the year of expenditure (YOE) cost of projects. Construction costs are
expected to increase annually. Based on historic and recent construction cost inflation rates, the LRTP accounts for
a temporary rapid increase of 10 percent annual inflation in the first 5 years and 7 percent annual inflation in the
next 5 years. Then the inflation rate is assumed to normalize at 5 percent annual inflation in the remaining years
through 2050.
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Lancaster County Rural
Roads Program
The Rural Roads Program includes three
program areas:

 Operations & Maintenance
 Pavement Maintenance & Pipes
 Road & Bridge Capital Projects
A gap analysis conducted for Lancaster
County in 2018 identified a significant annual
funding gap, which would continue based on
the LRTP revenue forecasts and
recommended resource allocation.
Road and Bridge Capital Projects
The LRTP identifies 95 capital projects in the
County, with project costs totaling over
$171 million in 2021 dollars. With
approximately $188 million allocated to rural
road capital projects, 26 of these projects
could be constructed when accounting for
construction cost inflation over time. The
fiscally constrained rural projects are listed in
priority order in Table 7.5 and shown on
Figure 7.1. Detailed project evaluation scores
are provided in Appendix G.

Lancaster County updates its One and Six-Year
(1 & 6) Road and Bridge Construction Program
annually. While many of the 1 & 6 projects are
included in the LRTP Rural Road and Bridge
Capital Projects, additional bridge projects may be
needed. The 1 & 6 project needs typically fall in the
following program areas:
Operations & Maintenance:

 Bridge scour repair
 Bridge pile repair
 Bridge channel repair
Pavement Maintenance & Pipes

 Pipe culvert replacements
 Under 20 concrete box culverts
 Pavement preservation (fog seal, crack seal,
chip seal, etc.)

 Pavement overlays
 Pavement overlays and widening
Road & Bridge Capital Projects







Bridge sized structures
Grading in preparation for pavement
New pavement
Intersection improvements
Federal aid projects
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Table 7.5

Fiscally Constrained Rural Road & Bridge Capital Projects
Year of Expenditure (YOE)

Rank

Project
ID

Committed

165

N 148th Street

Holdrege Street

Intersection
improvements

Committed

98

S 98th Street

Old Cheney Road to US-34

Committed

92

Saltillo Road

234

Street Name

Limits

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

YOE

YOE Cost

Cumulative
Cost (YOE)

Refer
to
Notes
Below
Table

$703,000

1

Programmed Paving

$12,592,700

1

S 27th Street to S 68th
Street

Two Lane Widening

$8,774,400

1

S. 68th Street

Firth Road to Stagecoach
Road

Two Lane Widening With
Shoulders

$10,780,700

2025

$10,780,700

$10,780,700

3

235

N. 14th Street

Alvo Road to Ashland Road

Pavement and Two Lane
Widening with Shoulders

$12,076,200

2025

$12,076,200

$22,856,900

4

1

104

S 120th Street

Bennet Road North 0.5
Miles

Potential Paving

$650,000

2026

$1,046,832

$23,903,732

2

156

NW 56th Street

W O to W Holdrege Street

Potential Paving

$1,200,000

2026

$1,932,612

$25,836,344

3

100

SW 14th Street

NE-33 to W Bennet Road

Programmed Paving

$1,300,000

2026

$2,093,663

$27,930,007

4

103

W Van Dorn Street

SW 112th Street to SW 84th
Street

Programmed Paving

$1,300,000

2027

$2,240,219

$30,170,226

5

105

Arbor Road

N 27th Street to US-77

Paving and Bridge
Replacement of Bridge F201 near N 27th Street

$5,930,000

2029

$11,699,558

$41,869,784

6

101

Fletcher Avenue

N 84th Street to N 148th
Street

Programmed Paving

$5,000,000

2032

$11,858,824

$53,728,608

7

95

NW 27th Street

Hwy-34 to W Waverly Road

Potential Paving

$4,550,000

2034

$11,897,661

$65,626,269

8

93

W A Street

SW 84th Street to SW 52nd
Street

Programmed Paving

$2,600,000

2035

$7,138,597

$72,764,866

9

206

SW 16th Street

Bridge O-1 near W Calvert
Street

Replace CB

$168,000

2035

$461,263

$73,226,129

10

94

Havelock Avenue

Stevens Creek to N 112th
Street

Potential Paving

$1,820,000

2036

$5,246,869

$78,472,998

11

207

SW 15th Street

Bridge O-140 near W
Stockwell Street

Replace CB

$168,000

2036

$484,326

$78,957,324
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Year of Expenditure (YOE)
Rank

Project
ID

Project Cost
(2021$)

YOE

12

201

S 120th Street

Bridge J-138 near A Street

Replace with CBC

$612,000

2037

$1,852,548

$80,809,873

13

111

N 1st Street

Alvo Road to McKelvie Road

Potential Paving

$1,300,000

2037

$3,935,152

$84,745,024

14

181

Saltillo Road

S 68th Street to S 120th
Street

Two Lane Widening

$2,450,000

2038

$7,787,059

$92,532,084

15

171

N 162nd Street

US-6 to Ashland Road

Potential Paving

$5,530,000

2041

$20,347,002

$112,879,086

16

200

S 112th Street

Bridge J-135 near A Street

Replace with CBC

$612,000

2042

$2,364,373

$115,243,459

17

114

W Adams Street

NW 84th Street to NW 56th
Street

Potential Paving

$2,600,000

2043

$10,546,959

$125,790,418

18

91

S 68th Street

Hickman to Roca Road

Two Lane Widening with
Shoulders

$2,000,000

2044

$8,518,698

$134,309,116

19

115

Van Dorn Street

S 120th Street to S 148th
Street

Potential Paving

$2,600,000

2046

$12,209,423

$146,518,539

20

215

Pine Lake Road

S 112th Street to S 134th
Street

Grading and Pavement;
bridge Q-110 near S
134th St

$3,188,000

2048

$16,505,121

$163,023,660

21

102

N 98th Street

Holdrege Street to US-6

Potential Paving

$4,516,647

2050

$25,780,728

$188,804,388

Street Name

Limits

Description

YOE Cost

Cumulative
Cost (YOE)

Refer
to
Notes
Below
Table

2

Committed projects are included in the 2022–2025 Transportation Improvement Program and are assumed to be fully funded and constructed prior to allocation of resources to other Rural Road &
Bridge Capital Projects.

1

2

Project ID 102 is partially funded (approximately 28%) within the Fiscally Constrained Plan.

3

Project ID 234 added to the Fiscally Constrained Plan via MISC22002.

4

Project ID 235 added to the Fiscally Constrained Plan via MISC22012.

Amended November 2022
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Figure 7.1

Fiscally Constrained Rural Road & Bridge
Capital Projects

Amended November 2022
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City of Lincoln Urban Roads
Program
System Operations &
Maintenance, Minor Intersections
The cost to maintain and operate the
transportation system is increasing. LTU
employs 125 people to maintain and operate
the transportation system, which includes
street sweeping, snow removal, stormwater,
ditch and drainage maintenance, culvert
maintenance, minor intersection
improvements, mowing, crack sealing,
pothole repair, signing, and pavement
markings, among other tasks. As the cost of
materials, wages and healthcare for
employees increases, the cost to complete
the essential functions of O&M increases. The
City of Lincoln has pursued innovation and
the use of technology advances to make
efficient use of available resources. An
estimated $1.08 billion is needed for Lincoln’s
O&M program through 2050. The LRTP
recommends fully funding Lincoln’s O&M
program.
Road & Bridge Rehabilitation
The Rehabilitation program includes the
repair of arterial and residential streets when
the pavement conditions deteriorate to an
unacceptable level, as well as bridge
rehabilitation and signal replacements. A
pavement condition rating system is used to
help determine which road surfaces are in
most need of repair. It is important to note
that money invested today in the ongoing
maintenance and repair of the street system
saves a significant amount of money in the
future by avoiding the expanded costs
associated with full reconstruction of
roadways.
Routine and preventative maintenance
activities will be performed, such as localized
repairs, crack and joint sealing, and various
surface treatments (slurries, sealing, and

micro-surfacing). As
pavement ages, thin to
thick overlays, panel
replacements, base
stabilization, and repairs
will be used to avoid more
costly reconstruction if
possible.

Without additional
revenue sources, several
important transportation
urban area project and
program categories will
not have adequate
funding. Additional
revenue sources, such as
continuation of the
Lincoln on the Move sales
tax, would significantly
help to meet the
community’s
transportation needs.

The LRTP recommends
funding the rehabilitation
program at a level
commensurate with the
2040 LRTP. This
recommendation
includes $515 million of committed and
flexible funds, which equates to
approximately 350 lane miles over the 29-year
planning horizon when accounting for
construction cost inflation. This amount will
not fully address Lincoln’s road and bridge
rehabilitation needs.
LTU is committed to using the available
rehabilitation funds efficiently and using the
pavement management system as a tool to
identify the most effective maintenance
treatments. Several additional action steps
included in Chapter 8 are recommended to
help offset the shortfall in funding for the
rehabilitation program:

 Continue experimentation and
innovation to maximize return from
available resources.

 Encourage the use of alternative travel
modes (biking, walking, and transit) to
lessen the demand on the streets.

 Continue to implement the traffic
signal coordination (i.e. Green Light
Lincoln) and adaptive communication
program to maximize the operational
efficiency of the existing system,
thereby reducing the pace of lane-miles
being added to the street network.

 Because streets that are neglected over
time require costlier reconstruction,
continue to advance preventative
maintenance strategies (e.g., pothole
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repairs and crack sealing) to extend the
life of Lincoln’s streets and minimize the
lifecycle costs.

 Investigate opportunities for increased
rehabilitation funding.
Studies, Preliminary Engineering,
ROW & Statutorily Required
Records
This program category covers pre‐project
level engineering studies, responses to
non-project specific public inquiries,
engineering standards and guidelines, staff
coordination with private sector growth
proposals, and legal requirements for record
keeping. The LRTP recommends fully funding
($91.5 million) continuation of these essential
staff functions.
Roadway Capital Projects
The LRTP identifies 105 capital roadway
projects with project costs totaling over
$1.1 billion in 2021 dollars. The $500 million
allocation to roadway capital projects consists
solely of committed funds; that is, no flexible
funds are included due to the funding
shortfall. The $500 million would fund 40
projects when
The Lincoln on the Move
accounting for
¼ cent sales tax and the
construction
Highway Allocation Bond
cost inflation.
will allow the city to
This includes
construct more projects in
eight projects
the first four years of the
with committed
plan, with an average
funding that are
funding level of nearly
anticipated to
$22 million per year for
be constructed
capital projects. After the
within the next
¼ cent sales tax sunsets in
four years, and
2025, the average funding
13 public-private
level for capital projects
partnership
would be reduced to
(PPP) projects,
$16 million per year,
which are
reducing the number of
expected to be
projects that can be
completed annually in the
constructed
last 25 years of the plan.
during the LRTP
planning

horizon. Table 7.6 lists
the ranked projects that
can be funded within the
Fiscally Constrained Plan,
including the committed
projects and those that
will be funded through
PPPs. Figure 7.2 shows
the fiscally constrained
urban roadway projects.

Rather than defaulting to
roadway widening to
address current and future
congestion, the LRTP
focuses on intersection
improvements and traffic
signal coordination. By
encouraging flexible and
performance-based
geometric design
processes and best
practices, the limited
funding available for
Roadway Capital Projects
can be stretched to
address the congestion
needs on more corridors.
This alternative approach
is reflected in the
Roadway Capital Projects
included in the LRTP.

The Fiscally Constrained
Plan must consider the
YOE cost of projects.
Construction costs are
expected to increase
annually. Based on
historic and recent
construction cost
inflation rates, the LRTP
accounts for a temporary
rapid increase of
10 percent annual inflation in the first 5 years,
7 percent annual inflation in the next 5 years.
Then the inflation rate is assumed to
normalize at 5 percent annual inflation in the
remaining years through 2050.

Two Plus Center Turn Lane Projects: The
LRTP recommends allocating approximately
$17 million to Two Plus Center Turn Lane
projects. These projects are typically done
opportunistically in conjunction with roadway
rehabilitation projects, and the incremental
cost to add the center turn lane is funded
through this program. With a typical
incremental cost of $2.25 million per mile
(2021 dollars), this allocation could fund an
estimated 2.4 miles of Two Plus Center Turn
Lane Projects when accounting for
construction cost inflation. Another 1.8 miles
of Two Plus One construction will be
constructed as a part of federal aid projects in
the next four years. Ten miles out of the
14 miles of identified Two Plus One projects
would remain unfunded.
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Table 7.6

Fiscally Constrained Urban Roadway Capital Projects
Year of Expenditure (YOE)

Rank

Project
ID

Street Name

Limits

Committed

121

A Street

S 40th Street to S 56th
Street

Committed

79

S 14th Street/
Warlick/Old
Cheney

14th/Warlick/Old Cheney

Committed

145

Cotner
Boulevard

O Street to Starr Street

Committed

141

A Street

S 6th Street to S 17th
Street

Committed

77

W A Street

Committed

67

S 40th Street

Committed

143

N 84th Street

Committed

216

Adams Street

PPP

10

W Holdrege
Street

PPP

29

Rokeby Road

PPP

120

A Street

PPP

20

Rokeby Road

PPP

27

Yankee Hill
Road

PPP

60

Rokeby Road

SW 36th Street to SW
24th Street
Yankee Hill Road to
Rokeby Road

Refer
to
Notes
Below
Table

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

Intersection improvements 40th,
48th and 50th/Cotner and widening
of A Street from 40th to 48th for a
center turn lane

$10,500,000

1

Intersection improvements

$26,400,000

1

$6,671,000

1

$6,586,000

1

2 lanes + intersection improvements

$14,000,000

1

3 lane section with raised median
and turn lanes as appropriate

$14,000,000

1

Intersection improvements at Starr
and Holdrege, pavement repair, and
mill and overlay
Intersections improvements at 13th
and 17th and widening from 6th to
17th for a center turn lane

YOE

YOE Cost

Cumulative
Cost (YOE)

Cornhusker Hwy (US-6)

Intersection improvements

$5,500,000

1

N 36th Street to N 49th
Street
NW 56th Street to NW
48th Street
S 77th Street to S 84th
Street
S 89th Street to S 93rd
Street
S 31st Street to S 40th
Street
S 40th Street to S 48th
Street
S 40th Street to
Snapdragon Road

Widening for a center turn lane and
pavement rehabilitation

$3,010,000

1

2 lanes + intersection improvements

$5,445,000

2

2 lanes + intersection improvements

$3,500,000

2

2 lanes with raised median,
roundabouts at 89th St and 93rd St

$3,000,000

2

2 lanes + intersection improvements

$3,000,000

2

2 lanes + intersection improvements

$5,700,000

2

2 lanes + intersection improvements

$2,152,000

2
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Year of Expenditure (YOE)
Rank

Project
ID

PPP

81

PPP

120

Street Name

W Holdrege
Street
Yankee Hill
Road

Limits

NW 48th Street to
Chitwood Lane (east
¼ mile)
S 48th Street to S 56th
Street

PPP

124

S Folsom Street

W Old Cheney Road to
¼ mile south

PPP

125

S 40th Street

Rokeby Road to 1/4 south

PPP
PPP

127
128

Holdrege Street
Holdrege Street

87th Street to Cedar Cove
N 104th Street

PPP

129

Saltillo Road

S 70th Street to 1/2 mile
east

1

130

N 14th Street

2

37

Cornhusker
Hwy (US-6)

3

41

N 48th Street

4

38

5

87

6

32

O Street (US-34)

7

146

N 70th Street

Cornhusker
Hwy (US-6)
W Holdrege
Street

Cornhusker Hwy (and N
Antelope Valley Pkwy and
Oak Creek)
N 20th Street to N 33rd
Street
Adams Street to Superior
Street
N 11th Street to N 20th
Street
Chitwood Lane to
NW 40th Street
Antelope Valley N/S Rdwy.
(19th St.) to 46th Street
Havelock Avenue

