Upper Harbor Collaborative Planning Committee
Regular Meeting
October 30th, 2019 5:00-7:00 p.m.

*LOCATION CHANGE* NorthPoint Health & Wellness Center, 1256 Penn Ave N., 5th floor
Committee Members: Alexis Pennie (Chair), Tessa Anttila (Vice Chair), Melissa
Newman, Markella Smith, Mary Jamin Maguire, Grace Rude, Tanessa Greene, Channon
Lemon, Jashan Eison, Vanessa Willis, Gayle Smaller, Princess Titus, Britt Howell, Paul Bauknight, Bill
English, Phits Nantharath (Quorum 8)
Staff: Hilary Holmes, 612-673-5070, hilary.holmes@minneapolismn.gov
Call to Order
Adoption of the Agenda
Adoption of Meeting Summaries from 9-11-19 and 9-25-19
Presentation
1. Introduction of Upper Harbor Equitable and Resilient Inclusive Development Matrix (Joy
Marsh Stephens, Director, Division of Race & Equity, City of Minneapolis)
2. Parkway Alignment & Venue Location (JoAnna Hicks, City’s Project Management consultant)
Discussion
3. Upper Harbor Housing Study (Councilmember Cunningham; Shauen Pearce, Mayor’s Office;
Becky Landon, The Landon Group affordable housing consultant; and Brandon Champeau,
United Properties)
Announcements
Adjournment

Next Meeting: November 13th, 2019 at NorthPoint Health & Wellness Center, 1256
Penn Ave N., 5th floor
For reasonable accommodations or alternative formats please contact the Dept. of Community Planning
& Economic Development at 612-673-5100. People who are deaf or hard of hearing can use a relay

service to call 311 at 612-673-3000. TTY users call 612-673-2157 or 612-673-2626. Para asistencia 612673-2700 - Rau kev pab 612-673-2800 - Hadii aad Caawimaad u baahantahay 612-673-3500.

Upper Harbor Collaborative Planning Committee
DRAFT Meeting Summary
Regular Meeting
September 11, 2019 5:00-7:00 p.m.
Robert J. Jones Urban Research and Outreach-Engagement Center (UROC) 2001 Plymouth Ave. N.
In attendance: Committee Chair Alexis Pennie, Committee Vice Chair Tessa Anttila, Tanessa Greene, Grace Rude, Jashan
Eison, Britt Howell, Markella Smith, Mary Jamin Maguire, Melissa Newman, Vanessa Willis, Phits Nantharath, Channon
Lemon (Quorum 8)
Absent: Princess Titus, Gayle Smaller, Paul Bauknight, Bill English
Facilitators: Etonde Awaah & Laura LaCroix-Dalluhn
Staff: Hilary Holmes, 612-673-5070, hilary.holmes@minneapolismn.gov

Call to Order
Chair Pennie called the meeting to order at 5:03pm. He also invited CPC members to Pryes Brewing after the
meeting for a social gathering.
Fox News 9 asked to film parts of the meeting. After discussion by CPC members, they agreed that they would film
the very beginning (introductions) and during parts of the site tour.

Adoption of the Agenda
Etonde Awaah went over the meeting objectives and agenda. The agenda was approved.

Adoption of Meeting Summary 8-28-19
Chair Pennie directed CPC members to review the meeting summary from August 28th and suggest any changes,
additions, or correction. There were none. The meeting summary was approved as prepared.

Announcements
1. Learning Table, Sept. 18, Music Venue & Community Ownership Models
Ms. Awaah announced that the next Learning Table would take place on Wednesday, Sept. 18th from 4-8 PM at
NorthPoint Health & Wellness Center (1256 Penn Ave. N, 5th floor) on the topic of community ownership models
with a special focus on the music venue. CPC members were encouraged to attend.

