Upper Harbor Terminal Park Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Recommendations to the
Collaborative Planning Committee (CPC) and City of Minneapolis on Development and Impacts to
the Park
January 11, 2020

The following recommendations were developed by the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) members in order to
address development concerns that may impact whether current Northside residents and ADOS (American Descendants of
Slavery), Dakota, and other BIPOC people will connect with the park and river
1. MPRB should not build a full waterfront regional park amenity until ADOS (American Descendants of Slavery), Dakota, and BIPOC

(Black, Indigenous, People of Color) residents are confident that the park will serve them as measured by being open and accessible
at all times. The following language has been used to justify the project: Unfortunately, Minneapolis and the region also rank

high in the level of disparities between white and black residents on a number of success factors. The Northside
neighborhoods across I-94 from the UHT site suffer from many of these disparities, and an important goal of the site
redevelopment is to help address at least some of these disparities, including the lack of access to a waterfront regional park
amenity. If park users are mostly non-Northside residents, their presence may create a park that feels unwelcoming to
Northside community members and they will then not truly have access to a waterfront regional park amenity.
(CAC votes: 12 Yes, 1 No, 1 Abstain)

2. Adjacent development is important because it will greatly impact who uses the park and whether current Northside residents and
ADOS, Dakota, and other BIPOC users feel connected with the park. The CAC recommends a flexible and incremental (described
as Just Green Enough below) approach to the park as displacement of vulnerable residents and negative impacts from
gentrification are a significant risk. Achieving community goals requires cooperation and partnerships across agencies and
property lines. Some of the ways that this park and development could be approached cooperatively are suggested in this
document.
(CAC votes: 13 Yes, 1 Abstain)

3. The CAC recommends against a privately operated multi-thousand seat venue adjacent to this park as we feel that it will
have a significant negative impact on the park and its enjoyment by North Minneapolis residents in particular. In 2019 CAC
Members recommended that the City of Minneapolis explore alternative options to the venue and offered a willingness to
partner on a public performance area that is sized and operated in a manner that works on park land. Should the venue be
built, attendees may overwhelm or inhibit the enjoyment of the park by Northside residents. While attracting users from the
wider region to the park is often framed as an asset, these users could easily make this park feel like a space inhabited by
white people. There are many examples of these white public spaces and this perception influences security, assumed rights
for white people to police others, and overall experiences for ADOS, Dakota, and other BIPOC park users. Because of the
scale of the venue, the impact of the ticketholders may be the dominant force that shapes the park experience during the
evenings and weekends. The park should provide a public benefit, targeted to public users, without feeling commercialized
or consumer oriented.
(CAC votes: 11 Yes, 3 No)
4. If the City moves forward against the recommendation of this CAC and builds a privately operated venue, we insist on the
following accommodations by the venue and its operator:
a. Pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular access to the park should stay open, regardless of events at the venue or elsewhere
in the private development. Any traffic management or event management plans should not close Dowling Avenue
or other direct access routes to the park including the public parking area.
b. Traffic congestion caused by venue events may deter neighborhood park users, negatively impact the neighborhoods,
and contribute to air pollution. The venue should be responsible for evaluating these issues and developing
management plans that minimize congestion in the area before the Coordinated Plan is approved.
c. The primary route for vehicles serving the venue or accessing parking should not be adjacent to the main park space
at the end of Dowling Avenue. The primary entrance to the venue should not encourage people to travel through the
park.
d. All transportation vehicles serving the venue, including buses and shuttles, should not be allowed to idle along the
parkway and adjacent to the park space.
e. Public parking in the park is dedicated for park users; parking should not primarily serve adjacent development. Park
users should be able to access the main park parking area during events at the adjacent venue. Paid parking will
deter park use and parking for public park users should be free.
i. No special use parking permits should be given to the venue for parking within the park

ii. Public park parking times should be strictly enforced on evenings of events in order to deter use by venue
ticket holders
f. Noise from the venue may impact park enjoyment by the general public. The venue should be responsible for
containing sound, possibly beyond the standard requirements once the impacts are fully understood.
g. Queuing at the venue may impact park use and damage portions of the park; the venue should be responsible for
directing people in line to stay on the sidewalk across the parkway.
h. Security for the venue will have an impact on the adjacent park and who feels comfortable in the park. There should
be a way for the public to have input into the hiring and oversight of venue security particularly when large numbers
of participants might be in the adjacent park.
i. The perimeter of the venue is important to the park. The venue should maximize transparency and outward facing
amenities, such as concessions, and minimize solid blank walls. The venue should be designed so that the spaces can
be integrated with the adjacent park when not in use for a private event.
j. There is a clear desire for public performance and community events, however MPRB cannot fully develop such a
space without knowing how the adjacent venue will operate. The first phase of the park improvements should
include a flexible space that can support community performances and events and allow for future changes to this
space. Should the adjacent venue change, MPRB and the City should explore a performance/event area on park land
that is suitable as a public park amenity.
(CAC votes: 14 Yes)
5.

Some critical and specific statements about development impacts to the park include:
a. Only if housing is deemed environmentally safe to be constructed on the site, all housing that is provided must be
affordable to those making incomes equal to or less than the median income of those in the surrounding North
Minneapolis community. (~We recommend housing is affordable to those who make at or below 50% AMI
(approximately $50,000 a year), with a significant percentage of the housing reserved for those that make 30% AMI
(approximately $30,000 a year)). Without this commitment the CAC is concerned that the park will serve white
middle and upper income users, as other market rate housing may be built in the area.
b. The CAC is concerned about industrial uses that are not supportive of park uses, defined as uses that increase
pollution, truck traffic, and buildings that are dominated by blank walls. Industrial uses that are compatible with the
park would be those that are “green”, defined as those that emit minimal pollution of all kinds, have low truck traffic,
and focus on agricultural, clean energy, small scale making, or non-noxious recycling. In every case, industrial
buildings, should they exist, should have many windows, doors, little or no parking that faces the park.

i. Commercial and industrial businesses included in the development should be owned and operated by
Northside residents, employ Northside residents, and not contribute to environmental pollution that inhibits
enjoyment of the park. Many businesses have promised Northside jobs, but until we know who is working at
this site, and under what conditions, it is premature to know who the adjacent park will serve.
c. All development should adhere to the Shoreline Overlay Plan, and the Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area
Ordinance Requirements and be built to bird-safe standards. One goal of the park and the entire Above the Falls
Regional Park Master Plan is to restore the environmental corridor and create high quality habitat. Providing this
habitat directly adjacent to taller buildings, more nighttime illumination, and more glass may negatively impact
migratory birds and other river life.
d. Public funds, via the Minneapolis Parks and Rec Board’s investment in this future park, should not be directed
towards creating a space that is effectively a private amenity for surrounding private development and patrons of the
venue. We are concerned that this park, like Downtown Commons, could be a misuse of public funds and public
property based on the current development plan. There should not be special use of public space with the
expectation of monetary participation, such as purchasing a concert ticket.
e. Before the Coordinated Plan is voted on, the multiple requested studies listed in this document need to be completed
and widely advertised for public and agency comments as part of the environmental review process. Community
members and policy makers need to understand and consider the impacts of noise, air pollution, and traffic
congestion on the people, the wildlife, the land, and the river before making decisions on the development. Post
public comment period, the City should share how they are going to respond to the public concerns and defined
impacts before approving a plan.
(CAC votes: 12 Yes, 2 No)
6. In order to create a park that is truly connected to Northside residents, the CAC recommends that the City and other
agencies - with support by MPRB - should make the following transportation improvements:
a. Improve Dowling Avenue, 33rd Street, Washington Avenue, future parkway connections, and the river itself as
important transportation corridors. These corridors should get physical improvements for better connectivity, but
also be treated as cultural Northside corridors that clearly link current residents with the river.
b. Transit to the UHT site will support residents in existing North Minneapolis neighborhoods to access the park and
river. Because transit is likely to be supported by demand related to the new development, as a part of the
Coordinated Plan the City must show how transit options and better physical connections to the existing Northside
neighborhoods are envisioned and will be implemented with each stage of the park and development. The City
should also make communications with Metro Transit public and seek to make joint projections on how transit service