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

YOE

YOE Cost

Cumulative
Cost (YOE)

Refer
to
Notes
Below
Table

2 lanes + intersection improvements

$2,000,000

2

2 lanes + intersection improvements

$2,200,000

2

$2,400,000

2

$3,400,000

2

$2,300,000
$1,600,000

2
2

$7,095,000

2

Paving one lane in each direction
with raised center medians;
roundabout at the future Palm
Canyon Road intersection and
intersection improvements at W
Old Cheney and S Folsom
2 lanes with raised median and
roundabout 1/4 mile south of
Rokeby Rd
2 lanes with raised median
Roundabout
Roadway and intersection
improvements including on S 7th St
from Saltillo Rd to Carger Ln
Bridge Replacements

$10,000,000

2027

$17,232,457

$17,232,457

$1,200,000

2027

$2,067,895

$19,300,352

$14,100,000

2029

$27,818,510

$47,118,862

$975,000

2029

$1,923,620

$49,042,483

$1,950,000

2029

$3,847,241

$52,889,723

Intersection Improvements

$6,840,000

2030

$14,439,583

$67,329,306

Remove existing traffic signal and
construct roundabout

$2,000,000

2030

$4,222,100

$71,551,406

Intersection Improvements per
Corridor Enhancement Plan
4 lanes + intersection
improvements
Intersection Improvements per
Corridor Enhancement Plan
2 lanes + intersection improvements
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Year of Expenditure (YOE)
Rank

Project
ID

Street Name

Limits

8

151

O Street (US-34)

84th Street

9

134

W South Street

Salt Creek

10

142

Fremont Street

Touzalin Avenue

11

2

S 40th Street

12

33

N 84th Street

Normal Blvd and South
Street
O Street to Adams Street

13

149

S 27th Street

Pine Lake Road

14

133

S 27th Street

15

14

NW 48th Street

16

137

N 70th Street

17

85

NW 12th Street

18

147

S 56th Street

19

82

Nebraska Hwy 2

SE Upper Salt Creek
Adams Street to Cuming
Street
Salt Creek
Fletcher Avenue to Aster
Road with overpass of US34
Cotner Boulevard/
Randolph Street
S 84th Street to Van Dorn
Street

Project Cost
(2021$)

YOE

$2,280,000

2031

$5,150,118

$76,701,524

$3,200,000

2031

$7,228,235

$83,929,759

$2,700,000

2032

$6,403,765

$90,333,524

Major intersection area work

$10,000,000

2033

$24,903,530

$115,237,054

Intersection Improvements
Intersection Improvement:
eastbound right-turn lane
Bridge Replacement

$15,200,000

2036

$43,820,002

$159,057,056

$760,000

2036

$2,191,000

$161,248,056

$4,500,000

2037

$13,621,678

$174,869,734

2 lanes + intersection improvements

$10,000,000

2039

$33,373,112

$208,242,846

Bridge Replacement

$3,000,000

2039

$10,011,934

$218,254,780

2 lanes + Overpass

$9,370,000

2041

$34,475,843

$252,730,623

$2,750,000

2042

$10,624,226

$263,354,849

$50,000,000

2050

$285,396,735

$548,751,584

Description

Intersection Improvement: dual
eastbound left-turn lanes and
eastbound right-turn lane and
widening to east; maybe
northbound right-turn lane
Bridge Replacement
Remove existing traffic signal and
construct roundabout

Remove signal and evaluate
roundabout or new signal
Corridor Improvements (TBD by
Corridor Study)

YOE Cost

Cumulative
Cost (YOE)

Refer
to
Notes
Below
Table

3

Committed projects are included in the 2022-2025 Transportation Improvement Program and are assumed to be fully funded and constructed prior to allocation of resources to other Rural Road &
Bridge Capital Projects.
2
Public-private partnership (PPP) projects are assumed to be fully funded and constructed during the time horizon of the 2050 LRTP. The public funding sources and specific timing of these projects
are uncertain. These projects are listed at the top of the Fiscally Constrained Plan in recognition of the City’s commitment to leveraging private investments in these projects to support community
growth.
3
Project ID 82 is partially funded (approximately 50%) within the Fiscally Constrained Plan.
1
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Figure 7.2

Fiscally Constrained Urban Roadway Capital Projects
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ITS and Technology
The $59 million allocation to ITS and
Technology would allow the continuation of
existing programs, including Green Light
Lincoln, annual signal equipment upgrades,
and some planned technology improvements
such as automated traffic signal performance
measures. The revenue would not, however,
support the large capital costs required to
invest in new technologies such as transit and
emergency signal priority deployment and
advanced traffic management system
implementation, nor would this level of
funding enable LTU to have a pool of funds to
opportunistically invest in emerging
technologies in transportation.
East Beltway Preservation
The allocation of $23 million to East Beltway
preservation includes contributions from both
Lancaster County and the City of Lincoln. This
funding could be used to preserve a portion of
the 960 acres of land needed for the future

corridor. The public identified the East Beltway
as one of the highest priority Roadway Capital
Projects. Proceeding with construction of a
project this size depends on additional
funding from the state and/or federal
government.
Rail Crossing Program
The RTSD, State Train Mile Tax, and Rail Hazard
Elimination fund provide dedicated funding to
improve the safety of railroad crossings
through the addition of crossing gates and
flashers at at-grade crossings, railroad crossing
surface upgrades, pedestrian and bicycle
crossings, as well as grade separation projects.
With approximately $236 million of committed
funding, the railroad crossing program is
anticipated to address high priority crossing
improvements but will not address the full
needs of the program. The Fiscally
Constrained Plan includes construction of the
N. 33rd Street and Cornhusker grade
separated railroad crossings project
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(Project ID 74, cost estimate of $115.6 million),
which is in the current TIP and scheduled for
completion by 2028. This project includes
intersection improvements (dual westbound
left turn lanes) at Cornhusker Highway (US-6)
and State Fair Park Drive (Project ID 153).

Multimodal Program

the ITS and Technology program, as funds
allow.
Table 7.7

Priority Transit
Projects
Project
Cost
(2021$)

Project Description

Transit

Funded/Committed Transit Projects

Operation of StarTran’s bus service is funded
through a combination of FTA funds, state
transit funds, bus fares, advertising, the UNL,
and transfers from the general fund. The
transit revenue forecast of $754 million
consists of these committed and restricted
funds, the vast majority ($742 million) of
which directly funds StarTran’s capital
expenses and operations. The remaining
$12 million (in FTA 5310 and 5311 funds)
provides grant funding for rural transit,
hospitals, and non-profit organizations. Due
to funding shortfalls, no flexible funds are
allocated to transit.
This funding level will
The new Multimodal
Transfer Center is
allow continuation of
being pursued as a
StarTran’s current
joint development
service levels;
project and will
however, it will not
incorporate
enable service
affordable housing.
extensions (longer
The local match will
hours and Sunday
use tax increment
bus service) and may
financing (TIF) funds,
limit local match
general revenues,
contributions to
and the value of the
major projects
city-owned land.
seeking federal
funds.

Purchase Replacement Paratransit
Vehicles

$264,000

Transit Enhancements
(bus shelters, passenger stops)

$342,000

Table 7.7 identifies the funded and priority
transit projects. These projects are expected
to be funded within the Fiscally Constrained
Plan. StarTran is currently in the process of
updating the TDP, which may result in
adjustments to the transit priorities in the
region. Additional transit enhancements
(such as next bus information and transit
signal priority) will be coordinated through

Security Enhancements
(upgrade buildings/shelters)

$40,000

Purchase Replacement Supervisor
Vehicles

$50,000

Computer Replacements and
Upgrades

$100,000

Shop Equipment Replacements
and Upgrades

$125,000

Building Renovations and
Improvements

$150,000

Priority Transit Projects
Purchase Replacement Buses

$34,100,000

Purchase Replacement Paratransit
Vehicles

$3,388,000

Transit Enhancements
(bus shelters, passenger stops)

$1,080,000

Security Enhancements
(upgrade buildings/shelters)

$1,080,000

Purchase Replacement Supervisor
Vehicles
Computer Replacements and
Upgrades

$150,000
$2,700,000

Shop Equipment Replacements
and Upgrades

$540,000

Purchase Replacement Service
Vehicles

$270,000

Building Renovations and
Improvements

$2,700,000
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Trail Projects
Approximately $28 million in revenue is
anticipated for Trail Projects through
committed or restricted funding sources. Due
to funding shortfalls, no flexible funds are
allocated to Trail Projects. The LRTP identifies
64 Trail Projects with costs totaling
$59 million. The $28 million allocation would
fund 31 projects (including 10 Trail Projects
with committed funding in the TIP or Capital
Improvement Program or other agreements)
when accounting for construction cost
inflation. Thirty-three projects would remain
unfunded.
Table 7.8 lists the priority Trail Projects that
are expected to be funded within the time
horizon of the LRTP. The priority Trail Projects
are depicted on Figure 7.3. Some Trail
Projects are anticipated to be bundled with
fiscally constrained roadway projects,
optimizing construction efficiencies. Trail
Projects that improve trail crossings of a
railroad may be funded with RTSD funds, as
described in the Rail Crossing Projects
section of this chapter.

The order of projects may change depending
on opportunities for funding. Although the
YOE costs are not shown in Table 7.8 to
preserve this flexibility, construction cost
inflation was accounted for in determining
the number of projects within the priority
project list. Appendix G includes the Trails
Project scoring results.
Trail Rehabilitation
The LRTP recommended resource allocation
includes $14 million for trail rehabilitation,
which could reconstruct approximately
16 miles of trails when accounting for
construction cost inflation. With nearly
100 miles of concrete trails that will reach
their 50-year life expectancy by 2050, the trail
rehabilitation program would be considerably
underfunded. In addition to concrete trail
reconstruction, trail maintenance program
needs include bridge and sign replacements,
trail widening to accommodate increasing
use, mowing, snow removal, and tree control,
among other ongoing maintenance
requirements.
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Table 7.8
Project
ID

Priority Trail Projects
Trail Name

Limits

Description

Project
Cost
(2021$)

Refer to
Notes
Below
Table

Funded/Committed Trail Projects
T-45

Landmark Fletcher

T-61

Beal Slough Trail

T-54
T-04
T-09
T-11
T-30
T-27

Chris Buetler Trail - Jamaica
North Connector
Woodlands
Wilderness Hills
Waterford
W. O Street
Greenway Corridor
Trail/Haines Branch

Fletcher Ave from N 27th St to N 14th St
S 56th St and London Rd to S 70th St and
Yankee Hill

Sidepath

$990,000

New Trail

$1,480,000

J Street to N Street

New Trail

$250,000

Rokeby Rd to S 70th St to Yankee Hill Rd
Yankee Hill Rd to Rokeby Rd and S 40th St
N 84th St to Stevens Creek
SW 40th St to SW 48th St
Pioneers Park Nature Center to Spring
Creek Prairie Audubon Center

New Trail
New Trail
New Trail
Sidepath

$950,000
$1,200,000
$900,000
$260,000

New Trail

$4,500,000

T-37

Rock Island

Old Cheney grade separated crossing

T-67

Old Cheney Rd

Warlick Blvd to Jamaica North

Grade
Separation
Sidepath

$1,200,000
$250,000

Trail Projects to be Completed with Fiscally Constrained Roadway Projects
T-16
T-55
T-15

N 48th Street Trail
Yankee Hill Road
W Holdrege Street Trail

Murdock Trail to Superior St
S 40th St to S 56th St
NW 48th St to NW 56th St

T-39

10th Street Trail

Hwy 2 intersection improvements

Sidepath
Sidepath
Sidepath
Crossing
Improvements

$200,000
$350,000
$250,000

1
2
3

$2,200,000

4

Priority Trail Projects
T-19

T-21

Boosalis - Bison Connector
S 14th Street & Yankee Hill
Connector (w/RTSD project)
East Campus Trail

T-31

W A Street Connector

T-48
T-29
T-20
T-66
T-43
T-64
T-53

Air Park Connector - Phase I
South Street
Deadmans Run Trail
Yankee Hill Road
Yankee Hill Rd
S 70th Street Connector
NW 56th Street Trail

T-18

Deadmans Run Trail

T-80
T-35
T-49

NW 12th Street
N 1st Street
Air Park Connector - Phase II

T-36

NW 12th Street

T-34

N 48th Street/Bike Park Trail

T-44

Van Dorn St to S 17th St/Burnam St

Sidepath

$300,000

South LPS Property Line to Yankee Hill

Sidepath

$400,000

Leighton St to Holdrege St
A Street from SW 36th to SW 40th; SW
40th from A St to F St
NW 13th St to NW 27th St
Folsom St to Jamaica Trail
N 48th St to Mo Pac Trail
S 14th St to S 27th St
S 56th St to S 70th St
Old Post Rd to MoPac Trail
W Holdrege to W Partridge

New Trail

$150,000

Sidepath

$120,000

Murdock Trail to Cornhusker Hwy and
Railroad grade separation
NW 10th St to W Fletcher Ave
N 1st St crossing of Hwy 34
NW 27th St to NW 48th St
W Fletcher Ave to Aster St with US 34
grade separated crossing
Superior St to N 56th St

Sidepath
Sidepath
New Trail
Sidepath
Sidepath
Sidepath
Sidepath
New Trail and
Grade
Separation
Sidepath
Sidepath
Sidepath
Sidepath; Grade
Separation
New Trail;
Sidepath

$600,000
$750,000
$550,000
$350,000
$350,000
$700,000
$100,000
$300,000
$200,000
$400,000
$900,000
$400,000
$900,000

Project T-16 to be completed with Roadway Capital Project 41 (N 48 Street from Adams Street to Superior Street)
Project T-55 to be completed with Roadway Capital Project 27 (Yankee Hill Road from S 40th Street to S 48th Street) and Project 83
(Yankee Hill Road from S 48th Street to S 56th Street)
th
th
3 Project T-15 to be completed with Roadway Capital Project 10 (W Holdrege Street from NW 56 Street to NW 48 Street)
4 Project T-39 to be completed with Roadway Capital Project 82 (Nebraska Hwy 2 Corridor Improvements), which is partially funded
within the Fiscally Constrained Plan. Inclusion of this crossing improvement project should be considered in the context of the
overall corridor improvement needs and available funding.
1

th

2
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Figure 7.3

Priority Trail Projects

On-Street Bike Projects
The Lincoln Bike Plan was adopted in
February 2019. Since no committed funding
source has historically been provided for
implementation of the on-street bike network,
the LRTP resource allocation includes a
nominal allocation of $6.5 million of flexible
funds to the on-street bike program, which

could be used to stripe approximately 35 miles
of bike lanes, accounting for construction cost
inflation. However, this amount falls well short
of the funding needed to implement the more
than 100 miles of proposed bikeways (some of
which are more capital-cost intensive than
bike lane striping) and the intersection
crossing improvements identified in the
Lincoln Bike Plan.
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The specific On-Street Bike Projects to be
completed with available funds will be
selected based on the analysis and
prioritization documented in the Lincoln Bike
Plan. Where possible, On-Street Bike Projects
should be bundled with roadway
improvement projects. Table 7.9 identifies
projects that are candidate On-Street Bike
Projects that could be constructed with
roadway projects in the Fiscally Constrained
Plan. As these roadway projects progress
through preliminary and final design,
consideration should be given for inclusion of
the corresponding Bike Plan project(s).

rehabilitation program. With the $37 million
allocation to this program, an estimated
46 miles of sidewalk could be replaced,
accounting for construction cost inflation.
The TDM portion of this program may include
partnerships with employers to support
biking, walking, and transit commuting;
flexible work hours; and remote work options.
Continued operation and maintenance of the
existing BikeLNK bike share program is also
recommended to continue. The TDM
program could also consider partnerships
with Transportation Network Companies
(TNC) such as Uber or Lyft, as well as car share
options and expansion of the bike share and
scooter programs, to support shared mobility
options in Lincoln.