Discussion
2. Community Process Work Group Report & Proposed Calendar

Erik Hansen, City of Minneapolis CPED, went over the Sept. 10th Memorandum that was sent out to the CPC, which is
a summary of what was discussed during the Committee Process Work Group on Sept 5th. Mr. Hansen also
explained the four maps handed out at the beginning of the meeting and the revised timeline for September and
October from the Process Work Group.
A CPC member asked about whether the music venue was an agreed upon component of the Upper Harbor
Terminal (UHT). Mr. Hansen explained that the music venue is a Council priority in the UHT Concept Plan and top
bonding priority for the City. The same CPC member stated they felt like the Committee was not aware of that and
that time was wasted discussing the venue as if they had no choice in the matter.
Chair Pennie then expressed worry that the urban development models recommended by the Committee Process
Work Group was not showing up in the outlined process/timeline.
Laura LaCroix-Dalluhn reminded everyone that they were introduced to the fixed development elements last
meeting (August 28th), which included the music venue. The same CPC member stated that the Committee should
not be spending time talking about the name of the venue, but should focused on understanding what is fixed vs.
flexible within the UHT and discussing the more important flexible components of the UHT.
Vice Chair Anttila shared that there is some confusion on how the information is being presented e.g. what fixed
means, etc.
Another CPC member stated they didn’t believe the Memorandum Mr. Hansen shared reflects what had been
discussed lately. That CPC member still does not understand what the key decision points are, who is responsible for
making them, etc. They also do not like seeing music venue as part of “Step 1” in the process (although they don’t
mind the music venue itself) because it is a top priority. They want to see more on housing and said that there needs
to be a real equity plan that is woven through every portion of the project - jobs, development, etc. They then
expressed frustration by the structure of the information – they find it confusing and not reflective of the
conversations had during CPC meetings. They also found it problematic that the Learning Table only talked about
rental housing and not housing ownership. Finally, they stated that the votes on CPC prioritization survey on values
and themes were not reflected accurately or possibly they voted incorrectly and would like the opportunity to
correct their vote. Ms. LaCroix-Dalluhn said she would follow up with them directly.
Chair Pennie invited everyone to attend the Process Work Group meetings.
A public meeting member expressed frustration about not being able to speak during CPC meetings and asked
whether they would be able to during the Process Work Group meetings. Chair Pennie stated he heard his concern
and is available for conversation.
One CPC member asked for clarity about the meeting dates, particularly the October 12th meeting date since it is
new and a full day on the weekend. They asked how much time they needed to set aside. Ms. LaCroix-Dalluhn
agreed it was important to call CPC members attention to October 12th as a new meeting date. She added that it
was currently scheduled as an all day event and the Process Work Group helped create the process/calendar. The
plan for the day was to look the specific parcels and have conversations about their potential uses, e.g. housing jobs,
etc.
Another CPC member reiterated that they are not sure about what is fixed/flexible and what the meaning of those
words are. The CPC member that started the discussion (re: music venue) then asked for complete transparency –
they do not want the CPC to be the “face” of something the CPC did not decide on. Vice Chair Anttila said it comes

back to trust building – it has been hard to see the collaborative component of the project. She knows that is the
intention but she does not see or feel it.
Chair Pennie asked Mr. Hansen to speak to some of what was expressed by committee members. Mr. Hansen did
not have time to respond to these questions as the group was preparing to board the buses for the scheduled site
tour.
3. CPC Values Prioritization Update
Due to the scheduled site tour, there was not sufficient time to discuss this agenda item.

Site Tour
Ann Calvert & Hilary Holmes of the City of Minneapolis led CPC members and members of the public on a bus and
brief walking tour of the Upper Harbor Terminal site. CPC Members and the public were able to ask questions and
gain clarity on what the area could look like as a result of this project. In particular the entrance to the site along
Dowling, the two options for parkway alignment north of Dowling, and the two proposed locations for the music
venue and park space. The two locations for the music venue are 1) as approved in the Concept Plan – embedded in
the park at Dowling/the river with additional park space in the southern future phase, or 2) the alternative option
proposed – separate from the Dowling park and south. CPC members spent most of their time on foot on the north
end of the UHT site, since this is targeted in Phase I.

Adjournment
Meeting adjourned when bus returned to UROC.

Next Meeting: September 25th, 2019 at Robert J. Jones Urban Research Outreach-Engagement
Center (UROC) 2001 Plymouth Ave N.
For reasonable accommodations or alternative formats please contact the Dept. of Community Planning & Economic
Development at 612-673-5100. People who are deaf or hard of hearing can use a relay service to call 311 at 612-6733000. TTY users call 612-673-2157 or 612-673-2626. Para asistencia 612-673-2700 - Rau kev pab 612-673-2800
- Hadii aad Caawimaad u baahantahay 612-673-3500.