will be rolled out. (Given the existing transportation barriers and distance the CAC may recommend that MPRB
should not rely on other agencies, but also provide transportation for park programming from Northside pick up
points. While the park alone is unlikely to generate demand for transit, a development well served by transit will
support park and green space users as well as workers and residents.)
c. New safe and accessible routes to the site from North Minneapolis via walking and biking that do not force people to
cross auto traffic, via a highway bridge or tunnel, should be added.
(CAC votes: 14 Yes)
7. All parties should collaborate across property lines for better environmental restoration and management.
a. No development or venue should be approved until all environmental review processes have been completed and
that these processes find that safe conditions for the building of these structures exist.
b. The City/development partners should collaborate with MPRB, and MWMO (Mississippi Watershed Management
Organization) to support a regional and district stormwater management system that protects the river and enhances
the environmental corridor. Seek to maximize opportunities for ADOS, Dakota, and BIPOC youth to build careers in
related environmental careers.
c. The City/development partners should work with Indigenous ethnobotanists and other partners to incorporate
culturally relevant native plants on the privately managed land parcels. Allow for harvesting and use by Indigenous
people and incorporate language and education as appropriate. These plantings and uses would be complementary
to planned vegetation restoration and activities at the public park.
(CAC votes: 14 Yes)
8. While it is premature for MPRB to make any permanent decisions about a park building, the CAC sees potential benefit of
having indoor park space within development that is community oriented.
a. If the housing on Parcel 1B is subsidized for residents who are low income, MPRB should pursue a long term sharing
of ground floor public spaces within the building. MPRB should provide amenities that are supportive of these
residents as well as the general public. Should the housing plan be changed to market rate housing, MPRB should
revisit whether sharing a building is advisable as the priority consideration should be the needs of residents living in
supportive housing.
b. If the Hub or other community space is relocated south of the park, MPRB should explore how the park and
community space should interface – including sharing indoor park spaces.
(CAC votes: 13 Yes, 1 Abstain)

Park Project Definition of Just Green Enough: For the purposes of this project “just green enough” is a space that serves the
surrounding community first and foremost and seeks to reduce the risks of gentrification. A park that is “just green enough” is not
intended to mean either disinvestment in a community or a low-quality park or a low amount of green, vegetated space. Beginning
with more basic improvements is also known as the Slow Park movement and is an evolving strategy to combat gentrification
resulting from green space development. Slowing the rate of change, particularly if combined with efforts to build local connections,
can help avoid cultural gentrification. When creating a new park, starting with just enough features to support local use, allows the
park users to help shape more of the space after they’ve gotten to know it. Future park development could be deferred unless
community members feel improvements will not add to the risk of gentrification.
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Dear Minneapolis Mayor, City Councilmembers, and Erik Hansen:
Attached and below you will find The Above the Falls Community Advisory Committee's response to the City of
Minneapolis' Upper Harbor Terminal Draft Coordinated Plan. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft
coordinated plan. Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully,
Alexis D. Pennie

Date: January 15, 2021
To: Minneapolis City Council, Mayor Frey, and Erik Hansen, Community Planning and Economic
Development, Director of Economic Policy & Development
From: Alexis Pennie, on behalf of AFCAC, AFCAC Co-Facilitator
Contact: 612-998-2382; alexispennie@gmail.com
Re Project: Upper Harbor Terminal (UHT) Draft Coordinated Plan
The Above the Falls Community Advisory Committee (AFCAC) is an organization made up of representatives
from neighborhoods, businesses and environmental organizations. AFCAC was created in 2001 by the City of
Minneapolis to pro-actively supporting the implementation of the Above the Falls: A Master Plan for the Upper
River in Minneapolis – originally approved in 1999 and updated in 2019.
AFCAC has had the opportunity to participate in and study the current and previous iterations of planning for
the UHT. Members of AFCAC, past and present, have a long history of active work on river and planning
issues in support of the City. Currently, several AFCAC members are active in the UHT planning process and
AFCAC representatives are on the City’s Upper Harbor Terminal Collaborative Planning Committee and the
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board’s Community Advisory Committee. With this history, AFCAC is
providing comments, concerns, and recommendations in the belief the UHT redevelopment plans should result
in protecting one of the country’s greatest natural assets, the Mississippi River. The intent of our commentary
response is to see the UHT project strengthened for current and future residents and to improve the connection
of the nearby communities with the riverfront and river-related opportunities. The Mississippi River running
through Minneapolis is part of the 72-mile Mississippi River National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA), a
national park. This presents a rare and unique opportunity for Minneapolis and specifically the nearby
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communities to “Dream Big” for what is to be developed on the UHT project site and to assure the project will
offer equitable long-term benefits for all future generations.
This is a chance to take advantage of redeveloping a waterfront. The Mississippi River is an incredible amenity
in many ways. Unfortunately, this Plan largely ignores the River and its potential as a healthy-living amenity
and recreational opportunity, as well as a chance for waterfront oriented businesses run by locals, for those that
have far too long been cut off from the River. Foresighted cities around the country are redeveloping their
waterfronts with the overriding goal of taking advantage of the waterfront. Instead, the Plan is a hodgepodge of
ideas from special interest groups, and the plan could fit anywhere in the city because the development Plan
does not take advantage of being on the River. Probably the biggest tip off to the fact the Plan doesn't fit the
River is that the Plan includes a large area of buildings for manufacturing, production, assembly, etc, which are
known to be detrimental to a 21st century waterfront development. They are the last kind of business for such
an area. Look around the country at cities which have redeveloped waterfront areas and you will not see
manufacturing etc. Buffalo, N.Y., Washington D.C., San Antonio, Milwaukee, Baltimore, Portland, Chicago,
etc. are all trying to remove those types of businesses from their waterfront redevelopments, and certainly not
expand them. The City is establishing 21st century waterfronts elsewhere in Minneapolis. The community
deserves a 21st century waterfront. Moreover, we want to make sure this redevelopment is a success, especially
for locally owned, and preferably minority-owned, businesses.
AFCAC believes the UHT site is an opportunity to create a lasting “Big Idea” for a community often left
behind. What is to be built on the site must support and enhance the Mississippi River and the planned Upper
Harbor Terminal regional park. A suburban business office/industrial park at the river’s edge does not fulfill the
“Big Idea” potential nor is this the legacy of riverfront development to leave for future generations. As a result
of our review, AFCAC believes the UHT Draft Coordinated Plan fails to achieve the potential and goals of
previous planning efforts. We strongly urge the Minneapolis City Council to reject the draft coordinated plan as
presented until further review of risks, benefits, environmental impacts and costs can be accomplished.