Pedestrian, Bike Share, and TDM
The recommended resource allocation
assumes a minimum $1 million annual
general fund transfer to the sidewalk
Table 7.9

Roadway
Project
ID

On-Street Bike Projects to be Constructed with Fiscally
Constrained Roadway Projects
Street

Project Limits

Bike
Plan
Project
ID

Street

From

W Holdrege St

W Patridge Ln

NW 40th St

W A St

SW 40th St

S Folsom St

W A St

S Folsom St

Multi-use
Path
Pioneers Blvd

To

Description

10

W Holdrege
Street

NW 56th Street
to NW 48th
Street

153

77

W A Street

SW 36th Street
to SW 5th Street

47

124

S Folsom
Street

W Old Cheney
Road to 1/4 mile
south

159

S Folsom St

W Denton Rd

24

S 8th St

A St

Intersection
Enhancements

132

S 11th St

A St

Intersection
Enhancements

142

A St

S 4th St

S 11th St

Sidepath

W Holdrege St

W Patridge Ln

NW 40th St

Sidepath

NW 48th St

W Seward St

W Knight Dr

Sidepath

NW 48th St

W Holdrege St

W Seward St

Sidepath

133

35th St

O St

73

N 44th St

O St

141

A Street

S 6th Street to
S 17th Street

81

W Holdrege
Street

NW 48th Street
to Chitwood
Lane (east 1/4
mile)

153

14

NW 48th
Street

Adams Street to
Cuming Street

99

32

O Street
(US-34)

Antelope Valley
N/S Rdwy.
(19th St.) to
46th Street

Sidepath

Sidepath

Intersection
Enhancements
R St

Separated Bike
Lane
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Roadway
Project
ID

Street

Project Limits

Bike
Plan
Project
ID

41

Cornhusker
Hwy (US-6)

N 48th Street

N 20th Street to
N 33rd Street

Adams Street to
Superior Street

85

Nebraska
Hwy 2

NW 12th Street

S 84th Street to
Van Dorn Street

Fletcher Avenue
to Aster Road
with overpass of
US-34

To

Description
Intersection
Enhancements

O St

S 29th St

Randolph St

29th St

O St

Cornhusker
Hwy

N 27th St

Trail

Sidepath

N 48th St

Fremont St

End

Sidepath

N 48th St

Cornhusker
Hwy/RR

N 48th St

Judson St

Hartley St

Sidepath

High St

Nebraska Hwy
2

S 12th St

Shared Lane

High St

Nebraska Hwy
2

Intersection
Enhancements

121

Southwod Dr

Nebraska Hwy
2

Intersection
Enhancements

112

NW 13th St

W Fletcher
Ave

Intersection
Enhancements

151

105

102

82

From

N 44th St

50

37

Street

23

F u t u r e Co ng e s ti o n Le v e l s

Figure 7.4

R St

Shared Lane
Intersection
Enhancements

Intersection
Enhancements

Congestion Levels

The 2035 and 2050 Lincoln MPO regional
travel demand models were run with the
Urban and Rural Roadway Capital Projects
included in the Fiscally Constrained Plan, as
well as the South Beltway and West Beltway.
NDOT added one additional State project (ID
71) to the fiscally constrained project list after
modeling for congestion had been
completed and is therefore not included. The
resulting congestion levels are summarized
on Figure 7.4 and mapped on Figure 7.5 and
Figure 7.6 for 2035 and 2050, respectively.
With the Fiscally Constrained Roadway
Capital Projects in place, 95 percent of the
system (within the model area) is expected to
be uncongested in 2035 (volume to capacity
ratio less than 0.8), and 88 percent
uncongested in 2050. All roads outside the
model area will remain uncongested.
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Figure 7.5

2035 Congestion Levels (Fiscally Constrained Plan)
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Figure 7.6

2050 Congestion Levels (Fiscally Constrained Plan)
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The travel model is not, however, an effective
tool to measure the benefits of the traffic
signal coordination and intersection
improvements identified in the Fiscally
Constrained Plan (e.g., Highway 2, 84th Street,
O Street) show “congested” conditions on
Figure 7.5 and Figure 7.6. However, the
traffic signal coordination and intersection
improvements along these corridors are not
accounted for in the travel demand model.
Congestion levels are expected to be reduced
with these cost-effective improvements.
Table 7.10 provides a comparison of daily
travel time – vehicle hours of travel (VHT) – for
the Existing + Committed network and the
Fiscally Constrained Plan network in 2035 and
2050. VHT describes all of the hours of travel
experienced daily by all vehicles throughout
the road system, and reduction in VHT
indicates travel time savings experienced by
users with implementation of the Fiscally
Constrained Plan. These results highlight the
benefits of the different project types in the
Fiscally Constrained Plan, which attributes
327 hours of travel time savings in 2035 and
1,475 hours of travel time savings in 2050.
Table 7.10

Daily Travel Time

Network

Daily VHT

2035 Existing + Committed

180,208

2035 Fiscally Constrained

179,881

2050 Existing + Committed

220,201

2050 Fiscally Constrained

218,726

A i r Q u a l i ty
The projects and decisions contained within
the Lincoln MPO 2050 LRTP can influence
local air quality. Estimated vehicle emissions
of select air pollutants that are typically
related to mobile transportation sources were
assessed for the LRTP.
Because Lancaster County is currently in
attainment or unclassifiable for the National

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
under the Clean Air Act, the air quality
evaluation was primarily for informational,
planning and stewardship purposes, not for
regulatory compliance. For example, the City
of Lincoln Climate Action Plan has an “80 by
50” goal to reduce net GHG emissions
80 percent by year 2050—the LRTP can
inform on the progress being made toward
the goal in the transportation sector.
The air quality evaluation was based on traffic
data developed through the MPO’s regional
travel models. NDOT added one additional
State project (ID 71) to the fiscally constrained
project list after modeling for congestion had
been completed and is therefore not
included in air quality analysis. The current US
Environmental Protection Agency Motor
Vehicle Emission Simulator software
(MOVES3) was used to develop pollutant
emission data.

Evaluation Overview
The evaluation for air pollution emissions
included five traffic situations covering the
entire MPO area: 2020 current conditions,
“existing plus committed” (without any new
planned projects) conditions (E+C) for 2035
and 2050, and the future fiscally constrained
road networks (FC) planned by the MPO for
2035 and 2050. Air pollutant emissions data
for each of these situations for the entire
traffic model network were calculated using
MOVES3. Because of the potential atypical
traffic volumes and patterns experienced in
calendar year 2020 due to COVID, the 2020
emissions analysis used 2019 traffic data from
the regional model (believed to be more
typical) but calculated for calendar year 2020.
The evaluation examined four air pollutants
of concern commonly associated with motor
vehicles: particulate matter less than 2.5
microns in diameter (PM2.5), two precursor
pollutants for ozone (volatile organic
compounds [VOC] and oxides of nitrogen
[NOx]), and overall GHGs expressed as carbon
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dioxide (CO2) equivalents. These pollutants
are of concern for several reasons:

 Particulate Matter: PM2.5, a complex mix
of very small solid particles and liquid
droplets, is a concern because it can be
inhaled deeply into the lungs and can
interfere with lung function or lead to
other health effects. PM2.5 can
aggravate asthma, diminish lung
capacity, and cause lung or heart
problems. Particulate matter can also
cause haze. Sources of particulate
matter include smoke, diesel engine
exhaust and road dust. Particulate
matter can be a localized concern near
the sources or can cause regional
concerns through dispersion. This
evaluation included PM2.5 emissions
from tailpipes, brake wear and tire wear.

 Ozone and Precursors: A strong
oxidizing agent, ozone can damage cells
in lungs and vegetation and can cause
eye irritation and coughing. Ozone is not
emitted directly; rather, it is formed by
chemical reactions between other
precursor pollutants in the atmosphere.
VOC and NOx in the presence of
sunlight and certain weather conditions
can form ground-level ozone. So, ozone
concentrations can be affected through
the concentrations of the precursor
pollutants. Automotive sources of ozone
precursors include vehicle exhaust, fuel
evaporation, and vehicle refueling.
Ozone is a regional concern because it
takes time for ozone to form and the
pollutants can drift some distance in
that time. Ozone generally is most
problematic in summer. Combined with
GHG emissions and climate change,
warmer temperatures in the future may
lead to higher ozone concentrations.

 Greenhouse gases: CO2 is the largest
component of vehicle GHG emissions.
Other prominent transportation‐related
GHGs include methane and nitrous

oxide. Water vapor is the most
abundant GHG and makes up
approximately two‐thirds of the natural
greenhouse effect. GHGs are a concern
in terms of global climate change.
Human‐generated GHG emissions can
contribute to climate change through
the burning of fossil fuels and other
activities. For this evaluation, overall
GHG emissions from vehicles have been
quantified in terms of an equivalent
amount of CO2 emissions (CO2
equivalents, or CO2e).

MOVES3 Modeling
MOVES3 was the software used to develop
two groups of vehicle air pollutant emission
results for the four air pollutants described
previously. The first group of results was a
representative set of average pollutant
emission rates in grams per mile traveled for
various vehicle speeds for years 2020, 2035
and 2050. A weekday in May was selected as
an intermediate condition as a basis for
comparison. The second group of results was
a set of cumulative daily totals of emissions
for a weekday in May for the five traffic
situations described previously.
MOVES3 requires a considerable amount of
technical data for input to generate these
results. Some of the needed data can be
difficult and costly to develop specifically for a
region/locality, so it is often not readily
available. The MPO has developed data for
vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and average
vehicle speeds for the road networks through
the traffic models, which were used in
MOVES3 modeling. However, other input
data were not available locally so the
necessary inputs were derived from the
MOVES3 national dataset. “National scale”
MOVES3 runs for Lancaster County provided
input data for the vehicle mix and some VMT
distribution. MOVES3 national data were also
used for inputs such as fuel types and
weather conditions.
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The air quality evaluation is intended to
illustrate general trends for the MPO region.
Changes to any of the inputs would affect the
emission results to some extent.

Pollutant Emissions Results
For the first group of emission results, graphs
of pollutant emission rates versus vehicle
speeds were developed for the three years of
interest (Figure 7.7) to illustrate how
emissions can vary with changes in traffic
congestion levels. Note that this figure
represents averaged results for the entire
vehicle fleet for a single set of weather
conditions. Other conditions may provide
different rates but would be expected to
show similar patterns. The graphs illustrate
that traffic flow improvements (higher
speeds) generally reduce emissions.
Future years are expected to see lower
emission rates due to federal emission
regulations and improvements in vehicle
technologies (Figure 7.7). As older vehicles are
replaced with newer ones, lower emissions are
expected. Because of this, total vehicle
emission levels in future years may be lower
even with more vehicles and VMT. The change
in emission rates from 2020 to 2050 will be
greatest for VOC and smallest for GHGs. The
emission rates for 2035 and 2050 are very
similar so the differences in total emissions
between these years will be due mainly to
differences in VMT.
For a simpler comparison of emission rates, a
set of overall composite average rates were
calculated. Table 7.11 lists average emission
rates of the entire region and all of the various
traffic conditions during the course of the
example day. Table 7.11 results are condensed
from a full day and include more weather
conditions than the single hour shown on
Figure 7.7.

Table 7.11

Composite Vehicle
Pollutant Emission
Rates
2020
(g/mile)

2035
(g/mile)

2050
(g/mile)

PM2.5

0.018

0.0081

0.0075

NOx

0.63

0.24

0.21

VOC

0.076

0.018

0.015

473

362

342

Pollutant

GHGs as CO2

For the second group of emission results, total
daily emissions from the MPO road network
for an average May weekday was calculated
(Figure 7.8). Note that the emission amounts
at other times would differ due to several
factors—time of year, temperature, day of
week, VMT, level of congestion, etc. The
evaluation was intended to illustrate general
trends (Table 7.12).
For PM2.5, NOx and VOC, total emissions in
2050 are calculated to be substantively lower
than 2020 even with more VMT (Figure 7.8).
Cleaner vehicles with lower emission factors
will be important improvements in the near
term (to 2035). Beyond 2035, the gains from
cleaner traditional vehicles will lessen.
GHG emissions are expected to be higher in
2035 and 2050 than in 2020 because the
expected growth in VMT will more than
overtake the expected reduction in GHG
emission rates. Note that these results do not
include widespread use of electric vehicles or
other emerging technologies that currently
are not well defined.
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Table 7.12

Composite Daily Pollutant Total Emissions (tons per day)

Pollutant

2020

2035 E+C

2035 FC

2050 E+C

2050 FC

PM2.5

0.12

0.07

0.07

0.08

0.08

NOx

4.3

2.1

2.1

2.3

2.3

VOC

0.52

0.16

0.16

0.16

0.16

GHGs as CO2

3,241

3,264

3,263

3,718

3,700

6,220,000

8,179,000

8,183,000

9,869,000

9,835,000

LRTP Daily VMT (miles)

Figure 7.7

Example Pollutant Emission Rates for Lincoln Arterial
Streets (May weekday during 11AM hour)
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Figure 7.8

Typical Weekday Pollutant Emission Totals for
Fiscally Constrained Road Network

E+C is existing plus committed projects
w/FC is with Fiscally Constrained projects

E nv i r o nm e n ta l J u s ti c e
a nd E q u i ty
Federal requirements that protect
low-income and minority populations from
adverse impacts of transportation projects
have additional value when combined with a
wider scope of criteria that define an
underserved and overburdened
communities. EJ reflects the intent of
minimizing or mitigating harm from
transportation investments to vulnerable
populations. The broader goal of providing
Transportation Equity within a community

intends to reduce the existing disparity
between population groups by improving
conditions for underserved and
overburdened communities by directing
transportation investments accordingly.
NDOT added one additional State project (ID
71) to the fiscally constrained project list after
screening for Environmental Justice was
completed and is therefore not included.

Environmental Justice
Federal requirements, such as Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 12898, are
in place to help protect low-income and
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minority populations from adverse effects of
federal actions, such as federally-funded
transportation projects. Adverse effects to
low-income and minority persons associated
with a transportation project could occur
during construction despite the completed
project providing an overall benefit or the
completed project could result in
disproportionately high adverse
socioeconomic effects. Appendix H includes
the expanded review of the socioeconomic
environment and mitigation strategies for EJ.
A project-specific EJ analysis (during the
NEPA/design phase of project development)
provides the necessary tools to minimize or
mitigate harm from transportation
investments to vulnerable populations,
whereas this review provided the opportunity
to evaluate potential effects (beneficial or
adverse) to prioritize and fund future projects.
Block groups within Lancaster County with
the percent of minority and/or low-income
persons greater than countywide or citywide
total percent were identified as minority or
low-income populations. Projects located in
these block groups would likely require
project-specific EJ analysis to determine
disproportionately high adverse effects,
beneficial effects, or if outreach would be
needed to comply with NEPA.
Of the 44 fiscally constrained Urban Roadway
Projects, 31 projects are located in or through
potential minority populations and five are
located in or through low-income
populations. These projects generally consist
of safety, resurfacing, and intersection
improvements with lower potential of
permanent ROW impacts that could
contribute to adverse economic impacts and
little to no potential to alter the access to
transportation options or neighborhood
continuity. The projects are not likely to
isolate, exclude, or separate minority or
low-income individuals within a given
community or from the broader community;
a factor that can negatively impact equity of

adjacent communities. These types of
projects may have temporary adverse effects
during construction, which can be
appropriately mitigated with public
involvement (including translation services, if
warranted) and compensatory conservation
measures, but would ultimately increase the
quality of transportation within the block
group for all individuals. Larger-scale projects
such as a grade-separated railroad crossing
and new four-lane freeway may be more
likely to impact minority and low-income
populations and would be subject to more indepth NEPA and EJ analysis because of the
potential to physically divide properties,
displace people or property improvements, or
alter transportation access (during
construction or after the completed project).
Of the 26 fiscally constrained Rural Roadway
Projects, six projects are located in or through
potential minority populations and zero are
located in or through low-income
populations. These projects generally consist
of paving roads and could have low to
moderate permanent ROW impacts, but
would otherwise be similar to the urban
improvement projects relative to EJ concerns.
The lack of rural roadway projects in block
groups with low-income populations is an
artifact of there being no block groups
outside the City of Lincoln designated as
low-income.
Of the 31 fiscally constrained Trail Projects, 27
projects are located in or through potential
minority populations and one is located in or
through low-income populations. Other than
concerns similar to the urban improvement
projects, trails can provide a low-cost
transportation alternative and increase
connectivity to essential services, which
would benefit minority and low-income
persons. The presence of existing trails
accessible within one-mile of most of the
low-income block groups explains why so few
new trail projects are proposed in low-income
block groups. Increasing connectivity to trails
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by expanding the on-street bike network
within these block groups is a cost-effective
action step.
By completing project-specific EJ analysis and
appropriate public involvement outreach
consistent with federal funding requirements,
the Fiscally Constrained Plan (including ID 71)
will not have an adverse impact to EJ
communities. Projects prioritized for the
Fiscally Constrained Plan have the capability of
satisfying the three fundamental EJ principles
as set forth by regulations including:
1.