Upper Harbor Collaborative Planning Committee
DRAFT
Regular Meeting
September 25th, 2019 5:00-7:00 p.m.
Robert J. Jones Urban Research and Outreach-Engagement Center (UROC) 2001 Plymouth Ave. N.
In attendance: Alexis Pennie (Chair), Tessa Anttila (Vice Chair), Melissa Newman, Markella Smith,
Mary Jamin Maguire, Grace Rude, Tanessa Greene, Channon Lemon, Jashan Eison, Vanessa Willis, Britt
Howell, Paul Bauknight, Bill English (Quorum 8)
Absent: Gayle Smaller, Princess Titus
Staff: Hilary Holmes, 612-673-5070, hilary.holmes@minneapolismn.gov
Call to Order
Adoption of the Agenda
Agenda not adopted.
Adoption of Meeting Summary from 9-11-19
Postponed until next meeting in order for Committee members to have more time to review.
Discussion
1. Group warm-up activity
Chair Antilla led the group in an activity regarding individuals experience with water and the
importance of water and the Mississippi River.
2. CPC Group check-in and process discussion – Chair Pennie, Vice Chair Anttila,
Councilmember Cunningham, Shauen Pearce (Mayor’s Office)
Chair Pennie introduced topic of allowing for public comment during CPC meetings.
Discussion about if it would need to be a public hearing. Concern from CPC members about
what CPC would get out of it, they hear from community members already and what would
expectation of community members be. Role of Learning Tables discussed, concern from
CPC members of disconnect from those events. CPC members noted concerned about time
table for CPC work and that there is not enough in the meetings for the CPC to do their
work. Members noted CPC is not appropriate place for public comment. Councilmember
Cunningham noted there are multiple ways for public to make their voice heard and

members of public can contact Councilmember’s office, as part of public record. CPC
acknowledged importance of opportunities for public input. Recommendation that public
input could be a part of Learning Tables. Motion was made to recommend to Pillsbury
United Communities (PUC) to have community input at Learning Tables and for City
to have answers to them at CPC. Motion passed.
Discussion of CPC process and agendas. Update on facilitators as they were given the night
off to allow CPC the space to discuss process after September 25th meeting. Reference to
September 10th memo from Erik Hansen regarding process and questions about what
happened to that process, the work of that group and the set agenda for this meeting which
was to be decisions on music venue location and northern parkway alignment. Question
about why CPC is not talking about charge and how CPC can move forward. Followed with
a request from CPC member for Chair and Vice Chair to not bring things to the Committee
that are not part of the charge. Disagreement among Process work group about outcome of
those two meetings, that the outcome was not reflective of what members agreed to.
Regarding process, member repeated request for facilitator that is skilled in land
development and EcoDistricts or 21st Century Development framework to be used.
Frustration from CPC members that they have made recommendations on process how
CPC moves forward but spend more time on how CPC is getting along. Another request for
project manager with development experience that can facilitate, and noted that Process
work group should not continue to meet offline but that whole CPC needs to be involved.
Shauen Pearce was introduced – is Mayor’s point person on this project and intent is to
attend meetings going forward. Mayor Frey is up to date on CPC. CPC members had
reached out and asked Shauen to attend CPC. Discussion of CPC process – for the vision
moving forward with milestones and decision points with list of things CPC wants to see at
next meeting. Motion was made to talk about greater process then calendar, then
deliverables. Motion passed.
Councilmember Cunningham presented original proposed engagement schedule and role of
CPC in decision making process. Discussion followed regarding memo from Erik Hansen on
CPC request for feedback from City on what vision and direction is so that the CPC
understands what the City wants. Discussion about how CPC gets info beforehand i.e.
questions and pros/cons and costs/benefits in order to help CPC make decisions.
Discussion of other processes/development frameworks as CPC has asked for EcoDistricts
& 21st Century Development to be looked at. It was noted that re: policy work City needs to
get Racial Equity Framework in front of CPC, and a sustainability framework. Along with
policy work CPC also needs to talk about land use which will help set the agendas.
Discussion/request from members of project manager for this work. Motion was made to
adopt this as an interim process and plug in the things CPC already decided so we
know where the gaps are and where we need to go. Motion passed.
Motion made to extend meeting time to discuss meeting schedule and deliverables.
Motion passed.

Discussion of meeting schedule in October. October 9th CPC needed to be canceled in
observance of Yom Kippur holiday. Next scheduled meeting is October 23rd. Learning Table
was rescheduled to October 23rd. Question was if October 9th meeting should be
rescheduled to October 16th.Motion was made to skip October 16th meeting and meet on
October 30th, and keep the Learning Table on October 23rd. (This means only one
meeting in October). Motion passed.
Discussion of deliverables for next meeting on October 30th. There was some discussion but
no consensus on the Process work group reconvening, therefore the CPC will all meet
together on October 30th with meeting materials sent out and reviewed by CPC ahead of the
30th.
3. Re-cap of 9/18 Learning Table on Community Ownership Models & Music Venue
Not discussed due to meeting running over time.
Announcements
None.
Adjournment

Next Meeting: October 30th, 2019 at *New Location* NorthPoint Health & Wellness
Center, 1256 Penn Ave N, 5th floor.
For reasonable accommodations or alternative formats please contact the Dept. of Community Planning
& Economic Development at 612-673-5100. People who are deaf or hard of hearing can use a relay
service to call 311 at 612-673-3000. TTY users call 612-673-2157 or 612-673-2626. Para asistencia 612673-2700 - Rau kev pab 612-673-2800 - Hadii aad Caawimaad u baahantahay 612-673-3500.