COMMENTS:






The history of land ownership and development is rooted in the fundamental realities of systemic racism
that continues to this day. In Minneapolis the proposed UHT development in North Minneapolis
continues to perpetuate this injustice. The UHT development could be a transformational project in the
city of Minneapolis. Land development does not have to continue to be an extractive wealth process.
However, starting the project by proposing the sale of city owned land to a white-owned, affluent real
estate company, while requesting $12.5 million in state bonding to support a performance center
benefiting another privileged, white-owned company clearly demonstrates the depth of injustice
embedded into the current system.
If First Avenue had to go out and borrow $12.5 million, the total amount of the loan payments, including
interest, would be multiples of that amount. If they had to get the money from investors, the payments to
them would probably be even much higher. That is a huge gift to First Avenue by the governments. The
value of the $12.5 million in public funding that First Avenue received from the Minnesota State
Legislature shows once again how governments help non-community-based wealthy companies and
individuals disenfranchise low income communities and communities o f color from income while taking
the profits and burdening those communities. It isn't exactly rocket science to figure out that most of the
attendees at the huge concerts will not be from north or northeast. Yet almost all of the profits go to First
Avenue and not to the community.
Most of the monetary benefits of the redevelopment should go to the low-wealth communities,
especially African Descendants of Slavery and Indigenous communities. The 10,000 capacity
performance center being placed at the Upper Harbor Terminal will not be used by many from the area
on the important nights of the year. And the profits from both the entertainment center to be run by First
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Avenue, as well as the profits from the rest of the redevelopment, are going solely to a few large
companies. For over a century the City didn't just neglect North Minneapolis; the City actually created
the circumstances which caused the present negative situations on the Northside. It is about time
the City makes sure that most of the monetary profits of the redevelopment benefit the needs of current
residents.
AFCAC believes an important component of the UHT redevelopment should be to address disparities
and support opportunities of equity for an underserved business community. It is imperative the City
support current and future small businesses and entrepreneurs in the UHT project and the surrounding
areas. As part of the UHT development proposal AFCAC expects the City of Minneapolis and the
development team to be accountable as part of any work on the UHT site, for providing substantial
openings for small, women and minority-owned, businesses/entrepreneurs from the Northside to
effectively participate in the ground leasing opportunities at this site.
We believe a mixed range of housing options and costs at this site should be included to significantly
address affordable housing disparities that exists across our city, region, and state.
AFCAC supports the use of an enforceable community benefits agreement between the community and
the development team that delivers substantial return on investments throughout the different phases of
the project: procurement, employment, sustainability, development, construction, management,
operation, and maintenance.

CONCERNS:


Community Performing & Arts Center
o

o



The community has the right to request and review the 10-year project proforma for First
Avenue’s performance center considering the $12.5 million in public funds going to this project.
It is important to consider, what percentage of the total profits is the $500,000 - $1 million being
offered to the community? If you don’t know how much First Avenue plans to make each year at
the performance center, how can you determine how much of a benefit to the community will
result from a $3 ticket fee? Providing anything less would be a dereliction of duty to the
community. It appears as though the $3 fee isn't based on what the community is entitled to, but
rather on what First Avenue is willing to pay. Perhaps the community would better served by
receiving a percentage, at least 10%, of the total annual profits from First Avenue’s performance
center.
AFCAC shares similar concerns of the Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board Community
Advisory Committee about First Avenue’s performance center’s negative impacts on the park
and public realm (i.e. noise, parking, traffic, and pollution). AFCAC wants to see these concerns
addressed before the coordinated plan is approved.

Development & Housing Opportunities
o

o

o

AFCAC supports a mixed range of housing options/costs to ensure a healthy and stable
community and to address our affordable housing crisis. AFCAC urges the development team to
find ways to allow for mixed-income opportunities in housing parcels across the site and
throughout the various phases of housing development.
We support the efforts on senior housing and would like to see it get a stronger place in the draft
coordinated plan. Recent studies show that senior housing provides eyes on the park at all times
of day, which in turn provides a safer environment.
AFCAC supports community, City Collaborative Planning Committee, and Minneapolis Park &
Recreation Board Community Advisory Committee requests for the City of Minneapolis to
provide 20-year property tax projections for this site and adjacent property owners (within 5- mile
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radius). There is some concern that this redevelopment will increase property taxes in the
neighborhoods west of I-94. We believe there should be a method for the community benefit
money to protect lower income households from negative effects.
AFCAC acknowledges this project will likely draw more people to this site and as a result gain
more development opportunities and hospitality amenities. It is vital to have market rate housing
at the outset of this project to provide the monetary base to consistently support small
community businesses at this site.
While we see redevelopment along the riverfront as a net positive, we caution a full review and
study of the development risks, benefits, environmental impacts, and any latent costs associated
with the project must happen before the coordinated plan is voted on and approved by City
Council.

Building Design/Environment/Riverfront Connection
o

We oppose the use of Conditional Use Permits (CUP) and/or variances to increase the
height of proposed developments at Upper Harbor Terminal in the Shoreland Overlay
District and the Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) Overlay District. Even
with the newly adopted Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area ordinance, which allows 65 feet
at this site, the proposed development at UHT would exceed the allowed height limits – we
believe the height proposed for the real-estate development at this site is unnecessarily
excessive. Why should a development on public land on the Northside be exempted from the
city’s brand-new standards for good riverfront design? It appears that elsewhere in the city, our
council intends to enforce height limits. But once again the North Minneapolis "gets the short
end" and isn't protected by the limits the council plans to use to protect other areas of the
city. This project will build some of the first buildings under the new standards, which will
notably increase the allowable height of buildings in these districts; and approving a Conditional
Use Permits or variances to increase height for this real estate development proposal makes a
mockery of these salient standards. AFCAC is concerned this project catalyzes future
development with concerning precedents.

o

The Mississippi River is an incredible amenity offering an incredible opportunity. The project at
the UHT site is not exceptional nor notable, especially considering the potential of its
relationship to the Mississippi River. Increasing height will not achieve the goal of producing a
high-quality, distinctive environment at the Minneapolis Riverfront. The project’s built
environment largely ignores the river and fails in its potential. And, the UHT Draft Coordinated
Plan fails for those on the North Side who have long been cut off from the river.

o

We are deeply troubled by the fact that an Alternative Urban Area-wide Review (AUAR)
process will not be complete until after the approval of the UHT coordinated plan. This is
unacceptable AFCAC urges the City Council to not approve the coordinated plan until an AUAR
is completed and thoroughly addresses how to mitigate concerns found in the environmental
review process.