Avoid, minimize or mitigate
disproportionately high and adverse
human health and environmental
effects, including social and economic
effects, on minority and low-income
populations.

2.

Ensure the full and fair participation
by all potentially affected
communities in the transportation
decision making process.

3.

Prevent the denial of, reduction of, or
significant delay in the receipt of
benefits by minority and low-income
populations.

Equity
A Community Vision provides the broad
framework for considering transportation
investments, and “Equity” was included with
the Community Vision expressed in
PlanForward. It reinforced an equitable
process that ensured all community
members had equal opportunity to
participate in the MPO’s decision-making
process. The 2050 LRTP advanced this Vision
by adding a new Transportation Equity goal
described in Chapter 2. This step expressly
places equity into the LRTP processes of
weighting projects described in this Chapter
(Table 7.4) and measuring progress made
toward the Transportation Equity, which is
also described in Chapter 2. Unlike the
explicit federal requirements established for

measuring EJ, the Lincoln MPO has limited
guidance for establishing methods for
measuring transportation equity. The Lincoln
MPO updates the LRTP every five-years,
which will allow the methods of measuring
equity to be adjusted over time.
Planning stakeholders distinguished the
Transportation Equity goal from EJ
requirements as the intentional investment
of transportation funding to reduce
transportation infrastructure disparities
between populations considering a range of
socioeconomic criteria. The Lincoln MPO had
to establish the criteria and methods for
completing this evaluation.
The method of aggregating census blocks by
population/households for seven
socioeconomic criteria is described in
Appendix H and led to the development of
the Equity Index developed for Chapter 4
(Figure 4.5). The Equity Index will be used to
measure progress made over time toward
reducing disparities for transit access, onstreet bike/trail network access, commute
time, and pavement condition between
population groups. Defining the baseline for
these measures was an important step in
accommodating the Community Vision of
equitable transportation outcomes for all
residents.
The fiscally constrained projects listed in this
Chapter were established through the project
weighting process considering eight LRTP
goals. Projects that are included present the
highest scores considering all goals, including
Transportation Equity. Projects located within
block groups of the highest Equity Index
score (i.e., highest portion of underserved and
overburdened communities) received the
maximum score for the Transportation Equity
goal. If the scoring committee determined
that the project could have a positive or
negative impact on those communities
within or adjacent to the block group, the
score could be adjusted. An example of a
negative impact could be adding new lanes
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to an existing roadway that would reduce the
connectivity between housing and schools or
essential services. An example of a positive
impact could be a grade separated crossing
in a block group with a lower Equity Index
score that will improve network safety,
access, and commute reliability for adjacent
block groups with a higher Equity Index.
Chapter 6 provides important information
about committed and restricted funds
(Figure 6.1) and the resource allocation
scenarios chosen for funding projects. This
comprehensive scoring process and the
selected investment scenario maximize the
potential benefit of funding available for
projects that will improve equitable
transportation outcomes.
In addition to the fiscally constrained projects,
the LRTP directs available flexible funding to
meet other program needs established by
the Lincoln MPO, including operation and
maintenance of existing roads and trails,
completion of on-street bike projects, and
expanded and transit operations. These
investments are not listed in the fiscally
constrained project lists, yet they will
contribute to achieving the Transportation
Equity goal in combination with
Transportation Equity policy and action steps
included in Chapter 8.

A project within the Fiscally Constrained Plan that
highlights some challenges of measuring equitable
outcomes based on Equity Index scores is the N. 33rd
Street and Cornhusker grade separated railroad
crossings project (Project ID 74, cost estimate of
$110.4 million). Funding available for this project comes
from local and federal sources established specifically
for railroad safety improvements that cannot be spent
for other purposes. This project location is within a block
group that has a low to moderate Equity Index score,
which indicates fewer underserved and overburdened
residents/ households in the block group will benefit
from the project than if the same project was
completed in a block group with a high Equity Index
score. Block groups located directly south, west, and
east presented High Equity Index scores. The
magnitude of this regionally significant, multimodal
project will generate positive improvements for
transportation safety, access, and reliability for block
groups adjacent to the immediate project area and
beyond. These challenges reinforce the need to
continue evaluating the Transportation Equity
performance measures listed in Chapter 2 and assess
the ongoing work to make intentional investment of
transportation funding to reduce transportation
infrastructure disparities between populations
considering a range of socioeconomic criteria.
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I l l u s t r a ti v e P l a n
Transportation needs in Lincoln and
Lancaster County are significant, and the
revenue forecasts for the 29-year planning
horizon are not adequate to achieve the goals
of LRTP and meet all the region’s
transportation needs. The LRTP strongly
encourages pursuit of additional revenues to
fund the transportation improvements that
are vital to a thriving community. The
following sections detail the NDOT, Rural
Road, and Urban Road Capital Projects, as
well as the Trail Projects that would remain
unfunded through 2050.

Roadways

Ten NDOT highway capital projects were
scored using the Lincoln urban area roadway
criteria and weighting. The rankings of these
projects (as listed in Table 7.13) reflect where
they fall based on the Lincoln MPO’s
priorities. However, it is recognized that the
timing of these projects will depend on the
statewide priorities and funding availability.
Seven of the 10 projects are shown in the

Project
ID

Lancaster County Rural Road &
Bridge Capital Projects
All remaining Rural Road & Bridge Capital
Projects (including the additional 69 lower
ranked projects that are not included in the
Fiscally Constrained Plan) are included as
Illustrative (unfunded) projects in the LRTP.
These projects are depicted on Figure 7.11
and detailed in Table 7.14.
Lincoln Urban Roadway Capital
Projects

NDOT Highway Projects

Table 7.13

Illustrative Plan on Figure 7.9 (the other three
– the South Beltway, the West Beltway, and I80 - Pleasant Dale to NW 56th Street – have
committed funding and are included in the
Fiscally Constrained Plan).

All remaining Urban Roadway Capital
Projects (including an additional 64 lower
ranked projects that are not included in the
Fiscally Constrained Plan) are included as
Illustrative (unfunded) projects in the LRTP.
These projects are depicted on Figure 7.11
and detailed in Table 7.15.
.

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) NDOT Highway Projects

Street Name

Limits

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

44

O Street (US-34)

84th Street to 120th Street

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

34

US-6 (Sun Valley)

Cornhusker Hwy (US-6) to WO St.(US-6)

4 lanes + turn lanes

73

US-34

US-34 and Fletcher Avenue

New interchange

$31,900,000

72

I-180

I-80 to US-6

Reconstruction + bridges

$51,200,000

1

I-80

I-80 and I-180

Major interchange work

$52,300,000

68

O Street (US-34)

120th Street to east county line

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$37,000,000

70

US-34

NE-79 to Malcolm Spur

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$15,300,000

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Total

$17,900,000
$20,400,000

$226,000,000
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Figure 7.9

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) NDOT Highway Projects
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Table 7.14

Rank

Project
ID

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Rural Road & Bridge Capital
Projects
Street Name

Limits

Project Cost
(2021$)

Description

107

W Van Dorn
Street

SW 140th Street to SW 112th
Street

Potential Paving

$1,300,000

161

108

S 1st Street

Old Cheney Road to Pioneers
Boulevard

Programmed Paving

$1,000,000

25

182

N 14th Street

Arbor Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

26

211

S 46th Street

Bridge S-59 near Bennet Road

Replace CB

27

116

Panama Road

US-77 to S 54th Street

Potential Paving

28

158

N 148th Street

O Street to McKelvie Road

Two Lane Widening

$4,018,000

29

110

W Waverly Road

NE-79 to N 14th Street

Potential Paving

$6,500,000

30

197

Van Dorn Street

Bridge K-37 near S 98th Street

Replace CBC

31

118

Bluff Road

I-80 to N 190th Street

Potential Paving

$1,430,000

32

109

W Waverly Road

NW 112th Street to NE-79

Potential Paving

$5,200,000

$925,000
$3,900,000

$652,000

33

161

S 148th Street

Old Cheney Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

34

178

S 68th Street

Martel Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

35

202

Old Cheney Road

Bridge O-37 near S 1st Street

Bridge Replacement

36

163

S 148th Street

Van Dorn Street

Intersection improvements

$650,000

37

162

S 148th Street

Pioneers Boulevard

Intersection improvements

$650,000

$3,465,000

38

157

S 148th Street

Yankee Hill Road to O Street

Two Lane Widening

40

159

S 148th Street

Yankee Hill Road

Intersection improvements

$4,900,000
$650,000

41

167

N 148th Street

Havelock Avenue

Intersection improvements

$650,000

42

169

N 148th Street

Prairie Home

Intersection improvements

$1,300,000

43

117

McKelvie Road

NW 27th Street to N 14th Street

Potential Paving

$3,900,000

44

97

N 14th Street

Waverly Road to Raymond Road

Two Lane Widening

$1,000,000

45

175

S 68th Street

Olive Creek Road

Intersection improvements

46

99

N 14th Street

Arbor Road to Waverly Road

Two Lane Widening

47

160

S 148th Street

Pine Lake Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

$650,000
$1,250,000

48

176

S 68th Street

Panama Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

49

170

N 148th Street

Alvo Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

50

179

S 68th Street

Wittstruck Road

Intersection improvements

51

198

S 56th Street

Bridge P-92 near Rokeby Road

Replace with CBC

52

174

S 68th Street

Princeton Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

$650,000
$1,460,000

53

166

N 148th Street

Adams Street

Intersection improvements

$650,000

54

177

S 68th Street

Stagecoach Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

55

164

S 148th Street

A Street

Intersection improvements

$650,000

56

196

N 112th Street

Bridge J-126 near Holdrege Street

Bridge Replacement

$1,571,000
$1,188,000

57

208

Pioneers Blvd

Bridge Q-72 near S 138th Street

Bridge Replacement

58

168

N 148th Street

Fletcher Avenue

Intersection improvements

59

203

Van Dorn Street

Bridge J-22 near S 134th Street

Bridge Replacement

60

199

A Street

Bridge J-47 near S 120th Street

Replace with CCS

$739,000

61

173

S 68th Street

Pella Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

62

191

N 14th Street

Raymond Road to Agnew Road

Two Lane Widening

$2,000,000

63

112

N 27th Street

Arbor Road to Waverly Road

Potential Paving

$3,250,000

64

190

N 14th Street

Agnew Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

65

180

S 68th Street

Bennett Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

$650,000
$1,060,000
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Rank

Project
ID

Street Name

66

205

Havelock Avenue

67

210

A Street

68

189

N 14th Street

Limits
Bridge K-144 near N 98th Street

Project Cost
(2021$)

Description
Bridge Replacement

$2,079,000

Bridge J-46 near S 134th Street

Bridge Replacement

$1,237,000

Rock Creek Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

69

187

N 14th Street

Branched Oak Road

Intersection improvements

70

204

Adams Street

Bridge K-123 near N 102nd Street

Bridge Replacement

71

186

N 14th Street

Raymond Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

72

188

N 14th Street

Davey Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

73

184

N 14th Street

Waverly Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

74

185

N 14th Street

Mill Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

75

183

N 14th Street

Bluff Road

Intersection improvements

$650,000

76

192

N 14th Street

Agnew Road to Ashland Rd

Two Lane Widening

N/A2

218

N 14th Street

Bridge F-88, Oak W-12, 18-15

Concrete Slab Bridge
Drainage Structure
Replacement

$650,000
$1,940,000

$1,000,000
$1,175,000

N/A2

219

Rokeby Road

Bridge O-44, Yankee Hill S-26, 2144

N/A2

220

SW 91st Street

Bridge N-114, Denton IN-22, 18-02

Bridge Replacement

$475,000

N/A2

221

W Bluff Road

Bridge E-171, Elk S-14

Concrete Box Culvert

$550,000

2

N/A

222

S 12th Street

Bridge W-104, Buda W-24

Concrete Box Culvert

$275,000

N/A2

223

N 14th Street

Bridge F-91, Oak W-1

Concrete Box Culvert

$275,000

Concrete Slab Bridge

$2,255,000

$65,000

N/A2

224

W Agnew Road

Bridge D-88, West Oak S-12 21-40,
East of Nebraska Hwy 79

N/A2

225

N 98th Street

Bridge G-222, North Bluff W-24 2141, North of I-80

Bridge Replacement

$2,560,000

N/A2

226

Panama Road

Bridge X-129, South Pass S-4 2143, East of S 54th St

Concrete Slab Bridge

$1,800,000

N/A2

227

SW 29th Street

Bridge W-50 Buda W-4 21045,
South of W Stagecoach Rd

Bridge Replacement

$620,000

N/A2

228

Roca Road

Bridge R-184, Nemaha S 15, East
of S 148th Street

Bridge Replacement

$580,000

N/A2

229

Roca Road

Bridge S-180, Saltillo S 14, East of S
82nd Street

Bridge Replacement

$870,000

N/A2

230

Agnew Road

Bridge C-284, Little Salt S-12

Concrete Box Culvert

$430,000

N/A2

231

NW 19th Street

Bridge C-262, Little Salt IN-28

Bridge Replacement

$650,000

N/A

232

Hickman Road

Bridge R-213, Nemaha S-20

Concrete Box Culvert

$430,000

233

W Branched Oak
Road

Bridge C-253, Little Salt S-28

Bridge Replacement

$620,000

2

N/A2

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Total

$89,444,000

1
Although it scored high enough to be in the Fiscally Constrained Plan, Project ID 108 is shown in the Illustrative Plan due to uncertainty of
the Old Cheney configuration at the West Beltway (closure versus overpass); therefore, the need for this project will be determined at a
later date.

Projects 218 – 229 are included in Lancaster County’s 1 and 6 Year Plan. These projects are included in the LRTP Illustrative Plan but have
not been scored.