Upper Harbor Terminal │ Equitable & Resilient Inclusive Development Decision Matrix

Key Value/Theme

1. Economic
Inclusion, Jobs,
and Careers

2. Disrupting
Gentrification
and
Displacement

1

Objectives & Success Measures

Source(s) & Reference(s)

a. Living wage job creation with a commitment to hiring and retaining residents within the priority area1.
1. Number of jobs in Upper Harbor Terminal businesses by hourly wages and/or annual salaries
2. Number of jobs that offer healthcare benefits to employees
3. Number of jobs that offer career ladders
c. Integration of uses supportive of urban food systems ensuring community access
1. Number of food system based businesses and spaces for urban food systems that have access and ownership by people and entities from the priority area
d. Black, Indigenous, and People of Color people participate in the redevelopment through contracts or employment
e. Increase the percent count of and spend with racially and ethnically diverse for-profit suppliers across all City of Minneapolis departments
1. Percent utilization with African American-, Hispanic American-, and Native American-owned suppliers on professional/technical contracts, by industry
2. Percent availability of African American-, Hispanic American- and Native American-owned bidders on professional/technical contracts, by industry

• City of Minneapolis Strategic & Racial Equity
Action Plan
• Northside Green Zones
• EcoDistricts
• United Way Asset Limited, Income Constrained,
and Employed (ALICE)

a. Increase the number of Black, Indigenous, and People of Color residents and owners at Upper Harbor and in the priority area2 who are stably housed as
renters and owners in safe, habitable, affordable, secure, stable, and respectful homes until they choose to leave.
3. Count and percent of eviction filings and judgements for Upper Harbor Terminal residents
4. Count and percent of Notices to Vacate or other communication directing Upper Harbor Terminal residents to move
5. Frequency of voluntary and involuntary relocations for Upper Harbor Terminal residents
6. Number of service requests made to Regulatory Services by Upper Harbor Terminal residents
7. Upper Harbor Terminal households living at or below the ALICE threshold by race and ethnicity
8. Upper Harbor Terminal households with children living at or below the ALICE threshold by race and ethnicity
b. Commercial and residential ownership opportunities are developed and have levels of affordability for current residents, entrepreneurs, and business
owners from the priority area.
1. # of housing units affordable at 50% AMI or below
2. # of businesses owned by people living in the priority area by race and ethnicity
3. Housing preference policy is in place
c. Anticipate and prevent involuntary displacement of current residents, businesses and community organizations as development begins.
1. Frequency of voluntary and involuntary relocations for Upper Harbor Terminal residents
2. Lease hold improvements and burdening costs for Upper Harbor Terminal business owners and entrepreneurs
3. Residential and commercial affordability is maintained over the life of project

• Anti-Displacement Policy Network
• GARE Equitable Development Framework
• City of Minneapolis Strategic & Racial Equity
Action Plan
• United Way Asset Limited, Income Constrained,
and Employed (ALICE)

Priority areas are limited to 55405 north of Bassett Creek, 55411, 55412, and 55430 south of 53rd Avenue North
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3. Environmental
Justice and
Sustainability

4. Affordable
Housing

a. Increased open and green space in the community to reclaim the Mississippi River
1. Pending input from the City of Minneapolis Sustainability Division
b. Improved environmental conditions in North Minneapolis
1. Pending input from the City of Minneapolis Sustainability Division
c. Improve air quality, livability, and pollinator habitat through vegetation, clean energy and energy efficiency
1. Pending input from the City of Minneapolis Sustainability Division
d. Increase access to healthy affordable food by supporting local systems of growing, production and distribution
1. Pending input from the City of Minneapolis Sustainability Division
e. Natural features are protected
1. Pending input from the City of Minneapolis Sustainability Division
f. Use of electricity from local and renewable energy sources
1. Pending input from the City of Minneapolis Sustainability Division
g. Significantly improve the energy efficiency of our commercial, residential and public buildings
1. Pending input from the City of Minneapolis Sustainability Division
h. Lower energy costs to current BIPOC residents and business owners from the priority area who relocate to Upper Harbor Terminal.
1. Pending input from the City of Minneapolis Sustainability Division