o

It is AFCAC’s understanding the City of Minneapolis will draft and review it’s own
environmental standards for this project. We find this to be highly problematic because there is
no guarantee of accountability with regard to the City holding itself to the highest environmental
standards in the process and presents a potential conflict of interest. We urge instead, an
independent agency determine the environmental concerns and review what mitigation strategies
should move forward.
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Transportation/Traffic & Congestion/Parking

o

AFCAC vehemently opposes using the UHT riverfront for big parking lots/ramps. The likely
initial solution for on-site parking for each of the proposed uses multi-family, hospitality,
business, industrial, will be for large asphalt surfaced lots, traffic lanes, and driveways. The
UHT Draft Coordinated Plan does not show the location nor the size of any of the areas required
to be covered with an impervious surface for parking. Recently, the City rejected an 800-stall
parking ramp on the riverfront next to the Federal Reserve Bank. Why should the North
Minneapolis’ riverfront be held to a different standard?

o

The draft UHT coordinated plan lacks any substantive plan for public transit to service
this site. The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) is planning a highway
expansion project along Interstate 94, which will run directly adjacent to this project. MnDOT
has conducted a study to look at the potential of having Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) along this
corridor. While the study concluded this corridor ranked as highly competitive for a BRT route,
there is no funding to make this public transit option a reality. Without public transit included in
the redevelopment plans for Upper Harbor Terminal, this project excludes many city residents
from accessing the site and increases auto emissions in a neighborhood with poor air quality.

o

Except for the adjacent biking/walking paths along the Mississippi River (with connection to the
Above the Falls Regional Park system), this community lacks healthy-living amenities within a
short walking distance, lacks protected bike lanes to access commerce along various corridors,
and has limited public transit options (Metro Transit routes #30 and #14).

o

It is unacceptable a traffic study and AUAR/environmental review would not be completed prior
to City Council approving the draft coordinated plan. The UHT Draft Coordinated Plan should
be informed by an AUAR and traffic study showing potential traffic congestion and pollution
mitigation strategies ahead of any official City Council vote. There should be a detailed plan
presented for how First Avenue plans to get 10,000 people to concerts without parking in the
UHT or surrounding neighborhoods, and without running shuttles from present amenities such as
parks or businesses which would affect the normal parking needs for those entities.

o

The AUAR/environmental review must address and mitigate the following concerns: parking,
traffic congestion and emissions, noise (decibel levels, etc.), air quality, water quality,
environmental review methodology and process, and any conflicts of interest.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
AFCAC recommends the following:
o

o
o

Do not approve the coordinated plan until an AUAR is completed and plans are made to
thoroughly address how to mitigate concerns found in the environmental review process–
including issues related to noise, pollution, traffic and parking.
Reduce the size of the performance center to a capacity of no more than 7,000 attendees (or less,
if indicated by the results of the AUAR).
A full review and study of the development risks, benefits, environmental impacts, and any latent
costs associated with the project happen before the coordinated plan is voted on and app roved by
City Council.
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o
o
o

o

o
o

o

o

o

o
o

Review and ensure language in any redevelopment contract agreements/term sheets between the
City of Minneapolis, United Properties, and First Avenue is to the benefit of existing community
members and does not intentionally or unintentionally displace current Northside residents. It’s
fundamental this project provide inclusive economic opportunities throughout the different
phases of the project: procurement, employment, sustainability, development, construction,
management, operation, and maintenance.
AFCAC urges the development team to find mixed-income housing opportunities in parcels
across the site and throughout the various phases of housing development.
Ensure affordable ground and/or building leases which enable current Northside businesses to
own, manage, rent, or operate commercial space located at the site.
Include accessible, affordable community space within both the community hub and First
Avenue’s performance center for use by residents as well as others within the broad community
of North Minneapolis.
Provide a wide-array benefits to the community (i.e., urban agriculture, farmers market, more
than one sit-down restaurant at various price points, for example, with accommodation for a
commercial cooperative kitchen). Use the interim planning and design period to create
opportunities for pop-up activities such as mini community festivals, food truck events, etc.
Connect existing Northside neighborhoods west of I-94 to the river and create connections to
nearby parkways, greenways, and trails.
Enforce building height limits at this site: Building design at this site is extremely important. As
a result, we adamantly urge the City to not permit manufacturing and industrial uses so close to
the river and utilize setbacks, tiering, and other techniques to protect riverfront views, the
Shoreland Overlay District, and the Mississippi River Critical Area Overlay District.
Do not permit manufacturing and industrial uses so close to the river, and utilize setbacks,
tiering, and other techniques to protect riverfront views – as indicated in the Shoreland Overlay
District and the Mississippi River Critical Area Overlay District.
o AFCAC recommends any future industrial uses supports the concept of the UHT as primarily
a river centric destination first. We recommend, in addition to jobs creation, the businesses
selected are appropriate to the overall riverfront park concept. The design of any industrial
properties must avoid imposing on park users and becoming a wall between residents and the
riverfront. In addition to minimizing noise, odor, and pollution, buildings should have lots of
windows and active entrances, avoid big blank walls, not require a lot of freight traffic, and
should be small enough they can be easily walked around/between. We recommended putting
these standards in the coordinated plan so the expectations are clear from the beginning.
In addition to the included LEED recommendations, AFCAC believes the UHT site is a
demonstration opportunity for new energy and resource sharing technologies beyond the current
LEED standards. Requirements to meet this objective should be include as part of the project
standards.
The Mississippi is an important flyway/migratory route for birds and pollinators. AFCAC
recommends the UHT site landscape and built environment should be designed with this in
mind. Landscape plantings that support pollinators, stormwater detention/infiltration areas,
green roofs, bird safe glass, dark sky lighting, and the absolute minimum necessary chemical use
are some of the areas to create a safe environment for all species at the UHT site.
Creative reuse and minimization of all stormwater surface runoff from surface parking and other
impervious surfaces contributing must be mandated.
AFCAC is not aware of any area master planning effort outside of the Above the Falls,
RiverFirst, and current UHT plans. The successful develo pment of projects on the UHT site will
most certainly influence the properties adjacent to the UHT. Due to the time-period required to
complete the proposed UHT development, we highly recommend the City undertake a small area
planning effort in the surrounding community. The focus would be to examine and better
understand future opportunities, begin the process of possible changes to infrastructure and
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o
o

zoning, and to provide development insight, assistance and guidance to the neighborhoods and
adjacent property and business owners.
AFCAC recommends the City of Minneapolis provide 20-year property tax projections for this
site and adjacent property owners (within 5-mile radius).
Plan, fund, and implement public transit (i.e., Bus Rapid Transit, Light Rail Transit, or
Streetcar), transportation, and parking options that serve the Upper Harbor Terminal site,
Minneapolis residents, and the greater metropolitan region.