2

Amended November 2022
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Figure 7.10

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Rural Road & Bridge
Capital Projects

Amended November 2022
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Table 7.15

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Urban Roadway
Capital Projects

Rank

Project
ID

21

58

S 56th Street

Van Dorn Street to Pioneers
Boulevard

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

22

214

Normal
Boulevard

Van Dorn Street

Intersection
improvements

23

31

S 70th Street

Pine Lake Road to Yankee Hill
Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

24

138

S 40th Street

Antelope Creek

Bridge Replacement

$2,500,000
$5,300,000
$2,750,000

Street Name

Limits

Project Cost
(2021$)

Description

$13,200,000
$750,000

25

35

S 9th Street

Van Dorn Street to South Street

3 lanes + intersection
improvements

26

155

S 84th Street

Yankee Woods Drive

Roundabout

27

56

Holdrege Street

N 70th Street to N 80th Street

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$10,000,000

28

136

S 1st Street

Cardwell Branch Salt Creek

Bridge Replacement

$850,000
$3,400,000

29

139

Rosa Parks Way

K Street and L Street

Bridge Rehab and
Preventive Maintenance

30

57

Yankee Hill
Road

S 14th Street to S 27th Street

Additional 2 lanes

$7,200,000

31

12

NW 40th Street

W Holdrege Street to W Vine
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$3,500,000

32

154

Cornhusker
Hwy (US-6)

N 70th Street / Railroad viaduct

Intersection/viaduct
reconfiguration

$10,000,000

33

144

S 33rd Street

D Street

Remove existing traffic
signal and construct mini
roundabout

$1,000,000

$1,520,000

34

152

S 84th Street

A Street

Intersection
Improvements: dual
northbound left turn
lanes and NB right turn
lane

35

19

O Street (US-34)

Wedgewood Drive to 98th Street

Intersection
Improvements

$6,080,000

36

42

Havelock
Avenue

N 70th Street to N 84th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

37

5

NW 56th Street

W Partridge Lane to W "O" Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$9,000,000

38

131

Huntington
Avenue

Dead Mans Run

Bridge Replacement

$3,500,000

39

40

Van Dorn Street

S 70th Street to S 84th Street

Intersection
Improvements

$4,560,000

40

11

NW 40th Street

W Vine Street to US-6, including I80 Overpass

Overpass

$11,250,000

41

24

Yankee Hill
Road

S 56th Street to S 70th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$6,900,000

42

6

NW 38th Street

W Adams Street to W Holdrege
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,200,000

43

51

N 33rd Street

Cornhusker Hwy to Superior
Street

4 lanes + int. impr. &
bridge

$20,000,000
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Rank

Project
ID

44

75

Salt Creek
Roadway

State Fair Park Dr to Cornhusker
Hwy

6 lanes + intersection
improvements

$26,000,000

45

15

NW 56th Street

W Cuming Street to W Superior
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$2,900,000

46

23

S 56th Street

Thompson Creek Boulevard to
Yankee Hill Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$9,800,000

O Street (US-34)

98th Street

Construct roundabout
with S 98th Street project
OR when signal otherwise
warranted

$2,750,000

Street Name

Limits

Project Cost
(2021$)

Description

47

148

48

8

W Van Dorn
Street

SW 40th Street to Coddington
Avenue

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$10,500,000

49

135

Southwood
Drive

Beal Slough

Bridge Replacement

$2,200,000

50

193

NW 12th Street

W Alvo Road to Missoula Road

2 lanes + turn lanes

$2,400,000

51

7

NW 70th Street

W Superior Street to W Adams
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

52

61

S 27th Street

Yankee Hill Road to Saltillo Road

2 lane realignment + int.
impr.

$14,100,000

53

48

N 112th Street

Holdrege Street to US-34

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

54

63

S 84th Street

Yankee Hill Road to Rokeby Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

55

21

Saltillo Road

S 14th Street to S 27th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements,
reconstruction to address
flooding

56

55

S 98th Street

US-34 (O Street) to A St

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

57

28

Rokeby Road

S 48th Street to S 56th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$3,500,000

58

217

Rokeby Road

Snapdragon Road to S 48th
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$10,330,000

59

25

S 84th Street

Amber Hill Road to Yankee Hill
Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$5,700,000

60

212

27th Street
Realignment

Saltillo Road to Rokeby Road

New Two Lane Road

$20,200,000

61

86

Saltillo Road

S 56th Street to S 70th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

62

3

W Superior
Street

NW 70th Street to NW 56th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

63

22

W Denton Road

Amaranth Lane to S Folsom
Street

2 additional lanes

$2,200,000

64

46

S 112th Street

US-34 to Van Dorn Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

65

52

A Street

S 98th Street to 105th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$3,500,000

66

59

East Beltway

Nebraska Hwy 2 to I-80

New 4 lane divided
highway

67

47

N 98th Street

Holdrege Street to O Street

Additional 2 lanes

$7,600,000

$315,000,000
$7,500,000
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Rank

Project
ID

68

54

Adams Street

N 90th Street to N 98th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$4,300,000

69

45

S 98th Street

A Street to Pioneers Boulevard

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$28,000,000

70

4

W Adams
Street

NW 70th Street to NW 56th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

71

13

W Van Dorn
Street

Coddington Avenue to US-77

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$6,900,000

72

53

W Fletcher
Avenue

NW 31st Street to NW 27th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$2,800,000

73

30

S 70th Street

Yankee Hill Road to Rokeby Road

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

74

66

W Alvo Road

NW 12th Street to Tallgrass
Parkway

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$1,300,000

74

126

W Old Cheney
Road

S Folsom Street to SW12th Street

2 lanes with raised
median

$3,500,000

76

194

W Old Cheney
Road

SW 9th Street

Roundabout

77

88

Rokeby Road

S 27th Street to S 31st Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$2,400,000

78

64

S 84th Street

Rokeby Road to Saltillo Road

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

79

62

S 70th Street

Rokeby Rd to Saltillo Rd

4 lanes + intersection
improvements

$14,000,000

80

50

Havelock
Avenue

N 84th Street to N 98th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

81

17

NW 12th Street

Aster Road to Missoula Road

2 lanes + turn lanes

$2,300,000

82

16

W Cuming
Street

NW 56th Street to NW 52nd
Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$1,600,000

83

43

N 98th Street

Adams Street to Holdrege Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,000,000

84

89

W Alvo Road

NW 27th Street to NW 12th Street

2 lanes + intersection
improvements

$7,100,000

Street Name

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Total

Limits

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

$900,000

$791,740,000
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Figure 7.11

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Urban Roadway
Capital Projects
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Illustrative projects in the LRTP, as depicted
on Figure 7.12 and listed in Table 7.16. The
timing and priority of these projects may
change depending on opportunities for
funding.

Trails
The remaining Trail Projects that are not
expected to be funded within the 2050
Fiscally Constrained Plan are included as
Table 7.16

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Trail Projects

Project
ID

Trail Name

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

T-07

Landmark Fletcher

33rd St & Superior St to 27th St

New Trail; Sidepath

$700,000

T-28

NW 56th Street
Trail

W Adams St to W Superior St

New Trail

$600,000

T-75

Arbor Road Trail

N 14th St to I-80 with grade separation
at I-80

Sidepath and Grade
Separation

$600,000

T-76

Arbor Road Trail

I-80 to Salt Creek Trail

Sidepath

$2,400,000

T-38

Tierra
Williamsburg

Old Cheney grade separated crossing

Grade Separation

$1,200,000

T-77

Little Salt Creek
Trail

Arbor Rd to Landmark Fletcher

New Trail

$2,000,000

T-79

Stevens Creek Trail

Salt Creek Trail to Cornhusker Hwy with
grade separation of Cornhusker Hwy

New Trail

$1,000,000

T-47

Van Dorn Trail

S 84th St and Van Dorn to S 106th and
MoPac Trail

New Trail

$1,200,000

T-26

South Beltway Trail
- Phase I

S 27th St to S 56th St

New Trail

$1,500,000

T-74

Oak Creek Trail

Saline Wetlands Nature Center to N 1st
St

New Trail

$300,000

T-78

Salt Creek Trail

N 56th St to Stevens Creek

New Trail

$900,000

T-13

Cardwell Branch
Trail

GPTN Connector to Folsom Trail

New Trail

$800,000

T-65

Pine Lake Rd/S
98th St

Billy Wolff Trail to Napa Ridge Dr

Sidepath

$300,000

T-63

Folsom Street

W Old Cheney south 1/2 mile

Sidepath

$65,000

T-71

Van Dorn St

SW 40th St to Prairie Corridor Trail

Sidepath

$500,000

T-23

S 27th Street
Connector

Rokeby Rd to South Beltway

New Trail

$800,000

T-40

S 91st Street Trail

Hwy 2 grade separated crossing

Grade Separation

T-25

S 84th Street
Connector

Rokeby Rd to South Beltway

New Trail

$700,000

T-72

SW 40th St

Van Dorn St to W A Street

Sidepath

$350,000

T-46

Prairie Village Trail

N 84th St to Stevens Creek, South of
Adams

New Trail; Sidepath

$500,000

T-24

S 56th Street
Connector

Rokeby Rd to South Beltway

New Trail

$1,200,000

T-33

Stevens Creek

Murdock trail to Hwy 6

New Trail

$1,000,000

T-82

Stevens Creek

Waterford Trail to MoPac Trail

New Trail

$1,700,000

Limits

$2,200,000
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Project
ID

Trail Name

Limits

Description

Project Cost
(2021$)

T-70

Coddington Ave

Pioneers Blvd to South St

Sidepath

T-41

Mo Pac Trail

S 112th Street grade separated crossing

Grade Separation

$1,210,000

T-42

Mo Pac Trail

S 84th Street grade separated crossing

Grade Separation

$1,700,000

T-81

Folsom Street
Connector

1/2 mile north of W Denton Rd to
Cardwell Branch Trail

Trail

T-12

Stevens Creek

Murdock Trail to Waterford Trail

New Trail

$1,300,000

T-68

Folsom St

Old Cheney to Pioneers Blvd

Sidepath

$350,000

T-69

Pioneers Blvd

Jamaica North Trail to Coddington Ave

Sidepath

$700,000

T-51

South Beltway Trail
- Phase II

S 56th St to S 84th St

New Trail

$3,500,000

T-03

Woodlands

Jensen Park to Rokeby Rd

New Trail

$500,000

T-52

South Beltway Trail
- Phase III

S 84th Street to Hwy 2

New Trail

$3,500,000

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Total

$650,000

$800,000

$36,725,000
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Figure 7.12

Illustrative Plan (Unfunded) Trail Projects
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Transit
The Illustrative Plan includes full
implementation of the future phases of
improvements identified in the TDP. The
following transit projects and services are
included as Illustrative (unfunded) projects.
The Illustrative Plan will be updated upon
completion of the TDP update in 2022.
Multimodal Transportation Center
A Multimodal Transportation Center (MMTC)
will provide a high level amenity for StarTran
bus riders, bicyclists who desire to use transit
when they travel, pedestrians as an
information center and travel hub, and other
transportation providers. A MMTC would also
provide a strong and permanent statement
of intent on the part of Lincoln to become a
multimodal friendly community.
The MMTC would function as a bus transfer
center, StarTran administrative office, bicycle
storage facility, bike share facility, and likely
offer space for supportive retail and taxi
stands benefitting all of the City of Lincoln.
The proposed location for a MMTC would be
in downtown Lincoln to improve connections
between people and centers of employment,
education, and services. Such a center would
support more convenient, safe, and easy bus
passenger transfers. Having a transfer facility
with administrative and operational staffing
would also discourage criminal activity and
attract more transit riders.

StarTran has applied for $19.9 million under
FTA Grants for Buses and Bus Facilities
Program to fund design and construction of a
new bus maintenance and storage facility.
The first phase of this project includes
construction of a CNG fueling facility.
Other Transit Enhancements
The TDP identifies additional transit
enhancements including:

 An expansion plan for increasing service
on key routes and adding vehicles

 Bus Rapid Transit in high use corridors
such as O Street and 27th Street

 Technology improvements to enhance
customer knowledge and trip planning
with passenger information systems

 Consideration of private transportation
options such as Uber or Lyft to enhance
customer travel and to transport
customers at the end of the bus line to
their final destinations

 Consideration of different fuel types
and propulsion systems such as electric
buses as a means of reducing GHG
emissions and lowering fuel costs

 Study of the potential for using existing
rail corridors, such as Highway 2 and
Cornhusker Highway, for light rail

 Consideration of intercity
transportation between Lincoln and
Omaha

Maintenance Facility and CNG
Fueling Station
StarTran will need a new bus maintenance
and storage facility. Currently, the bus
maintenance and a significant portion of the
bus storage facility are well beyond the
reasonable building life. The facility, built in
the 1930s, is located within the South
Haymarket Neighborhood Plan area. The area
would be redeveloped into a mixed
residential/commercial district.
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8. Implementation
Plan
The Lincoln MPO is committed to moving
forward with the implementation of this
plan’s goals and in helping to implement the
programs and high priority projects identified
in the plan. The Implementation Plan
includes policies and action steps as well as a
summary of mitigation strategies that are
anticipated to address the environmental,
social, and cultural resource impacts of
priority projects. It guides the MPO’s
implementation of the LRTP over the next
five years and summarizes the relationship to
the TIP and the LRTP amendment process.
Land use and transportation are
interdependent in that each rely on and are
influenced by the other. PlanForward
envisions a City and County that provides an
ample supply of land for future edge growth.
It also encourages infill growth and more
compact development with a wider range of
housing options, which will support and
require a wider range of transportation
options. The impacts of the new growth and
land use plans will be monitored to plan for
future changes to the transportation system.

It should also be noted that the LRTP is to be
updated every five years per federal
regulations. During these five-year updates or
minor updates to the Comprehensive Plan,
the assumptions and identified needs and
priorities of the transportation plan will be
reexamined to best reflect any changes that
occurred since the previous update.

P o l i c i e s a nd A c ti o n S te ps
The vision for transportation in Lincoln and
Lancaster County is a safe, efficient and
sustainable transportation system that
enhances the quality of life, livability and
economic vitality of the community. The
following 18 policies and 170 action steps
were developed with community input to
support the Comprehensive Plan as the LRTP
is implemented. Policies should be applied to
the major modes of transportation to
implement this vision. Although action steps
may support multiple policies, they are
typically organized with a primary policy. In a
few cases an action step has been repeated
for two policies.
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Transportation Equity
POLICY: Prioritize equity in planning and
implementing safe transportation systems to
facilitate freedom of movement for all community
members.
Every community member depends on a transportation
network and services to meet their access and connectivity
needs. As such, equitable transportation means identifying
and working to eliminate disparity in the quality of and
access to transportation options for all community
members. Lincoln is actively working to engage
stakeholders across the community who can illuminate
issues of inequity in various forms, including transportation,
through the One Lincoln initiative.
Inequity in some U.S. cities is reflected in historical transportation decisions that physically
divided or severely hindered less affluent neighborhoods and residents of color (especially Black
populations). Some of those decisions illustrate how lasting damage can occur through unjust
and short-sighted transportation policies. Lincoln must avoid these types of disruptive
transportation investments moving forward. Transportation investments should intentionally
eliminate disparity and undue barriers to already overburdened and underserved populations. By
keeping the needs of diverse community members in mind, Lincoln and Lancaster County can
commit to transportation decisions that support the mobility needs of all residents.
Transportation Equity Action Steps
1.

Expand and maintain infrastructure for all modes of transportation serving overburdened
and underserved populations.

2.

Remove physical, temporal and language barriers to the transportation network.

3.

Offer night and weekend transit operational hours for overburdened and underserved
populations.

4. Broaden transit public input and validate priorities, alternatives and plans with diverse
stakeholders.
5.

Expand representation of overburdened and underserved populations serving on the
StarTran Advisory Board.

6. Continue working with Lincoln Public Schools that support transit use by students from
overburdened and underserved populations.
7.

Routinely distribute multi-lingual transportation information through human service
providers locally and One Lincoln partners.

8. Provide equitable access to transit and shared mobility options for unbanked community
members and those without access to credit card payment options.
9. Use insight and information from municipal and county service agencies to target mobility
support for our aging population.
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Transportation and the Environment
POLICY: Incorporate environmental stewardship,
sustainability, and resiliency into transportation
decisions and investments.
Lincoln and Lancaster County currently comply with
federal air quality standards, supporting a great quality of
life for residents and allowing greater flexibility for
transportation infrastructure investments. This is a desired
state now and for all future generations. The
transportation sector is the nation’s leading source of GHG
emissions, and total emissions have steadily grown within
our region as daily VMT and congestion levels have
increased. Decisions within the region will address threats
to transportation infrastructure and human health anticipated to result from climate change.
The Lincoln Climate Action Plan was developed through an inclusive and robust stakeholder
development process in 2020. It recognizes both the global threat and the local implications that
climate change can have on the safety and well-being of all community members, as well as the
resilience of public infrastructure such as roads and bridges. The plan also recognizes
transportation with a compelling list of strategies meant to reverse the trend and help achieve
the goal of 80 percent net GHG reduction by 2050. Alternate modes must replace a portion of
SOV trips, and cleaner fuel sources must replace internal combustion engines to achieve this
goal. Action steps are necessary now to begin transitioning the region toward a more resilient
and sustainable future.
Actions taken to accomplish these outcomes will not only protect air quality but expand the
ability to avoid other environmental impacts and enrich the overall community experience. Land
use and transportation decisions will be made together to support community connections with
cultural enrichment opportunities, parks, and natural spaces. Design decisions will be needed to
protect stormwater runoff quality, reassign or remove impervious surface, maintain corridor
aesthetics and viewsheds, as well as reduce long-term infrastructure costs by incorporating
resilient standards and best practices.
Transportation and the Environment Action Steps
1.