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

a. Decreased racial disparities in housing cost burdens in the priority area over 5-10 years.
b. Increased inventory of affordable housing and environmentally high-quality housing in North Minneapolis that is attainable by current residents of the
priority area.
1. 40% of units built to be affordable to people earning an income at or below 60% AMI
2. # of housing units affordable at 50% AMI or below
c. Increased number of Black, Indigenous, and People of Color and low-income people who are in long-term attainable homes
d. Reduction in cost burdened households, particularly for people of color, Indigenous women, marginalized LGBTQ people and women of color and other
women who are most burdened.
e. Housing is available to meet a diversity of dwelling needs
f. Housing is close to facilities that offer a complete set of daily needs

• City of Minneapolis Strategic and Racial Equity
Action Plan
• Northside Green Zones
• EcoDistricts
• Anti-Displacement Policy Network
• Upper Harbor Terminal Concept Plan

Northside Green Zones
21st Century Development Matrix
EcoDistricts
RiverFIRST
Milan Urban Food Policy Pact
Minneapolis Climate Action Plan
Building Benchmarks and Beyond (B3 Version 3.1)
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5. Wealth
Creation &
Community
Ownership

6. Mobility,
Public Space
and
Infrastructure

a. Housing and commercial ownership opportunities for people from Black, Indigenous, and People of Color communities in the Upper Harbor Terminal
redevelopment
b. Increased participation from Black, Indigenous, and People of Color communities entrepreneurs in construction and service contracts
c. Increase the number of Minneapolis-based businesses owned by Black, Indigenous, and People of Color; and increase businesses with Black, Indigenous,
and People of Color ownership that are still in business after 5 years
1. Annual number of new Minneapolis‐based businesses that interact with the City, disaggregated by owner race or ethnicity
2. Number/percent of Minneapolis‐based businesses that interact with the City still in business, by owner race/ethnicity
3. Count/percent and reason for all business‐related contacts with City or our intermediaries, by business owner race/ethnicity
4. Count/percent of issues solved, and how solved, by business owner race/ethnicity
5. Relationship management indicators, by business owner race/ethnicity
6. Database entries of Black, Indigenous, and People of Color‐owned businesses
7. Reported annual revenue of businesses at UHT
d. Income and racial inequalities are reduced through workforce agreements, high quality job opportunities, and careers pathways
e. Land trust models are evaluated and implemented
f. Commercial space is attainable and affordable to Black, Indigenous, and People of Color communities and is filled with Black, Indigenous, and People of
Color-owned businesses.
g. Innovative community ownership models will be implemented
h. The site is designed to support wealth creation through the exploration and implementation of circular economy models
i. Innovative solutions, such as an anaerobic digester, integrated utility hub, and biochar and/or similar solutions, directly benefit and employ job creation,
wealth creation, community ownership strategies
j. Revenues in energy generated from public infrastructure benefit the immediate community and public first
k. Naturally occurring affordable housing and commercial stock is preserved in the UHT area
l. Community ownership models are explored

• EcoDistricts
• United Way Asset Limited, Income Constrained,
Employed

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

•
•
•
•

Places of historic significance to Black, Indigenous, People of Color, communities are preserved and celebrated.
Existing structures are assessed for integrity, placement, feasibility in redevelopment.
Dedicated walking trails, parks, plazas, squares, recreation areas
Innovative public realm that is designed to include elements that encourage human/nature connection
Public safety is enhanced
All transportation, roads and non-building infrastructure must be modes universally accessible to the public.
Shared mobility and multimodal options are increased
Reduce vehicle miles traveled in Minneapolis while improving accessibility and building walkable, safe, and growing neighborhoods that meet the needs of
all residents. Sustainable transportation solutions are integrated
i. All interior spaces programmed to accommodate public need, prioritizing residents of the priority area
j. Communal space supports functional needs of built environment, focused on the immediate neighborhood
k. Project is designed to create human-scaled places
l. Provides access to, and will not diminish the quality of fresh air, sunlight and natural waterways
m. Public spaces are accessible to all
n. Design cutting-edge infrastructure that enhances the objectives in Section 3.

21st Century Development Matrix
EcoDistricts
RiverFIRST
Minneapolis Climate Action Plan
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Collaborative Planning Committee Discussion Worksheet
Column A includes points of advisement for the CPC in relationship to the Upper Harbor Terminal redevelopment project. This worksheet is designed to support your analysis as you review potential design models, data and other reference
points presented by the City of Minneapolis, the development team and others.
Recommendation Points
A. Public Infrastructure

1. Design of streetscape, bike and
pedestrian facilities

2. Improvements on transit
service and access across I-94
B. Outdoor Music Performance Venue

1. Design of the facility

2. Community programming that
uplifts Black, Indigenous, and
People of Color communities of
all ages, including with
employment
3. Size and scale (within 7,00010,000-person capacity)

4. Community governance
structure for programming
oversight

5. Development of employment
opportunity process

What are the things the City should consider?