In closing, due to the many concerns, opposition, and unanswered questions – we strongly urge the rejection of
the UHT Draft Coordinated Plan as presented and recommend the City Council amend the plan as discussed
above. It’s important that the City Council consider what type of legacy it would like to leave behind for its
future generations. AFCAC believes it is imperative current North Minneapolis residents have a riverfront
redevelopment project that is community led, equitably serves residents, and enhances the Mississippi River.
Thank you for your efforts and consideration.
Respectfully,
The Above the Falls Community Advisory Committee (AFCAC)
-Alexis D. Pennie
Consultant, Housing, Land-use, & Transportation
direct/cell: 612.998.2382
alexispennie@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alexander Roth <aroth@fmr.org>
Monday, January 11, 2021 8:32 AM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] UHT draft coordinated plan comments

Dear Hilary Holmes,
My name is Alex Roth and I am a resident of your ward in Minneapolis. I am writing to submit my comments on the
Upper Harbor Terminal redevelopment in North Minneapolis. My concerns about the plan are:
This is a significant site on what will soon be prime riverfront land, owned by a city well-known for its inequities. This
could have been an incredible opportunity for creative and equitable development, but instead the city went by the
same old playbook of letting private developers dictate what gets built.
Why should a wealthy, white-led development team drive the vision here? Why not be more creative and work with the
mostly Black and brown neighbors who have the most to lose or gain from this public project? The financial returns
promised to the neighborhood (a $3 fee added on to First Avenue's tickets and ground lease revenues) don't seem
proportionate to the level of financial benefit the private development team is reaping from the use of public land and
public funds.
The coordinated plan has some glaring gaps. The environmental review (called an AUAR, or Alternative Urban Areawide
Review) won't be released until after the city council is scheduled to vote on the plan. Other important details, like the
Community Benefits Agreements and redevelopment agreements, are not yet complete. We're being asked to approve
and commit to an incomplete plan that leaves many crucial questions unanswered.
We still don't know the noise and traffic impacts of the current plan, whether the jobs created will have stable schedules
and pay living wages, and whether this project (including the First Avenue venue) is financially sound. We're
disappointed that the city prioritized this as their top priority for state bond funds in 2020, and equally disappointed that
the Legislature awarded $12.5 million in public funds for it.
It's not clear how much more public funding will be needed to develop the entire site to achieve desired affordability in
housing and commercial/community spaces. What financial resources need to be marshalled, and will they be sufficient
to really deliver on these goals?
The plan proposes exemptions from the building height limits set out in the city's new Mississippi River Corridor Critical
Area (MRCCA) ordinance. It's disappointing to see prompt disregard for these brand-new standards, intended to
promote river-oriented design, community connections to the river and environmental sustainability. We believe that
North Minneapolis should have the same high standard of riverfront development that the rest of the city enjoys.
Sincerely,
Alexander Roth
1405 4th St NE
Minneapolis, MN 55413
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.

1

Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Amanda Dobbs <ms.amandadobbs@gmail.com>
Friday, January 8, 2021 8:25 AM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] No City Council action on UHT Coordinated Plan before completing
environmental review

Dear Ms. Holmes,
It is important that the Minneapolis City Council takes no further action on the Coordinated Plan for the Upper Harbor
Terminal until environmental review is completed.
I am concerned that without completing an environmental study before the vote, currently scheduled for February
2021, the council members will not have a full understanding of the impacts, whether mitigations might exist for those
impacts, and the value of potential alternatives to the current proposal for the Upper Harbor Terminal. Insisting on a
vote without a completed environmental study would mean a decision to be made without full knowledge of all the
impacts of the proposal; including environmental, economic, and sociological impacts to the Northside community.
The City of Minneapolis must pause the timeline for the Upper Harbor redevelopment and complete a full
environmental study prior to any further City Council action regarding the Coordinated Plan.
Sincerely,
Amanda Dobbs
4338 LOGAN AVE N
Minneapolis, MN 55412
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ariah Fine <ariahfine@gmail.com>
Friday, January 8, 2021 8:47 AM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] No City Council action on UHT Coordinated Plan before completing
environmental review

Dear Ms. Holmes,
It is important that the Minneapolis City Council takes no further action on the Coordinated Plan for the Upper Harbor
Terminal until environmental review is completed.
I am concerned that without completing an environmental study before the vote, currently scheduled for February
2021, the council members will not have a full understanding of the impacts, whether mitigations might exist for those
impacts, and the value of potential alternatives to the current proposal for the Upper Harbor Terminal. Insisting on a
vote without a completed environmental study would mean a decision to be made without full knowledge of all the
impacts of the proposal; including environmental, economic, and sociological impacts to the Northside community.
The City of Minneapolis must pause the timeline for the Upper Harbor redevelopment and complete a full
environmental study prior to any further City Council action regarding the Coordinated Plan.
Sincerely,
Ariah Fine
3642 Xerxes Ave N
Minneapolis, MN 55412
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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January 14, 2021
Re: Draft Upper Harbor Coordinated Development Plan
Audubon Chapter of Minneapolis (ACM) urges the City of Minneapolis to revise the draft Upper
Harbor Coordinated Development Plan to ensure equitable planning and access and protections
for the environment, including birds, pollinators and other wildlife.
The Upper Harbor Terminal site is located in the Mississippi Flyway, a major North American
bird migration corridor used by more than 325 bird species and millions of birds during their
epic round trip journeys round trip each year to and from their breeding grounds.
Bird populations are declining due to growing threats, including loss of habitat,1 collisions with
buildings,2 climate change,3 and light pollution. In 2019, the Twin Cities region was named one
of the worst urban areas in the country for migrating birds by the Cornell Lab of Ornithology, as
a result of bright artificial light at night (ALAN) and the city’s location in the Mississippi Flyway.
It is crucial that Minneapolis protect birds and other wildlife and their habitat in order to ensure
ecosystem health, which benefits both humans and animals.
ACM urges the city to take the following actions to accomplish these protections:
Provide for environmental review before approval of the Plan. The Alternative Urban
Areawide Review (AUAR) is not scheduled for release until after the city council votes on the
Plan. This gap leaves crucial questions about the environmental impact of the Plan unanswered,
particularly with regard to the noise, air, lightning and traffic pollution impacts of the proposed
concert venue.
Require bird-safe buildings and lighting and bird-friendly habitat. Buildings, lighting and
habitat throughout the UHT site must be designed to protect birds and other wildlife, and noise
and traffic impacts must be assessed before the Plan is approved. To be recognized as a truly
progressive, sustainable city, Minneapolis must join the other progressive cities throughout the
United States and Canada that have implemented bird-safe standards, including San Francisco,
New York, Portland, San Jose, Oakland, and Toronto.
Require compliance with the tiering requirements of the Mississippi River Corridor Critical
Area ordinance. The plan proposes exemptions from the building height limits set out in the
city’s new Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) ordinance. We are disappointed to
see prompt disregard for these new standards that are intended to promote river-oriented
design, community connections to the river and environmental sustainability. Exempting this
site would be inequitable; North Minneapolis should have the same high standard of riverfront
development and urban design as the rest of the city’s riverfront.
In addition, we strongly agree with the Friends of the Mississippi River’s concerns that the
current plan represents a missed opportunity for creative and equitable development.
During the past 18 months of plan development, community members have not been
permitted to critically consider whether they want a 7,000-10,000 person concert venue in
their neighborhood. Persistent, important questions remain about this project, including the

noise and traffic impacts of the current plan, whether the jobs created will have stable
schedules and pay living wages, and whether this project is financially sound.
ACM urges you to require revisions to the Upper Harbor Plan to include these changes to
ensure equity and environmental protections.
Thank you,
Keith Olstad
Chair, Audubon Chapter of Minneapolis
klbolstad2@gmail.com 612.940.1534
Notes
1. Bird populations are dramatically declining; more than one in four birds has disappeared in
the last 50 years, according to a recent study. According to Cornell conservation scientist Ken
Rosenberg, “These bird losses are a strong signal that our human-altered landscapes are losing
their ability to support birdlife,” he said. “And that is an indicator of a coming collapse of the
overall environment.”
2. Up to one billion birds are killed by collisions with glass in the United States every year.
According to the American Bird Conservancy, “[H]undreds of bird species are spiraling toward
extinction … To stabilize bird populations and prevent extinctions, it’s critical that we find the
most effective ways to save habitat and influence best management practices.”
3. Birds are further threatened by climate change. A National Audubon study found that twothirds of North American birds are at risk of extinction from global temperature rise.