Support the Lincoln Climate Action Plan to build a decarbonized and efficient
transportation system.

2.

Develop a Travel Demand Management program.

3.

Promote active commuter incentives.

4. Incentivize the adoption of electric vehicles by City employees.
5.

Add electric charging stations with public access.

6. Electrify municipal fleet with electric vehicles and charging stations.
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7.

Coordinate with businesses to ensure workplaces have adequate facilities for active
commuters.

8. Design roadways to limit stormwater runoff with permeable or disconnected surfaces.
9. Incorporate cultural and natural resources within the network of active transportation
corridors.
10. Encourage resilience planning specific to transportation design and construction to address
climate risks of flooding and severe weather events and when applying best practices for
benefit cost analysis to federal aid transportation projects.
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Complete Streets
POLICY: Plan, design, build, and maintain streets to
provide travel mode choice and to accommodate
people of all ages and abilities.
The City of Lincoln adopted a Complete Streets Policy
through an Executive Order/Administrative Regulation in
2013. Complete Streets are public and private streets that
include some combination of appropriate infrastructure, as
determined by the surrounding context, to accommodate
all modes of transportation, including private vehicles,
public transportation, walking, and bicycling. An
interdepartmental steering committee continues to
encourage design and operation of a transportation system that reflects this transportation
policy. The group coordinates projects relating to design, planning, construction, reconstruction
or rehabilitation of public and private streets, or development projects that would substantially
impact or cause construction of public or private streets between City departments. Funding has
been directed to the Complete Streets Policy initiative to address known gaps and to
demonstrate the potential outcomes of implementing the policy. As part of this effort, streets are
identified as best candidates for improvements that accommodate multiple travel mode choices
to develop a network of complete streets for the community. Not all streets need to be built as
complete streets to accomplish this.
The City is staffed and organized to take the next steps toward a Complete Streets Program,
which includes the necessary standards, processes and best practices needed to fully accomplish
the Complete Streets Policy. Continued progress toward Complete Streets will be achieved
through standards to be established for all mode types within existing and improved public
ROW. New infrastructure design will consider such standards for all modes to avoid future
retrofits required to make this older infrastructure accessible and safe for non-motorists.
Modifications will also be considered for existing infrastructure to better support non-motorists.
For all modes to be safe and accessible, development must accommodate their needs.
Retrofitting existing infrastructure to add accessibility and safety features is inefficient and costly.
Complete Streets Action Steps
1.

Expand the Complete Streets Program by ordinance to include a Complete Streets Plan,
procedures, guidelines, and project review process.

2.

Establish department policy statements affirming the value of Complete Streets and the
structural and non-structural design elements that will achieve the objectives of Complete
Streets when making program and project review decisions within the traveled way and
ROW.

3.

Publish an annual Complete Streets Report that includes a record of projects that were
reviewed, summarizes any design standards that conflicted with best practices, and lists
exceptions that were approved from adopted design standards.
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4. Deliver multimedia campaign and educational information about the Complete Streets
Program and how to safely interact with different modes during travel.
5.

Update Complete Streets Gap Analysis and Prioritization Strategy with a focus on gaps
that exist within underserved and overburdened communities, funding outlook, and
public-private partnership opportunities.

6. Prioritize Complete Streets projects that address gaps that exist within underserved and
overburdened communities.
7.

Enhance neighborhoods by adding safe and accessible connections to transit, multiuse
trails, sidewalks and bicycle facilities.

8. Continue to develop standards for Quiet Streets on low volume roads where traffic calming
prioritizes walking and cycling over motorized vehicles. Quiet Streets enable people using
active transportation to make use of the entire roadway, not just sidewalks or the side of the
street.
9. Complete demonstration projects based on advisory input from Complete Streets
Committee to accomplish Complete Streets objectives and gain public input by
implementing lower cost solutions that address infrastructure challenges identified in the
gap analysis.
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Transportation and Managing Growth
POLICY: Integrate land use and transportation
decisions to ensure transportation infrastructure
can support travel demands associated with
growth.
An estimated 48,000 new Lincoln households are
anticipated by 2050. This growth presents the community
with important decisions about how to make
transportation investments that provide for the needs of
existing community members and support the needs of
future residents and businesses. By directing more
residential households toward infill locations, additional
transportation opportunities are realized. Greater densities
will add support for multiple modes of transportation and reduce the distances between housing
and jobs or services. Taking advantage of infill opportunities also slows the pace that new
infrastructure is needed, although edge growth will support ¾ of expected population growth
and expand the roadway network. Development decisions are driven by market-based conditions
influenced by demand, development requirements, and costs. Roadways in new growth areas are
planned to accommodate connections with diverse community assets such as parks and schools,
as well as Complete Streets amenities for non-motorized transportation, that are often missing
but needed in older developed neighborhoods.
Transportation infrastructure supports all land use types and growth anticipated for the
community. Individual households will make decisions about acceptable travel distances, and the
transportation network will support reliable and efficient travel options. Alternative modes of
transportation will be integrated within all new growth and development decisions to provide
travel choice and ensure that the value of existing infrastructure is maximized through system
optimization.
Transportation and Managing Growth Action Steps
1.

Increase multimodal connections within and between all neighborhoods and commercial
centers.

2.

Support infill development by providing high-quality transit service to attract riders who
would select transit over driving (often called “Choice Riders”).

3.

Provide first and last mile connections and intermodal amenities at transit stops.

4. Serve traffic projected in the near term through signal optimization and capacity
improvements.
5.

Implement funding decisions that reinforce the opportunity for Lancaster County to turn
over roadway infrastructure in good condition as Lincoln grows outward.

6. Pave roadways that support future service limits with efficient transitions from rural to
urban conditions.
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7.

Support multimodal connections available along the current Highway 2 alignment
following completion of the South Beltway project.

8. Implement Access Management Policy on internal transportation routes (e.g., State
highways and City arterials) to support efficient access to adjacent businesses and external
transportation connectors (e.g., Interstates and Freeways) to minimize disruption to future
land uses.
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Congestion Management
POLICY: Manage an efficient and reliable multimodal
transportation network.
Transportation congestion occurs when travel demand and
infrastructure capacity are not well aligned. This causes
travel to be delayed and be less efficient, and it produces
greater amounts of GHGs. Congestion delay fluctuates
throughout the day and can also be influenced by special
or emergency events. The Lincoln MPO updated the
Congestion Management Process in 2020 to meet federal
requirements, identify causes of congestion, and develop
incremental strategies that maximize the efficiency and
reliability of the multimodal transportation network. Many
strategies are captured within action steps listed in other
policies. The Lincoln MPO includes high priority strategies
that are listed here as action steps for managing
congestion.
Congestion Management Action Steps
1.

Implement the Congestion Management Process.

2.

Encourage infill and mixed-use development that aligns with the PlanForward growth
scenario.

3.

Structure transit fares to encourage additional choice ridership.

4. Add and improve access to the network of Complete Streets.
5.

Improve the safety of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

6. Optimize traffic signal coordination and adaptive communication.
7.

Coordinate access controls for all roadway types.

8. Improve congesting and congested intersections.
9. Complete 2+1 roadway projects that can address congested road segments.
10. Consider the impacts that emerging technologies in transportation (e.g., autonomous
vehicles and online good delivery) may have on travel behaviors and the future capacity
needs of the system.
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Transportation and Economic Health
POLICY: Foster economic health through
transportation investments that improve access to
education, employment, and services and reduce
transportation costs.
A well-organized and maintained multimodal
transportation network supports a thriving economy
collectively, as well as individual households.
Comprehensive transportation infrastructure is necessary
for community members to access education,
employment, and essential services and to connect to the
diverse cultural and economic opportunities available
throughout the region. Lincoln and Lancaster County
benefit from strong relationships with local businesses and support their growth through
multimodal transportation investments and policies. Innovation is valued and investments in
transportation infrastructure and high-speed internet will influence how commerce, work, and
education are delivered. Lincoln will continue to approach transportation investments that
ensure economic benefits are equitably distributed.
Transportation and Economic Health Action Steps
1.

Expand operational alternatives that create public/private partnerships with large
companies to increase employee transit ridership.

2.

Continue working with Lincoln Public Schools that support transit use by students from
overburdened and underserved populations.

3.

Develop commitments to working with Southeast Community College, the University of
Nebraska-Lincoln, and other educational institutions to ensure access to education and
training programs for all city residents.

4. Provide well-maintained infrastructure for all modes of transportation that support existing
businesses and services inside the city.
5.

Encourage redevelopment that adds a mix of uses that diversify the economic potential and
access to jobs within neighborhoods.

6. Provide Quiet Streets as part of the Complete Streets Program that support greater
demand for active transportation access to stores, services, and entertainment venues.
7.

Eliminate or reduce minimum parking requirements where land use and active
transportation infrastructure plans support zero or limited-vehicle households and
businesses.

8. Implement the downtown two-way traffic study recommendations.
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Pedestrians
POLICY: Improve the safety and connectivity of
the pedestrian environment to encourage
walking and the use of mobility aids as a mode of
transportation.
For most trips, walking or the use of a mobility aid such as
walkers, crutches, canes, braces, and other similar device is
required to move between destinations. Comfort and use
of the pedestrian environment is supported by sidewalks,
crosswalks, pedestrian ramps, traffic signals and signs of
various kinds, and lighting. The pedestrian environment is
expanded when access is provided to transit stops, shared
mobility devices, multiuse trails, and walkable districts with markets and recreational amenities.
The pedestrian environment offers community members unique opportunities to interact with
neighbors and neighborhoods. It provides critical corridors for safe access to schools, as well as
essential services when connectivity is provided and maintained. Various development design
requirements have been implemented over time, and some parts of the pedestrian environment
support walking and mobility aids better than others. The transportation network will continue to
be improved by creating and maintaining a safe and connected pedestrian environment
throughout the community.
Pedestrians Action Steps
1.

Continue to require all new development to abide by design standards for sidewalk
alignment and cross-sections when constructing sidewalks and intersections for all street
improvements.

2.

Require or direct the repair of existing sidewalk sections that have become unsafe for
walking or use of mobility devices.

3.

Coordinate sidewalk and intersection safety improvements into roadway projects.

4. Provide comprehensive and safe pedestrian walking routes with accessible sidewalks and
curb ramps that are safe, accessible and comfortable to pedestrians from neighborhoods to
schools.
5.

Improve the safety and function of school zones and walking routes for students and
pedestrians at all public and private schools in Lincoln as detailed in the City's School Zone
Standards.

6. Preserve the downtown sidewalks for pedestrian traffic only by providing safe and
connected on-street infrastructure for other modes.
7.

Protect vehicle sight distances to minimize the potential conflict with pedestrian crossings.

8. Coordinate the construction and maintenance of safe crossings or grade separations for
pedestrians where high traffic streets and highways make crossing difficult.
9. Calm traffic strategically along roadways to help reduce vehicle speeds and provide a safe
pedestrian environment within neighborhoods, school zones, and commercial districts.
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10. Ensure that pedestrian crossings and pedestrian ramps and other ROW as appropriate are
included in the program of snow removal where street plows leave residual piles of snow as
they pass and reinforce the timely removal of snow and ice from sidewalks by residents and
businesses.
11. Implement safety campaigns targeting specific user behavior for both pedestrians and
motorists.
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Bicyclists
POLICY: Improve and expand the on-street
bicycle and trail network to support public health,
recreation, and bicycling as a mode of
transportation.
Lincoln supports an award-winning trail network
distributed throughout the community. The trail network
has grown from 23 miles to more than 255 miles over the
past 30 years. On-street bicycle facilities have added
another 144 miles of infrastructure to the community for
bicyclists and the first two-way, protected Cycle Track was
built in Lincoln along N Street between Antelope Creek
and South 7th Street. Within the region, trails connect
users to parks, lakes, and wilderness areas. Major trail networks connect riders to communities
such as Marysville, Kansas, south of Beatrice and Omaha. Locally, the cities of Hickman and
Waverly have also developed trails, and bicyclists use the gravel roads throughout Lancaster
County for exercise, recreation, and entertainment, including annual race events that bring up to
1,600 riders from around the world. Infrastructure improvements for bicyclists in the community
are supported by active groups that focus on transportation safety, access, equity, public health,
and recreation. The 2019 Lincoln On-Street Bike Plan was created with the community’s support
to direct the expansion of on-street bicycle infrastructure that makes bicycling for work, errands,
recreation, or leisure attractive to more community members. Increasing the number of trips by
bicycles, specifically those that are 3 miles or less, is one approach to reducing vehicle miles
traveled, congestion, and GHG emissions while improving public health and supporting a thriving
economy.
Bicyclists Action Steps
1.

Identify additional funding to coordinate and construct the Lincoln On-Street Bike Plan
projects.

2.

Continue to advance a comprehensive vision for the regional trail network that can be
supported by various funding partners.

3.

Where possible, include sidepath construction concurrently with roadway projects to
minimize construction cost and traffic disruption.

4. Coordinate proposed on-street bicycle facility projects into roadway projects.
5.

Develop design guidance reflecting industry best practices and prioritization for each
bicycle facility type, including a bike boulevard system and consideration of on-gravel bike
routes.

6. Establish and enforce bike parking standards for all new development and redevelopment
of commercial, multi-family housing units and mixed-use redevelopment projects.
7.

Update bicycle traffic rules to accommodate best practices that support safe operation of
bicycles in the traveled way, as well as signalized and stop sign intersections.

8. Protect vehicle sight distances to minimize the potential conflict with bicycle crossings.
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9. Coordinate the construction and maintenance of safe crossings or grade separations for
bicyclists where high traffic streets and highways make crossing difficult.
10. Strive to increase amenities that demonstrate Lincoln to be the most bicycle friendly
community in the Midwest.
11. Implement safety campaigns targeting specific user behavior for both cyclists and
motorists.
12. Provide safe and accessible bicycle connectivity to neighborhoods, employment centers,
commercial areas, and schools.
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Transit
POLICY: Enhance the community's public
transportation operations as a means of expanding
economic equity and travel choice.
StarTran strives to make transit service and infrastructure
decisions that leverage available funding and optimize
service for the community. Transit routes serve more than
85 percent of the community. Lancaster County Public
Rural Transit operates north and south routes on
alternative days of the week as well. Available service
times and frequencies are a source of ongoing community
discussion to serve the needs of transit-dependent
populations. Use of the transit system has steadily
increased over the past decade. Route changes implemented in 2018 retained the hub and spoke
orientation and moved routes to arterial streets. In 2020, a StarTran Multimodal Transit Transfer
Center Feasibility & Concept Design Study for downtown was completed. Transit use was
affected negatively during the COVID-19 pandemic, and transit was offered fare-free for the
duration. VanLNK, the first city-run, on-demand transit service, began in 2020 also. The
community input received for the LRTP about transit helps direct the 2021 update to the Transit
Development Plan. Operational decisions that increase transit use in the city, county and
between Omaha and Lincoln can reduce individual household transportation costs, provide
access to jobs and education, and support environmental goals to reduce GHG emissions.
Transit Action Steps
1.

Seek funding for and construct a new downtown Multimodal Transportation Center.

2.

Incorporate more paratransit, flex route, and demand-response support, advanced
technology integration, and off-peak service hours where feasible.

3.

Broaden transit development public input and validate priorities, alternatives, and plans
with diverse stakeholders.

4. Study, recommend, and program for additional intermodal transfer hubs that reduce trip
times and increase system connectivity locally and with a regional transit system to Omaha.
5.