What do I believe the CPC recommend?

Upper Harbor Terminal │ Equitable & Resilient Inclusive Development Decision Matrix
C. Ground Floor Active Uses

1. Scales of these spaces and
general design

2. Desired uses in these spaces

3. Ownership structure including
potential for community
control and/or ownership
D. Office Mixed-Use

1. Size and general design of the
building

2. Types of office tenants that
would be desirable

3. Development of employment
opportunity process
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E. Residential Mixed-Use

1. Size and general design of the
building and housing unit mix

2. Mix of market-rate and
affordable units

3. Incomes affordable units will
serve

4. Development of housing
preference for area residents

5. Ownership structure including
potential for community
control and/or ownership
F. Hospitality Mixed-Use

1. Types of hospitality uses
preferred

2. Size and general design of the
building

3. Relationship between design of
river and Dowling Plaza sides
and park space
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G. The Community Hub

1. Size and general design of the
building

2. Relationship between designs
of the river and Relics Park
sides and the adjacent park
space

3. Mix of uses to be included in
the building and the
organizational structure
H. Ground Floor Active Uses and Community Partner

1. Community partner with entity
type

2. Types of spaces/business
desired

PARKWAY ALIGNMENT & VENUE LOCATION ANALYSIS
10.30.19

Introduction

The following is an analysis of opportunities and challenges for
both the Concept Plan and a proposed alternate consolidated
park site plan. This was prepared based on feedback from
the community through the CPC, Learning Tables, the MPRB
CAC, MPRB staff, City staff, and the technical engineering and
design firms working on behalf of the City’s Dept. of Public
Works, MPRB and United Properties.
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Site Context
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Site Overview: Approved Concept Plan March 2019

Northern Parkway alignment does not provide required safety
clearance from railroad intersection.

B

Location of Venue does not provide for a back of house or dedicated
loading area requiring trucks to be on the Parkway

C

Multiple smaller parks makes it more challenging to achieve
desired programming & access in the park

D

Coordination of the design, phasing, and construction of a venue
within the park adds significant complexity & challenges.

E

Public and private space at the end of Dowling Avenue is not clearly
delineated; direct public access to river at Dowling should
be prioritized.
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Site Overview: Alternate Parkway Alignment and Music Venue Location
Opportunities
More emphasis of Dowling as key connection into site for
northside residents

B

More direct public access to the river via Dowling at the
center/ main entrance to the site

C

Consolidated park space in a central location allows
for enhanced visibility and access

D

Venue loading and access can be accommodated via a
private service road

E

Separation of venue and park space, less potential for
conflict between venue and park space

F

Contiguous park space connected along the river provides
better opportunities for programming and activation
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DOWLING AVE.

CONNECTION TO
NEIGHBORHOOD

Site Overview: Plan Comparison
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Alternate Parkway Alignment and Music Venue Location
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Memorandum to City of Minneapolis Collaborative Planning
Committee
Upper Harbor Terminal Community Advisory Committee Recommendations and
Considerations
2019-10-22

CAC Recommendations:

1. CAC Recommends Alternative B (attached) as the preferred relationship between the
music venue and the park. Considerations are based on the limited information that is
currently available and include:
a. Like the idea of a bigger park space that is not separated and provides a more
continuous park experience.
b. Like the idea that people do not have to go around the venue to get to different
spaces within the park.
c. Like the open park feeling; the river feels more open to the public and like that
the park engages the river better.
d. Like the direct connection to the larger park space that Dowling Avenue
provides; the park feels more accessible to community members.
e. Like that the consolidated park would preserve more of the peaceful park feeling
rather than having the music venue greatly impact the park with possible noise,
crowds, etc.
f. While the CAC recommends Alt. B, the CAC has concerns about the industrial
structures and the cost and implications for the park.

2. CAC Recommends maintaining the parkway between the river and private development
as this design follows the model set in other areas of Minneapolis to maintain public
access to water ways, allows pedestrians and park users to experience the river without
looking across traffic, and maximizes equitable access to the riverfront.
3. CAC Recommends that the City and CPC engage in a larger process to create at least one
alternative concept showing a different option than the large music venue than is
currently approved by the City. The CAC is open to participate in this process to explore
options for performing arts on public park land. Such options might include, but are not
limited to, a smaller bandshell or a more basic and flexible event space.

CAC List of Considerations and Questions:

In support of the recommendations above, the CAC identified the following considerations
related to the development, particularly the music venue.