January 14, 2021
Friends of the Mississippi River (FMR) appreciates the opportunity to share our comments on
the Upper Harbor Terminal (UHT) draft coordinated plan.
FMR has been involved in planning for the future of UHT for decades, even co-sponsoring a
UHT design charette with the city in 2004. Our staff have closely followed the recent planning
processes, including observing nearly every city Collaborative Planning Committee meeting
and serving as a member of the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board’s Community
Advisory Committee for the UHT park.
We believe wholeheartedly that North Minneapolis deserves robust, creative community
investment and development. We'd love to see that happen both at and beyond Upper
Harbor Terminal, and quickly. Redevelopment ideas should be birthed in the community, led
by and primarily benefiting Black and brown neighbors. The current UHT plan simply isn't
that. It was created by United Properties and First Avenue, for their own benefit, long before
any community process began.
We reject the draft UHT coordinated plan because this project is fundamentally flawed. What
could have been a transformative and equitable redevelopment for North Minneapolis is
instead destined to benefit the wealthy, white-led development team first and foremost.
Minneapolis leaders have a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to reimagine 48 acres of public
land with a mile of Mississippi riverfront and it squandered it on the same old extractive
development processes that have never resolved North Minneapolis’ persistent racial and
economic disparities.
In addition, we believe that the draft coordinated plan has significant gaps that make it
impossible to fully assess community impacts and project feasibility. This plan should not
move forward when it’s still full of so many glaring holes. In particular, this project should
not be voted on until the Alternative Urban Areawide Review (AUAR) environmental
review is complete and the public has had the opportunity to consider the impacts.
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Summary of concerns
Our comments are organized into several themes, each of which is discussed in more detail in
the following pages.
Lack of environmental review
The city has yet to complete the environmental review (AUAR) for this project. We don’t
understand the point of voting on a coordinated plan when there is missing information that
might significantly alter the project. The city should not be making any decisions on this
project without reviewing environmental impacts. By approving a project plan that might
need significant changes later to mitigate environmental impacts, the city risks the UHT
coordinated plan being another failed promise to the community.
Who benefits? At what cost?
This project represents a massive transfer of public resources to a wealthy, white-led
development team. It extracts the community’s asset—48 acres of public riverfront land—and
hands control and majority benefit, along with $12.5 million in taxpayer funds, over to private
developers.
Despite Minneapolis leaders pledging “change” and “equity” they followed the same old
playbook that has never delivered equity for North Minneapolis or Black and brown residents.
We cannot keep doing the same things and expecting different results.
Exclusionary and rushed planning process
The “developer first” planning mindset has stifled the ability for the community to have full
influence over this project. Several key stakeholder groups were also not included the
engagement process. The resulting draft coordinated plan reflects these shortcomings.
In addition to the environmental review, the coordinated plan missing additional key
elements including details about purported community benefits and complete information
about project elements such as transportation and the community hub.
Insufficient community benefits
The much-touted promises of “community control” and “community benefits” at UHT aren’t
fully upheld in the plan’s fine print. The development team has always had, and will retain,
ultimate power over the project.
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The draft coordinated plan also makes many promises about community benefits without
offering sufficient detail about how the city and the community will enforce these promises.
Community Performing Arts Center monopolizes public funds with questionable return
First Avenue’s Community Performing Arts Center (CPAC) is the centerpiece of the plan. It has
consumed a significant level of public funding and profoundly limits what else can be built on
the site, yet its promised community return is modest at best. Despite the enormous public
investment in this project, we still don’t know its environmental impacts, what kinds of jobs it
will provide, or how financially risky the venture is.
Design considerations and concerns
Several elements of the plan lack the quality design that is merited by UHT’s presence along
our nation’s great river. The plan includes industrial uses and a concert venue that may
overwhelm and harm the riverfront park and public realm. In addition, the plan states the
city’s intention to disregard its own brand-new riverfront design standards. The result is that
North Minneapolis will not have the same high-quality riverfront that other parts of the city
enjoy.

Lack of environmental review
The draft coordinated plan feels rushed and incomplete. It is missing elements that the 2019
concept plan committed to including, most glaringly the Alternative Urban Areawide Review
(AUAR) that will evaluate and propose mitigation for environmental impacts. Community
members have consistently raised questions about these impacts, including environmental
sustainability, transportation and auto emissions, and noise from the CPAC. These impacts
are potentially substantial, but the community is being asked to approve a plan that includes
no information about them.
This is especially troubling given the long history of environmental injustice in North
Minneapolis. This area has long experienced disproportionate environmental harm, including
noise and emissions from I-94 and heavy industry. Why there isn’t special care given to
providing residents with full transparency about the environmental impacts of this project
before approval of the coordinated plan?