Expand central signal system software capabilities to provide adaptive signal control
technology and other intelligent transportation system infrastructure that supports transit
signal priority.

6. Complete demonstration projects that illustrate the potential for transportation innovations
to improve and integrate with standards for making vehicle communication (V2X) and
advanced mobility decisions that improve transit operations.
7.

Provide high-quality transit service and study Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) opportunities to
attract choice riders and support infill development. BRT is a high-capacity bus-based
transit system that delivers fast and efficient service that may include dedicated lanes,
busways, traffic signal priority, off-board fare collection, elevated platforms, and enhanced
stations.
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8. Improve the transit experience by reducing the distance between the transit stop and
traveler’s destination (known as first/last mile connections) and adding amenities at transit
stops.
9. Maintain high-quality and remotely accessed transit on-board security cameras.
10. Implement recommendations in StarTran’s current and 2021 TDP.
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Public ROW and Access
POLICY: Manage public ROW and access to
balance multimodal mobility needs and protect the
value of adjacent property.
Public spaces along transportation corridors have the
potential to enhance individual and shared experiences
throughout the community. The identity of a community
can be communicated through design elements that exist
outside the traveled way. Well-coordinated landscaping,
public art, pedestrian lighting, and wayfinding can serve to
orient individuals and make the traveling experience
positive. The ROW can also be used to accomplish multiple
purposes, such as easements for utilities, sidepaths,
grading for stormwater management, and siting for transit stops. Transportation design
requirements help coordinate an effective public ROW and access. Where design requirements
are flexible, recommendations that encourage the best use of the public space should be made.
Public ROW and Access Action Steps
1.

Monitor the relative cost-benefit analysis of programmatic roadway design standards for
sidewalks, stormwater management, lane sizes, trails, culverts and ROW widths currently
required.

2.

Update and implement a design framework for public ROW and access based on study
findings.

3.

Encourage flexible and performance-based geometric design processes and best practices
that address challenges to transportation agencies created by funding and ROW
constraints.

4. Require public and private development to abide by required design standards and make
flexible decisions based on the value of investment.
5.

Expand wayfinding and orientation provided within the pedestrian environment
throughout the community.

6. Preserve access control standards to support an efficient transportation network that is safe
for active transportation users as well.
7.

Preserve or provide adequate ROW space for healthy street trees and temporary snow
storage.

8. Consider strategies that reduce the impacts of transportation projects on existing
neighborhoods.
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Freight
POLICY: Preserve and enhance the efficiency of
the freight system to support the local, regional,
and national economy.
Freight transportation within and through the community
supports the economy, creates jobs, and provides
materials needed for everyday life to occur. Freight
movement is a positive indicator of economic strength.
Providing reliable, efficient, and safe corridors for freight
movement attracts more economic growth. Freight
movement is supported by roadways, traffic operations,
railroad lines and crossings, pipelines, and airlines. A freight network that uses freeways and
highways reduces congestion and makes the transportation network safer for all users.
Transportation planning will continue to support the development of a freeway system that
completes the South Beltway and coordinates a future East Beltway to support regional traffic
demand and reliable movement of freight.
Freight Action Steps
1.

Maintain a network of truck routes that provides for the safe, efficient, and reliable delivery
of goods.

2.

Continue to use the Railroad Transportation Safety District (RTSD) in its mission to reduce
the number of conflicts between traffic and railroads.

3.

Improve railroad crossings, quiet zones, and grade separations when warranted and that
have the greatest economic and safety return on investment to the overall community.

4. Continue corridor preservation, funding, and planning for the East Beltway.
5.

Support opportunities to expand the intermodal facility in and possibly adjacent to the
Lincoln Airport and Airpark areas.

6. Develop and conduct a pilot project that generates alternate revenue sources (i.e., price the
curb) within specified short-term parking areas for freight deliveries to downtown offices,
businesses, and residents.
7.

Coordinate with State and County partners to consider freight parking and electric refueling
plan recommendations that would best support autonomous freight platoon storage.
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Shared Mobility
POLICY: Recognize the role of Mobility as a
Service provider to help address mobility needs
and transportation inequities.
Shared mobility involves transportation services that are
shared among users, either in parallel or one after another.
Services include shared micromobility, such as bike sharing
or scooter sharing, public transit, such as StarTran, and
ridesharing via transportation network companies (TNCs).
Lincoln has two shared micromobility programs that
provide low-cost transportation alternatives compared to
personal vehicle ownership and use. BikeLNK, Lincoln’s
bikeshare program, was implemented in partnership with LTU in 2018. Currently, BikeLNK has 21
docking stations that support 105 traditional bikes and 12 electric bikes (e-bikes) with an
additional 13 e-bikes as part of a demonstration. ScooterLNK is Lincoln’s second shared
micromobility program created in 2020 as a one-year scooter pilot program. Two private electric
scooter companies were chosen to participate in the pilot and deployed shared e-scooters in the
City ROW for Lincoln residents to use as a transportation alternative to personal vehicles. Shared
micromobility may lead to increased use of personal micromobility options throughout the
community, reducing the need for some personal vehicles. Additionally, continued expansion and
use of these shared transportation services will increase demand for safe on-street infrastructure
to limit conflicts with pedestrians and vehicles.
Shared mobility is also being used with StarTran’s on-demand service, VanLNK, as well as with
private ride hailing service providers to help diversify the transportation options available for the
community. Access to shared mobility may provide cost-effective alternatives to personal vehicle
ownership if it is well coordinated with the active transportation and transit network.
Shared Mobility Action Steps
1.

Continue to develop partnerships that support BikeLNK operations.

2.

Provide safe, accessible, and well-connected on-street infrastructure for shared mobility
devices to use.

3.

Establish Mobility Data Specification tools that organize information about the use of shared
micromobility services to evaluate the demand, equitable distribution of services, and safety
performance.

4. Leverage dynamic route-generating technology innovations to expand microtransit
opportunities in Lincoln and Lancaster County.
5.

Incorporate shared mobility into the design review of development and encourage
standards for built form for a comprehensive shared mobility network.

6. Dedicate parking areas for carpool, vanpool, and shared micromobility vehicles in municipal
garages.
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7.

Develop partnerships with large employers and commercial center operators to place
shared mobility devices that can provide employees with access to services within 3 miles.

8. Coordinate shared mobility device access near transit stops, transfer stations, and transfer
hubs.
9. Provide comprehensive and safe multimodal corridors that promote the use of shared
mobility for first/last mile trips or to connect between other modes of transit.
10. Update personal e-scooter traffic rules to accommodate best practices that support safe
operation of e-scooters in the traveled way, as well as signalized and stop sign intersections.
11. Recommend ongoing improvements to VanLNK, public, on-demand transportation
operations and availability.
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Advanced Mobility
POLICY: Support the orderly deployment of
advanced mobility technologies that preserve and
enhance the safety of all road users.
Future mobility experiences and options will be modified
through incremental advances in technology. Public and
private investments into the market for autonomous
vehicles, connected technologies, and drone delivery will
integrate into the market driven products available to the
public. Civic investments will be made to traffic
operations infrastructure and lead to improvements to
the safety, efficiency, and reliability of the transportation
network. Safety for all community members will be
prioritized in the decisions made to adopt and regulate
local implementation of advanced mobility options. It is
uncertain if autonomous vehicles will reduce or increase
the number of VMT. Other advances in technology that
support more employees working from home may also influence traffic behaviors over time.
Technology advances for mobility have the potential to influence long-term transportation
decisions and should be directed to achieve the broadest and most equitable community benefit.
Advanced Mobility Action Steps
1.

Develop strategies to accommodate future mobility options and vehicle technologies for
Delivery Economy – rules and regulations for operating on the transportation network and
vehicle requirements (e.g., drones, scooters, delivery robots).

2.

Develop strategies to accommodate future mobility options and vehicle technologies for
Roadway Design Standards – include vehicle communication (V2X) standards/guidelines to
accommodate evolving vehicle and communications technologies.

3.

Revise rules and regulations that currently prohibit or deter advanced mobility
technologies.

4. Develop policies to facilitate partnerships with the private sector (e.g., Transportation
Network Companies) to complement and/or provide transportation services.
5.

Develop policies to monetize technology uses that support advanced mobility and use
funds to complete smart technology transportation projects.

6. Leverage a growing economy to support research in advancing carbon neutral
transportation options that leverage technology to reduce vehicle miles traveled and
congestion.
7.

Create policies/regulations to ensure that service territories for advanced mobility
technologies extend outside the downtown core.

8. Study parking and development strategies that reimagine the use of public spaces for
automated vehicles and the incremental replacement of on-street parking with curbside
drop-off and pick-up areas.
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9. Establish drone delivery regulations that protect individuals and infrastructure safety and
security.
10. Incorporate autonomous shuttles into the StarTran fleet.
11. Study opportunities to capture the value of autonomous vehicles to equitably distribute the
cost across all community members.
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Transportation Partnerships
POLICY: Seek partnerships with both public and
private entities to finance mutually beneficial
transportation projects.
Effective multimodal transportation planning and
implementation is achieved by coordinating activities of
public agencies toward the shared vision of the LRTP. The
City of Lincoln, Lancaster County, and the State of
Nebraska serve essential roles in developing and
maintaining the roadway and bridge network. Integrating
a transit system coordinated by StarTran and trail
development supported by the Lower Platte South NRD
expands the capabilities of the transportation network to
support the community. Community partners provide conduits to share information about the
transportation system, and private development expands opportunities to maximize the value of
public investments in transportation. Partnerships generate access to greater amounts of
transportation funding and ensure the transportation system is built in a coordinated manner.
Transportation Partnerships Action Steps
1.

Develop County roadways within Lincoln growth Tier 1 & 2 with the intent to transfer
infrastructure of good condition that meets design standards that support edge growth.

2.

Continue planning and development of a freeway system that efficiently and safely moves
regional and thru traffic without using arterial roadways.

3.

Collaborate with agencies and associations to develop and distribute educational programs
related to safety and security of the transportation system.

4. Maintain proactive working relationships with railroad operators to facilitate effective
processes for planning and constructing at-grade and grade separated crossing
improvements.
5.

Leverage the University of Nebraska for more opportunities to research safety, integrating
active transportation, shared mobility, and advanced mobility.
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Transportation Safety
POLICY: Strive to reduce transportation-related
deaths and injuries, especially for vulnerable users
(pedestrians, bicyclists, motorcycle users, the
elderly, youth, and individuals with disabilities).
Transportation infrastructure planning and design must
always consider the safety of community members.
Transportation-related deaths and injuries on City, County,
and State roadways affect the community and individuals
negatively. Reflecting on the variety of conditions that can
contribute to crashes with any mode of transportation
serves to help make the future transportation network safer. All transportation partners will
continue to evaluate data and improve the design and implementation of safe streets, railroad
crossings, and active transportation infrastructure.
Transportation Safety Action Steps
1.

Prioritize the protection of vulnerable road users such as bicyclists and pedestrians.

2.

Generate community support to establish and reach specific goals for reducing
transportation-related deaths and injuries.

3.

Engage a transportation safety taskforce to review transportation safety data, consider
trends and best practices for improving safety, and advise local officials how to implement
strategies that make the transportation network safer.

4. Adopt an action plan that clearly describes the strategies, responsibilities, interim targets,
timelines and measures of effectiveness.
5.

Adopt messaging that emphasizes that traffic deaths and injuries are preventable.

6. Prioritize transportation resources based on evidence of the greatest needs and impacts for
safety.
7.

Support updates to state and local regulations that make the multimodal transportation
network safer.

8. Provide physical separation between on-street bicyclists and motorists based on safety
countermeasure best practices and available crash data.
9. Update the municipal code to allow bicyclists to occupy full lane, not just as close as
practicable to the right-hand side of the right-hand lane, where physical separation is not
provided.
10. Implement incident management planning to help the transportation system recover
swiftly from incidents.
11. Study and recommend changes to posted speed limits within residential neighborhoods to
expand the low stress network for on-street bicycle users.
12. Evaluate roadway width for collectors and design streets for slower speeds.
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13. Study and recommend policies that prioritize walkability and safety near employment
centers, commercial corridors, and high-density residential areas in a manner similar to that
of School Zone Standards.
14. Provide intersection crossings that are safe for bicyclists and pedestrians.
15. Maintain high-quality and remotely accessed transit on-board security cameras.
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Transportation Maintenance
POLICY: Optimize the maintenance of
transportation infrastructure through data-driven
asset management.
Transportation infrastructure represents the largest land
use type for which a public agency is accountable.
Preservation and maintenance of the transportation
network is important to the community. Poor road
conditions can cause extra wear and tear on vehicles and
add barriers to active transportation use. Roadways,
bridges, transit equipment and amenities, trails, traffic
controls, and sidewalks require ongoing maintenance
schedules, and all new infrastructure increases future
maintenance costs. Addressing deferred maintenance is prioritized to maintain infrastructure in
good condition and repair degraded infrastructure. The community also desires to ensure that
infrastructure maintenance supports equitable outcomes that may direct more funding to some
areas of the community rather than others for periods of time.
Transportation Maintenance Action Steps
1.

Continue to communicate about Lincoln on the Move rehabilitation projects, forecasted
maintenance plan, and funding parameters.

2.

Advance system preservation (e.g., filling potholes, repairs and crack sealing) to extend the
lifecycle cost of existing streets and program rehabilitation of major and residential streets
annually with priority for resolving deferred maintenance equitably throughout the
community.

3.

Continue to strive for methods that use durable and resilient materials for all new
construction and assets.

4. Continue annual programming for the sidewalk replacement and rehabilitation program to
meet the safety, access, and connectivity needs of residents within the city.
5.

Continue snow and ice removal for the on-street bicycle and pedestrian network including
intersections.

6. Establish multiuse trail condition standards and methods for segment evaluation used to
program maintenance type and timing.
7.

Use decision support tools recommended by StarTran’s Transit Asset Management Plan
(TAMP) to optimize lifecycle planning of capital public transportation assets.
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Transportation Funding
POLICY: Seek innovative finance and funding
methods to support continued investment in
transportation infrastructure projects that benefit
the community.
City, County, and State partners coordinate funding and
leverage available federal funds, regional funds, developer
commitments, transit farebox fees, and private
contributions to build and maintain the multimodal
transportation network. Community members desire a
well-maintained transportation network that grows with
the needs of development. Available funding is directed to
address these outcomes, but anticipated funding levels
are not adequate to meet the identified multimodal needs. Innovative funding strategies can
both stretch the value of each dollar and identify new funding sources to address unmet needs.
The transition to electric vehicles will result in fewer federal gas tax funds available for
transportation improvements and maintenance. Local funding strategies must also explore
transportation financing alternatives for the community to evaluate so that future funding
strategies are reasonably understood.
Transportation Funding Action Steps
1.

Implement the funding program and construct the committed and priority projects per the
Fiscally Constrained Plan in the LRTP.

2.

Coordinate with state and federal agencies on developing new and updated transportation
funding opportunities to meet transportation needs of the community.

3.

Establish dedicated and sustainable funding sources for pedestrian and bicycle projects and
programs.

4. Capitalize on opportunities to leverage alternative funding sources, such as public-private
partnerships, for roadway improvements and transit services.
5.

Coordinate with NDOT to program funding solutions for constructing the East Beltway.

6. Continue to use the Railroad Transportation Safety District (RTSD) in its mission to reduce
the number of conflicts between roadway traffic and railroads, improve safety for pedestrian
and bicycle crossings, and study, design, and construct railroad crossing improvements that
have the greatest economic and safety return on investment to the overall community.
7.

Encourage flexible and performance-based geometric design processes and best practices
that address challenges to transportation agencies created by funding and right-of-way
constraints.