1. Regardless of whether the venue is being used for a concert or not, the space should still
function without the large scale events.
2. Would like to see pedestrian bridges to connect the different spaces.
3. Are concerned about the orientation of the music venue and the impact of the noise on
adjacent areas. Conduct sound studies depending on the orientation of the space.
4. Where will the back of the buildings face? Maintain private development character that
positively impacts park and public spaces.
5. Will all music venue customers come off of Dowling Ave? That scenario will lead to high
traffic; consider impacts of traffic congestion.
6. Would the venue be fenced because of the size of the proposed venue? Concern that
this design would prevent people from flowing through the park space.
7. Would the venue be open when it is not being used for ticketed events? How can the
space be activated further? If the venue is going to be at the center of this site there
should be additional outward facing amenities (concessions, etc.) These amenities could
be implemented through building out space or integrating main level concessions.
8. What will parking look like for a venue of this size? There will still need to be significant
parking for families who won’t use the space unless there is parking, and access for
seniors.
9. An alternative concept could include a place for music, such as a bandshell or smaller
venue, that could be a public park feature.
10. A transit connection to the site is very important. The BRT line should connect here.
11. The powerlines should be buried to minimize impacts to the space.

HOUSING STUDY UPDATE
10.30.19

Introduction

Background

Building on feedback from the CPC, the City and community, the development team has been exploring various housing options for
Upper Harbor to address the following:
• Feasibility of housing that is affordable to current Northside residents
• Offering a variety of housing options for individuals and families
• Providing rental and ownership opportunities

Purpose

The intent of the following housing information is to show the physical and financial options for various housing types at Upper Harbor
in order to arrive at a recommendation on the following:
• What is the right amount of housing for the UHT site?
• What type of unit mix is the most appropriate?
• What is the right affordability strategy?

Clarifications & Notes

• The following housing materials are focused on housing location (what sites) and various project programs only (number of units,
mix of units, affordability and financing requirements).
• The budget numbers and required financing sources shared in this packet are intended to help guide our discussions on the
requirements of delivering affordable rental units.
• This document does not address the possible ownership options, project partners, design, sustainability, or construction methods.
Those options will be guided by the outcome of our discussions on the questions above.
• The opportunity is for housing at Upper Harbor to create a balanced, equitable, and affordable community, that a diversity of ages,
backgrounds, occupations, and income levels can call home.
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Housing Affordability Scenarios
Below is a comparison of rents & household incomes of a typical 160 unit building based on five affordability scenarios.

Example Unit Mix
1 Bedroom

Number of Units
48

2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom

64
48

Total

Questions:
• What is the right amount of housing for the UHT site?
• What type of unit mix is the most appropriate?
• What is the right affordability strategy?

Percentage
30%
40%
30%

160 Units

SCENARIO 1 (All Units Affordable at 30% AMI*)

SCENARIO 4 (40% of Units at 60% AMI / 60% of Units at Market Rate)

UNIT TYPE

RENT

TARGETED HOUSEHOLD INCOME

UNIT TYPE

RENT

1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom

$562
$675

$21,000-27,000
$24,000-$30,000

1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom

$1,125
$1,350

3 Bedroom

$780

$27,000-$34,800

3 Bedroom

$1,560

GAP

$12,549,199

CITY FUNDS
TAX CREDIT EQUITY

$7,979,000
$13,511,434

MORTGAGE

$3,169,367

TARGETED HOUSEHOLD INCOME MARKET RATE RENTS

GAP

$42,000-$54,000

$1,500

$48,000-$60,000
$54,000-$69,600

$1,650
$2,000

TARGETED HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$(88)

CITY FUNDS

$5,445,000

TAX CREDIT EQUITY
MORTGAGE

$13,980,088
$17,775,000

*this model also shows a negative cash flow

SCENARIO 2 (All Units Affordable at 50% AMI)

SCENARIO 5 (All Units affordable at 60% AMI)

UNIT TYPE

RENT

1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom

$937
$1,125

UNIT TYPE
1 Bedroom

RENT
$1,125

TARGETED HOUSEHOLD INCOME
$42,000-$54,000

2 Bedroom

$1,350

3 Bedroom

$1,300

3 Bedroom

$1,560

$48,000-$60,000
$54,000-$69,600

TARGETED HOUSEHOLD INCOME
$35,000-$45,000
$40,000-$50,000
$45,000-$58,000

GAP
CITY FUNDS

$954,826
$7,970,000

TAX CREDIT EQUITY

$13,675,077

MORTGAGE

$14,600,097

$0
$3,123,762

TAX CREDIT EQUITY
MORTGAGE

$13,756,954
$20,319,284

Total Development Cost: $37,200,000

SCENARIO 3 (Units at 30%, 50%, 60%, and 80% AMI)
UNIT TYPE
1 Bedroom

LOW RENT RANGE

TARGETED HOUSEHOLD INCOME

HIGH RENT RANGE

TARGETED HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$562

$21,000-$27,000

$1,312

$56,000-$72,000

2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom

$675
$780

$24,000-$30,000
$27,000-$34,800

$1,575
$1,820

$64,000-$80,000
$72,000-$92,800

GAP

GAP
CITY FUNDS

$(88)

CITY FUNDS

$5,445,000

TAX CREDIT EQUITY
MORTGAGE

$13,980,088
$17,775,000
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Site Context

Penn
Ave.