Who benefits? At what cost?
FMR believes that the Mississippi River belongs to everyone and that its benefits should flow
equally to all. This is especially crucial in North Minneapolis, where a long and painful history
has cut off Northside residents from the riverfront. This harm was and continues to be
perpetuated by government agencies, including city staff and elected leaders. Industry was
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allowed to dominate the riverfront, I-94 carved further separation between residents and the
river, and leaders turned a blind eye to the resulting pollution. Then redlining and
disinvestment limited the ability of Black and brown residents to live anywhere else.
These problems were already clear, and then 2020 made them even more impossible to deny.
We are suffering through a pandemic in which the people on the economic margins are
suffering most, along with our small neighborhood businesses. We watched Minneapolis
police officers callously murder George Floyd, more evidence that our city’s existing practices
are incapable of protecting the lives and well-being of Black and brown residents. City leaders
have pledged to bring radical change. And through this all, the premise of the UHT
development has remained fundamentally unchanged.
Unchanged practices will bring the same old results
Since the release of the draft UHT coordinated plan in August 2018, FMR has believed that this
project is fundamentally flawed. The project extracts the community’s asset—48 acres of
public riverfront land—and hands control and majority benefit over to a wealthy, white-led
development team. At this point, we don’t see any path to a truly just and equitable
development plan as long as the city’s exclusive development rights agreement with United
Properties remains in place.
It’s rare that we have the opportunity to redevelop 48 acres of public land—on the Mississippi
River, no less. What happens at UHT will be a catalyst for future land transitions and
redevelopment along the North Minneapolis riverfront. Most of that land is privately owned
and public influence will be limited. UHT, in comparison, offers a wide-open opportunity to
set the tone for the future of the Northside riverfront and to ensure that the area becomes an
extension of North Minneapolis neighborhoods rather than the North Loop.
What did city leaders choose to do with this once-in-a-generation opportunity? They opted
for a massive wealth transfer to a big, wealthy, white-led development corporation. The
development team will not only reap the majority of the benefits from developing public
land, but they’re even receiving direct public subsidies in the form of $12.5 million in state
bonds for their concert stadium.
Our community’s disparities will not be erased through lackluster projects that follow the
same racist playbook that got us here. A truly transformative project would place community
needs and goals first and foremost, prioritizing community leadership and wealth-building
opportunities from the beginning. The UHT planning process has instead attempted to
shoehorn in those elements after a concept plan was already brought forward by a wealthy
developer and approved by the city council. The largest public subsidy in the project is going
to the development team for a privately-operated entertainment venue. Is this really the best
we can do?
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Public land could deliver more public benefit
FMR is proud to be among the many community members who helped secure the city’s
commitment to keeping most land at UHT in public ownership. This is an improvement in the
development. It was won by community members after city leaders approved a concept plan
without any such commitment.
However, it’s not clear whether the revised plan for this land—offering 99-year ground
leases—really delivers much in terms of community wealth-building. An estimated annual
lease revenue of $250,000 isn’t very much money for meeting the community’s needs and
goals. Without more clarity around how the development team is profiting from this project,
we have no way of concretely seeing who’s really reaping the majority of the benefits from
this redevelopment on public land. If we, the public, own the land, we deserve more
transparency about who’s going to benefit most.
We also note that the ground lease revenue shown in the draft plan appears to be adjusted
for inflation over the coming 99 years—but the plan doesn’t clearly state that. The plan
should clearly state that these cumulative numbers are adjusted for inflation, which will
impact not only project revenue but also expenses. The cost of providing community services
will likely continue to inflate at least as quickly as the ground lease revenue will.
Gentrification and displacement
Minneapolis is experiencing a massive housing crisis. Gentrification and displacement
pressures are being felt citywide. Homes around UHT are already showing significant
increases in valuation even before the UHT redevelopment has been approved.
The city has created several important policies and programs to slow displacement. At this
time, they still don’t appear to be sufficient address the forces of displacement that will be
unleashed by this redevelopment. There is no proof yet that the city is capable of holding
back the tide. Creating a development that seems destined to drive more gentrification and
displacement in North Minneapolis—before our city has ended the current crisis—is
enormously risky.

Failed process leaves incomplete plan
Unanswered questions, rushed timeline
In addition to the missing AUAR, other elements missing from the draft coordinated plan that
concern us (discussed in detail later in this letter) include:
• Lack of detail about the community hub’s services and costs
• No clear transit plan for the site, nor a transportation plan for CPAC events
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•

What will be included in the Community Benefits Agreements (CBAs)? What entity will
hold those CBAs long-term, and will they be equipped to enforce them?

We’re also aware that the city is commissioning studies about the development’s potential
impact on property taxes for nearby residents. This is important information for the
community to have before any plan is approved.
With all of this information missing from the draft coordinated plan we ask, why rush to
approve this project? Why should residents and city leaders be asked to support this project
when there are so many unanswered questions about its public costs, feasibility, and
community impacts?
Exclusionary planning process
The core of this development plan was never community-driven. The UHT concept plan was
created by United Properties and First Avenue. In the community engagement period since,
the community, including the Collaborative Planning Committee (CPC), has been specifically
prohibited from amending the Exclusive Rights Agreement or presence and size of the CPAC.
While we have observed the hard work of CPC members, they have never been given a real
opportunity to question the basis of the development plan.
Two CPC members publicly resigned because they did not believe that the development nor
the planning process were equitable. Several other CPC members also stopped participating
and were not replaced.
Throughout the planning process, there has also been a clear lack of outreach to and
inclusion of many Northside communities. The city’s engagement plan for this current public
comment period, as with past engagement periods, has glaring gaps. We are not aware of any
attempts to engage non-English speakers, such as the 12 percent of North Minneapolis
residents who speak English “less than very well” (source: Minnesota Compass). We are not
aware of any culturally specific outreach to residents who identify as Indigenous, Hmong,
Lao, Latinx, or East African, among others. MPRB has demonstrated better engagement in this
realm, such as hiring cultural consultants to assist with outreach to specific communities.
The Community Learning Tables were not inclusive engagement opportunities, either. While
they did allow community members to learn about and examine various aspects of the
project in-depth, they were not designed to be accessible. Several in-person workshops were
4 hours long, an impossible time commitment for many. Well-established best practices for
community engagement, such as providing compensation for attendees’ expertise,
transportation, and childcare were not provided. And again, we did not see many immigrant
communities or non-English speakers represented in the process.
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Indigenous erasure
We’re also stunned that the draft coordinated development plan, despite being 97 pages
long, includes no acknowledgement of the long history that Dakota and other Indigenous
people have with this land. The fact that this important history was omitted from this lengthy
document—even from its history section—makes us question whether this historic and
ongoing injustice has been given adequate attention by the city and development team.
Our Indigenous neighbors were the first victims of involuntary displacement in Minneapolis. A
clear discussion of the history of settler land theft and a detailed commitment to repairing
this harm should be included in the plan and put into action. This history should also be
acknowledged through site design and through engagement with Indigenous community
members.