8. Program new construction that supports growth areas and increased corridor density for
residential and commercial growth as city limits expand in support of the PlanForward
growth scenario.
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9. Maintain a quality transportation system in all areas of the community by balancing the
distribution of program funding equitably.
10. Identify new funding sources as increased electrification of personal vehicles, which don’t
pay fuel tax, may reduce federal funding over time.
11. Incorporate sustainable funding sources and mechanisms and protect maintenance
funding with user type fees or taxes to keep up with constant maintenance needs.
12. Develop policies to monetize technology uses that support advanced mobility and use
funds to complete smart technology transportation projects.
13. Actively communicate with the community about the benefits of multimodal and safety
investments, as well as the allocation of transportation funding that is achieving system
development and maintenance priorities.
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Airport
POLICY: Ensure the Lincoln Municipal Airport is
efficient, accessible, and environmentally sound.
The Lincoln Airport provides for the air transportation needs
of the community and connects visitors from around the
world to the region. The airport is located with convenient
access to private air carriers, industrial distribution, and
national security facilities. Landside transportation
infrastructure supports the efficient and accessible
operation of the airport; connecting personal vehicles, ride
sharing providers, public transit and active transportation
with airline travel. Maintaining this infrastructure benefits
the economic vitality and mobility of the region.
Airport Action Steps
1.

Support the development of landside transportation infrastructure strategies when the
2007 Airport Master Plan is updated.

2.

Support the freight demands associated with airport-based distribution with quality
roadway infrastructure.

3.

Improve multimodal access to the Lincoln Airport and business park campus.

4. Protect environmental resources on and adjacent to the airport from negative impacts.
5.

Maintain compatible land uses and zoning within the 60 DNL and 75 DNL noise contour
lines.

6. Continue to enforce zoning restrictions for building and structure height in the approach
and turning zones.

Page 8-29

ADOPTED December 15, 2021

M i t i g a ti ng I m pa c ts t o
E nv i r o nm e n ta l , S o c i a l ,
a nd C u l t u r a l R e s o u r c e s
As part of the planning process to develop the
2050 LRTP, proposed transportation projects
were evaluated for potential environmental
impacts that could result. Chapter 7 describes
the evaluation process. The evaluation was
completed to support the project screening
process and to assign evaluation weight
relative to the Transportation and the
Environmental Goal. Appendix H provides
additional support information. In general,
adherence to the overall mitigation sequence
of “avoid and minimize impacts, or
compensate for unavoidable impacts” should
be applied for all projects that are
implemented.

Mitigation Strategies
Detailed mitigation strategies should be
developed during the engineering of each
transportation project. Cooperation and
collaboration with environmental agencies
early and throughout the construction
process will ensure the best result.

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
and potentially Water Quality Certification by
the Nebraska Department of Environment
and Energy.
Wetland impacts could be offset by one of
the following methods:
 Use of mitigation bank credits
 Construction of permittee-responsible
mitigation consisting of either onsite or
offsite wetland restoration,
enhancement, establishment, or
preservation, in addition to yearly
monitoring for five years
Compensatory mitigation may be required at
a 2:1 or higher ratio depending on the type
and quality of wetland being impacted. Saline
wetlands have specific mitigation
requirements and ratios that may require
additional coordination with resource
agencies and USACE.
The Growth Tiers Map in PlanForward
indicates an emphasis on directing growth
away from saline wetlands and outside the
Little Salt corridor for the long term.

Floodplains

Freshwater and Saline
Wetlands

Wetlands should be avoided as much as
possible. If permanent impacts to wetlands
are unavoidable and greater than 0.1 acre,
then compensatory mitigation may be
required with a Section 404 permit issued by

When grading must be done in floodplain
areas, the surface hydrology must be carefully
considered. While compensatory storage
mitigation addresses the floodwater quantity
issue, the flow of surface water during a flood
event must also be addressed to mitigate any
possible effects to downstream or upstream
properties.
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Lincoln and the 3-mile extraterritorial
jurisdiction are governed by a “No Adverse
Impact” policy for new growth areas. This
ensures that construction activity on one
piece of property will not negatively impact
another. The floodway should remain open
for the conveyance of flood water; stream
crossings must generally be constructed so
as to cause no rise in the flood level.
These projects may require a floodplain
development permit and may be subject to
restrictions concerning changes in floodplain
surface elevations. Projects can be designed
to avoid or minimize impacts to the base
floodplain. Mitigation may consist of onsite
solutions to restore the flood corridor and
habitat or offsite solutions to attenuate flood
levels or preserve, restore, or establish similar
habitat. If unavoidable, changes in floodplain
surface elevations within the base floodplain
may require submittal of a conditional letter
of map revision to FEMA.
Trails are sometimes constructed in
floodplain areas. These structures, if properly
constructed, should not cause adverse
impact. However, care should be taken when
grading for trail construction, and the trails
themselves may require a higher level of
maintenance due to sediment and debris
deposit during flood events, movement of the
base material due to high water table, and
increased vegetative growth.

Stream Corridors

Stream corridors, or riparian areas, provide
important wildlife habitat and connections.

These corridors are often associated with
floodplains and similar mitigation efforts are
effective. A City of Lincoln building code
regulation limits the placement of buildings
or fill within a 60-ft buffer surrounding
drainageways (i.e., streams or creeks) and is
referred to as the “minimum flood corridor”
(LMC Ordinance 26.07.126). These buffer areas
must be kept in place to provide a functional
riparian area.
When roadways must cross streams, it is
important that proper design allow a
sufficiently wide riparian corridor to pass
underneath the structure, which is why NDEE
guidelines may require a 30-ft vegetated
buffer along impacted channels and be
planted with perennial, native species. The
use of culverts on National Hydrographic
Dataset streams should be avoided as these
stretches interrupt the continuous stream
corridor. Impacts to stream channels may
require Section 404 permitting with USACE.

Endangered Species
Projects planned in areas identified as suitable
habitat for or the known range of threatened
and endangered species must comply with all
state and federal regulations. In general, these
areas have a higher imperative to avoid when
engineering roadway projects. Proper
conservation measures would be incorporated
into the project planning and design to avoid
and minimize impacts to protected species or
their habitat. If impacts are not sufficiently
mitigated through conservation measures,
then further consultation with Nebraska Game
and Parks Commission and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service would be required.
When possible, trails would be located
outside sensitive habitats to avoid impacting
protected species. If design and planning
considerations involve protected species
conservation, then trails can provide
educational signage and increase awareness.
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Tree Mass
Construction may affect tree masses even
when the trees are left in place. Changes in
grading can change runoff flows and
subsurface water available to roots.
Compaction of soil by heavy equipment can
decrease soil permeability. Root zones should
be protected from compaction by avoiding
the area or by placing non-compacting
materials over equipment travel lanes during
construction. Retaining walls may be used
when sight distances require dramatic
changes in grade, rather than grading back
beyond the ROW.
If tree removal is unavoidable, then
replacement tree planting would be a
suitable mitigation measure; however, special
consideration should be given to the location
and variety of replanted trees. For example,
the Lincoln Parks and Recreation Community
Forestry Unit provides several alternatives to
replace ash trees (Fraxinus spp.) to minimize
the spread and adverse impacts of the
emerald ash borer (Agrilus planipennis)
(Lincoln Emerald Ash Borer Response and
Recovery Plan, 2018).

Migratory Birds
Most migratory birds in Nebraska are
provided protection under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act or Nebraska state statutes.
Construction activities that would otherwise
result in the “taking” of migratory birds, eggs,
young, and/or active nests should either be
avoided or satisfy applicable mitigation
activities identified by NEPA or approved
environmental document.
To avoid impacts to protected bird species,
construction activities would include certain
conservation measures. Removal of vegetation
in suitable nesting areas would occur outside
the primary nesting season (i.e., April 1 to
September 1) and when no birds are actively
nesting (Note: Some may be ground nesting

birds). Work on bridges or culverts would also
occur outside the primary nesting season.
If removal of potential nesting habitat cannot
be avoided during the primary nesting
season, then a qualified biologist would
survey prior to construction to determine the
presence or absence of breeding birds and
active nests. The 2018 NDOT Avian
Protection Plan is a useful reference because
it includes standard evaluation procedures
and protocols for compliance.

Public Use Properties
Public use areas include parks, open space
areas, trails, and some school playgrounds
that offer recreational opportunities. The
Department of Transportation Act of 1966
(DOT Act) includes a special provision,
Section 4(f), stipulating that the FHWA and
other DOT agencies cannot approve the use
of land from publicly owned parks, recreation
areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and
public or private historical sites (Cultural
Environment discusses historic sites) unless
certain conditions apply. Project activities
that restrict access may also be considered a
“use” under Section 4(f).
Additionally, recreation resources developed
with federal funding through the Land and
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) are
protected under Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act.
Section 6(f) prohibits the conversion of these
properties to anything other than public
outdoor recreation uses.
Depending on the type and size of the
impact and the type and size of the 4(f)
resource, a number of options may be
available to minimize impacts to comply with
the regulations, including exceptions, de
minimis determinations, programmatic
evaluations, and Individual 4(f) evaluations.
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Native Prairie

Runoff from impermeable surfaces that often
carry pollutants can negatively impact native
prairies. Mitigation strategies include runoff
detention and retention areas where runoff
can be slowed so that pollutants can settle
and infiltrate.
Issues can also arise when prairies are burned
as part of regular management practices
causing smoke and reduced visibility. Proper
management techniques include selection of
burning event dates to ensure favorable
winds and mowing or haying when burning
is not feasible. Similar to other resources,
direct impacts to prairies would be
minimized through planning and design and
could be mitigated through prairie
restoration efforts.

Cultural Environment
The cultural environment consists of historic
resources, including historic standing
structures, historic districts, and archeological
sites. For the broad-brush level of planning,
mapping to identify designated cultural
resources in proximity to potential projects is
appropriate, mostly to serve as an early
reminder of potential historic impacts. Note
that actual project planning should consider
both designated cultural resources and those
eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places, but not yet identified.

Preservation Act. Therefore, early planning,
once actual projects are programmed, helps
avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse impacts
on cultural resources.
Proximity alone does not constitute adverse
impact, and well-designed improvements
and especially system maintenance can
benefit historic resources, especially
neighborhood districts. Similarly, trails may
have no adverse impact or even be beneficial
to the livability of historic residential areas
and revitalization of commercial areas.
Avoidance and minimization of impacts, and
mitigation if needed, would be situational
and likely different for each project, but could
consist of vibration restrictions or
modifications to design plans to avoid
specific structures or areas.

Environmental Justice
Available census data is used to identify areas
of the community that meet the criteria for
EJ populations. The fiscally constrained
projects are reviewed to identify projects that
are located within or adjacent to one or more
of these areas. This process is described in
Appendix H. Projects located in areas that
exceed the threshold used to identify both
Minority Populations (Figure H.13) and LowIncome Populations (Figure H.14) would
likely need additional EJ project-specific
coordination during project planning and
implementation. Requirements would vary
based on funding for the projects (e.g., federal
aid or local funds).

Projects that are federal undertakings
(federal funding or approvals) require review
under Section 106 of the National Historic
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Transit Service

Transit services support EJ populations
(Appendix H), who may depend on transit
more than others within the community. A
goal of the Transit Development Plan is to
provide transit service for transit-dependent
individuals who need transportation to get to
work before 6:00 AM or after 6:00 PM. In
addition to extending weekday services,
allocation of transit service along higher
density and higher ridership areas could
provide more frequent or perhaps longer
service hours on those routes. Such changes
can introduce benefits, as well as challenges
to low to moderate income and racial and
ethnic minority populations. Additional
service hours may be beneficial but adversely
may also discourage low-income populations
from moving out of the areas and
inadvertently cause poverty to remain
concentrated in these areas of the city. To
avoid this unintended circumstance, service
and Census data will need to be evaluated
carefully on a regular basis and as the TDP is
updated.
Roadway Maintenance in Existing
Neighborhoods

Maintaining roadways with good condition
and operation for existing neighborhoods can
also support EJ populations. Good quality
pavement condition and improved curb
ramps for pedestrians reduce wear and tear
on vehicles and support active transportation.
Repaving neighborhood roads is being
accomplished with Lincoln on the Move
rehabilitation project funding. Two Plus
Center Turn Lane projects are summarized in
Chapter 5 and generally improve traffic flow
without requiring additional ROW in most
cases and are designed to alleviate traffic
congestion and all of the negative associated
impacts (noise, air quality impacts, etc.)
without significantly impacting the roadway
profile. As explained in Chapter 7, roadway
rehabilitation projects remain an emphasis,
with historic rehabilitation budgets for roads,
trails, and sidewalks proposed to be retained
or grow for all modes.
Connectivity Between Modes
Connecting various modes of transportation
creates greater opportunities for EJ
populations to access jobs, education,
essential services, and other amenities
throughout the community. Personal
vehicles, transit services, active
transportation, and shared micromobility can
all work together to expand access for
overburdened and underresourced
populations.
Connecting trail systems to the pedestrian
and street system, linking bike networks to
transit services, and linking transit service to
major employment centers are encouraged
through multiple policies listed in this Chapter.
Bike racks on City buses improve the bike-totransit connection and implementation of the
Lincoln On-Street Bike Plan will eliminate
gaps in the current network.
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R e l a t i o ns hi p t o
T r a n s p o r ta ti o n
I m pr o v e m e n t P r o g r a m
The Lincoln MPO Transportation
Improvement Program documents the
prioritized list of federally funded and/or
regionally significant transportation projects
and improvements for the next four-year
period. Projects included in the TIP support
all surface transportation modes, including
highways, streets, public transit, bicycles, and
walking. Projects are considered for TIP
funding from this LRTP according to the
Fiscally Constrained Plan described in
Chapter 7. The TIP is updated annually and
includes clearly identified funding sources.
The Lincoln MPO works with the NDOT to
approve the highway, trail, bike, and
pedestrian projects and transit investments
included in the TIP. After adoption for a
four-year period, the TIP can be amended or
modified administratively to account for
changes in funding or project needs.
Amendments to the TIP must be made in
conformance with the LRTP, a requirement
that retains the publicly supported
prioritization process for projects and
assignment of funding.

A me nd m e n t P r o c e s s
Federal regulations require the LRTP to be
updated every five years. During these
five-year updates, the assumptions and
identified needs and priorities of the
transportation plan will be reexamined to
best reflect changes that occurred since the
previous five-year update. Between the
five-year updates, there is an amendment
process through which the LRTP can be
modified.
As with all long range plans, conditions in the
community will likely change over time and
related shifts in priorities will occur. A change
such as an increase in the amount of growth

in one direction of the urbanizing area with a
corresponding decrease in expected growth
in another direction will shift the needs and
priorities of the transportation system. Some
projects that were expected to be needed
farther out in the planning period may be
needed sooner. Likewise, a project that is no
longer needed as soon as expected could be
delayed.
Changes in the basic assumptions or goals
and policies of PlanForward and the LRTP
may require formal amendments to both
documents. Changes to the Fiscally
Constrained Plan are to be made by a formal
plan amendment through the MPO planning
process. These may take the form of a
standalone amendment or as a package of
amendments during the established annual
review process. For example, when a project
is identified as needed sooner than expected
and that need is in the first ten years of the
Fiscally Constrained Plan, a project(s) of
similar cost will need to be dropped lower in
the priority list to keep the plan fiscally
constrained.
Close adherence to the amendment process
will be of particular importance if a project is
desired to be placed in the first four years of
the plan. The first four years of the Fiscally
Constrained Plan should closely reflect the
MPO TIP for projects of regional significance
and those using the federal planning process
and federal funding. Close coordination and
consistency between the TIP and the LRTP
should be an ongoing effort.
All amendments to the Fiscally Constrained
Plan will need to be reviewed and approved
by the MPO Technical Committee, which
includes local, state, and federal
representation; the Lincoln-Lancaster County
Planning Commission; and the MPO Officials
Committee. The amendment process will also
need to adhere to the MPO’s public
engagement and information dissemination.
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A Multimodal
Transportation
Vision!
The vision for
transportation in Lincoln
and Lancaster County
is a safe, eff icient,
and sustainable
transportation system
that enhances the quality
of life, livability, and
economic vitality of the
community.

lrtplincolnmpo.com

321 South 9th Street
Lincoln, NE 68508
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