NORTH MISSISSIPPI
REGIONAL PARK

42nd Ave.
UPPER HARBOR SITE
SOJOURNER TRUTH
ACADEMY
XCEL POWER PLANT

Dowling Ave.

CONNECTION TO
NORTH MINNEAPOLIS
COMMUNITIES

n Ave.

I-94

Lyndale Ave.

to
Washing

FOLWELL PARK

MARSHALL TERRACE
PARK

33rd Ave.
CITYVIEW SCHOOL

Lowry Ave.
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Housing Parcels: Finding the Best Fit
Considerations:
1. Before we can consider what to build, we first must determine what’s
physically possible. Does the building type (housing, hub, office, light
industrial) physically fit on the parcel?
2. Consider what’s around you - what do you think is the “highest and
best use” for each parcel?
3. Can you picture yourself living or working here?

6. CENTRAL PARCELS

7. WESTERN PARCELS

Housing
Hub
Office
Light Industrial
Commercial

Housing
Hub
Office

DOWLING AVE.

Why These Parcels? Because they...
... offer the strongest connection to the Northside communities, via Dowling Ave.
... provide direct access to views of both river and park
... are closest to North Mississippi Regional Park
... are furthest away from industrial uses adjacent to southern parcels
... offer opportunity to create concentrated energy
near
site entrance
INTERSTATE
94

7
6

WASHINGTON AVE.

SECOND STREET

AD
RAILRO

5

INDUSTRIAL USES TO
SOUTH AND WEST

2

3

4

1

K
PAR

E I)

HAS

(P
WAY

E)

UTURE PHAS

PARKWAY (F

MISSISSIPPI

RIVER

4. & 5. SOUTHERN PARCELS

3. Music Venue

Light Industrial
Office
Hub

Music Venue

2. EXISTING SITE
STRUCTURES & PARK

*The development team is interested in creating a mixed-use experience in the district. This means finding
ways to incorporate multiple uses into the housing development projects. These uses could include multiple
community hub spaces, retail, restaurants, office, or a combination of the above.

1. NORTHERN PARCELS
Housing
Hub
Commercial
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Housing on Parcel 1: Examples
7
6

5

4

3

1

2

1a.

Housing (140 Units)
2 Levels of Parking

1b. Housing (115 Units)

2 Levels of Parking
Hub / Commercial
- 13,350sf

1a. Housing (120 Units)

2 Levels of Parking

1b. Housing (160 Units)

2 Levels of Parking
Hub / Commercial
- 13,350sf

Precedent Images
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Housing on Parcel 1: Pros and Cons

1b. Hub / Commercial
- 13,350sf

Pros

1b. Housing (115 Units)
2 Levels of Parking

1a. Housing (140 Units)
2 Levels of Parking

Cons

1b. Hub / Commercial
- 13,350sf

Pros

1b. Housing (160 Units)
2 Levels of Parking

1a. Housing (120 Units)
2 Levels of Parking

Cons
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Housing on Parcel 6: Examples
7
6

5

4

3

1

2

Housing (360 units)
1 Level of Parking

Hub / Commercial
- 8,000sf

Hub / Commercial
- 84,000sf

Housing (180 units)
1 Level of Parking
Hub / Commercial
- 6,000sf
Housing (250 Units)
2 Levels of Parking
Light Industrial
- 90,000sf

Precedent Images
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Housing on Parcel 6: Pros and Cons

Housing (360 units)
1 Level of Parking

Pros

Hub / Commercial
- 8,000sf

Cons

Housing (180 units)
1 Level of Parking

Pros

Hub / Commercial
- 84,000sf

Cons

Housing (250 Units) Light Industrial Hub / Commercial
2 Levels of Parking - 90,000sf
- 6,000sf

Pros

Cons
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Housing on Parcel 7: Example
7
6

5

4

3

1

2

Housing
(150 Units)
Hub / Commercial
- 16,000sf
Housing
( 36 Units)

Precedent Images
*Parcel 7 offers a narrow east-west dimension, which limits the site planning flexibility.
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Housing on Parcel 7: Pros and Cons

Housing
(150 Units)

Pros

Housing
( 36 Units)

Hub / Commercial
- 16,000sf

Cons
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