Insufficient community benefits
While the community is being promised significant control over the ongoing development of
UHT, the fine print is clear: the development team retains ultimate power over the project.
This disappointing reality is to be expected when the city led such a flawed process to reach
this point: when you give developers control over prime public land, the developers will stay
in the driver’s seat until the end.
The draft coordinated plan makes many promises about community benefits without offering
sufficient detail about what happens if these promises are not kept. Enforcement
mechanisms are only vaguely defined. And final selection of the community entities involved
in the project is given to the development team—not in the hands of the residents who own
this public land and will be most impacted by the development. The power is in the hands of
the development team.
We have several concerns about whether the project will deliver its promised community
benefits. Many are discussed here; our specific concerns related to First Avenue’s concert
venue are described in the following section.
CBA creation and enforcement
Any community entity who holds a CBA with the development team will be responsible for
enforcing the agreement, potentially through legal action. This requires both ability and will.
Will the community entity have sufficient funding to retain legal services when needed? Will
there be any hesitation to pursue enforcement if the entity is dependent on political
relationships or on funding from the city or the development team (or associated funders
such as the Pohlad Family Foundation)?
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The coordinated plan also does not describe any continued community engagement during
the CBA negotiation period. McKinley Community and the development team seem to have
complete control here to select the community entity and negotiate CBAs without any
guaranteed opportunity for other residents to engage in the process. Given how important
these CBAs, and the entity that holds them, will be to ensuring that UHT serves Northsiders
first and foremost, the lack of wider accountability here is concerning.
These important questions are not resolved in the draft coordinated plan. The community is
being asked to approve a plan that doesn’t have any mechanisms securely in place to ensure
that promises are kept.
Real estate partner roles
The community entity who will partner with First Avenue to form a CPAC LLC doesn’t have
any guaranteed power. First Avenue will retain the majority of board control over the LLC.
The options for real estate partners in the rest of the development also provide the most
power and project ownership to parties with the most money. If a community entity isn’t able
to bring any funding to the project, then it’s limited to an advisory role. It’s hardly
revolutionary. This perpetuates the same dynamics that have oppressed Northsiders for
generations: you need to have money to make money. Because North Minneapolis residents
have been systemically denied wealth and capital, they will continue to be denied the biggest
opportunities for wealth and capital at UHT.
Community hiring programs have mixed results
If living-wage job creation on the Northside were the city’s primary goal for UHT, this entire
project would have been approached differently. The centerpiece wouldn’t have been a
concert stadium that provides few full-time jobs (and whose jobs aren’t even included in the
count of living-wage jobs the draft coordinated plan promises).
Local hiring programs often fail to employ as many neighborhood residents as promised and
shouldn’t be considered an ironclad community benefit in this project. Simply designating
land uses for “job centers” doesn’t deliver jobs to residents. Much more is needed to bring
those goals to fruition. Local hiring programs are most successful when government and
community partners are closely involved, providing support to hiring partners and jobseekers
as well as enforcing agreements when necessary. It’s not clear what such supports and
enforcement mechanisms are in place at UHT, particularly for the permanent jobs (versus
construction jobs).
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Coloplast, fewer than two miles away from UHT, promised to hire North Minneapolis
residents in exchange for public funds. It’s never come close to meeting its commitments. The
public needs assurances that hiring at UHT will be different.
UHT’s location also presents a challenge to job access. Again, the area lacks transit service.
Even if transit service is added to UHT, it might not have a schedule that meets the needs of
second- and third-shift workers in manufacturing and processing jobs. Could new jobs be
located elsewhere on the Northside with better transit access? That might make employment
efforts more successful. It could also lower costs because other sites may not be constrained
by the same high design standards required of riverfront buildings.
Community hub concept is vague
The community hub is an intriguing idea but lacks detail. If this is to be one of the community
benefits embedded in the project, then the community should receive more information
about what the hub will provide to Northsiders. What kinds of services will be available? How
will the hub be funded to ensure that leases for tenants are affordable as well as services for
community members? Will public subsidies be needed for construction or programming, and
if so, how much?
With this information missing from the draft coordinated plan, it’s difficult to assess how
feasible the hub is and to what extent it will benefit North Minneapolis residents. By this point
in the development process, when the community is being asked to approve this plan, we
deserve more information about the purported community benefits of the community hub.

Community Performing Arts Center monopolizes public funds with
questionable return
From the beginning of this planning period, First Avenue’s Community Performing Arts Center
(CPAC) has been the centerpiece. Everything else at UHT will have to relate to and revolve
around a 7,000-10,000-capacity outdoor concert stadium, and yet it’s the element that the
community hasn’t been allowed to make changes to. Requiring the CPAC to remain as the
centerpiece of the UHT project is like going to a restaurant and being told, “There’s only one
entrée on the menu, but you can choose your dessert.”
Despite the enormous public cost of the CPAC and its impact on every other element of the
development, it’s never been critically examined. The CPC has spent relatively little time
discussing it and was explicitly prohibited from recommending changes to venue capacity
without city council approval.
And despite receiving $12.5 million in taxpayer funds, First Avenue has not provided any
information about how risky this project may be or about what their profit will be relative to
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the community benefits provided. No business would enter into this kind of agreement
without confidence in the profitability of the enterprise. Why haven’t the developers shared
their expected return?
We have several objections to the CPAC. The MPRB UHT Park Community Advisory Committee
has also documented several concerns and unanswered questions related to the interactions
between the CPAC and the neighboring public park. We share these concerns (discussed in
more detail in the “parks and public realm” section below).
Massive public subsidy for modest public benefit
When the city placed First Avenue’s concert venue as its top state bonding priority, it helped
ensure that the CPAC will consume an enormous level of public funding--$12.5 million in state
bonds. Since this is already the second round of bond funds awarded to UHT, we worry that
there won’t be appetite for further public investment in other elements of the project that are
less risky and offer a better community return.
And First Avenue has received far more than a $12.5 million benefit from the state. Bond
funding means that we, the taxpayers, pay the interest on First Avenue’s loans. If First Avenue
were to borrow this amount of money from private lenders instead, they would be paying
millions of dollars in interest. A 6% interest rate would make the total cost of a 20-year, $12.5
million loan over $21 million. That’s the real level of benefit First Avenue is receiving from
state taxpayers for this project.
In return, First Avenue will add a $3 ticket surcharge to create a community fund for North
Minneapolis. First Avenue has said that this fund will total $500,000-1 million per year. They
have declined to guarantee a minimum level of funding or index this ticket fee to inflation,
making it difficult for the community to plan ahead and count on continuing funds.
Even $1 million a year will simply not go that far. By comparison, Northside Funders Group
members invest over $15 million a year in North Minneapolis. The Northside Achievement
Zone’s annual budget is over $10 million. Appetite for Change’s annual budget is $2.5 million.
It’s easy to envision a future in which UHT development drives so much gentrification and
displacement in North Minneapolis that First Avenue’s modest contributions don’t even cover
the cost of mitigating the problems they helped create.
The public funding awarded to First Avenue’s concert venue, in comparison to the promised
community benefits, just doesn’t balance. If Northside-based businesses, who are often
denied access to capital, were given this private-market equivalent of $21 million in free
money, imagine the growth they could achieve and the neighborhood jobs they could create.
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Jobs and wages
First Avenue has steadily refused to answer basic questions about the jobs this venue will
provide: How many will be full-time? Given the venue’s limited use in the winter months, will
most jobs be seasonal? What are the average wages, hours, and benefits for CPAC
employees?
In a 2019 presentation to the CPAC, First Avenue stated that only about ten percent of its
current jobs are full-time and salaried. If the same ratio holds true for the promised CPAC
jobs, that means that a $12.5/$21 million public investment will yield approximately 20
permanent, full-time, salaried jobs.
City staff have confirmed that the 300 living-wage jobs promised in the coordinated plan will
come from the yet-undefined manufacturing and processing uses at UHT. First Avenue’s jobs
are specifically excluded from that figure. If it’s so widely known that First Avenue will not
bring enough living-wage jobs to the Northside to even be worth mentioning in the plan, why
is this the center of the project?
Unresolved transportation issues bring environmental risk
The lack of a transportation plan for CPAC events is also concerning. First Avenue hasn’t
presented any clear plan for bringing 7,000-10,000 attendees to events at a site that has no
transit. There are two unappealing options: creating parking or providing shuttles from
parking elsewhere. Both options present challenges.
Creating on-site parking for 7,000-10,000 concert attendees is a poor use of riverfront land. In
2019, the Federal Reserve Bank proposed a new 800-stall parking ramp near the downtown
Minneapolis riverfront. Several community organizations, including FMR, opposed the project
because it conflicted with the city’s sustainability goals, and the city’s Planning Commission
rejected the project. What makes UHT different from this? Why should North Minneapolis be
saddled with parking lots and ramps on its riverfront (especially those that only serve
intermittent events), rather than more sustainable and forward-thinking land uses?
The alternative event transportation option, providing shuttles, presents its own concerns.
Namely, we’re concerned about shuttle buses idling on the parkway and near the park, since
that is where CPAC attendees would exit. Idling buses will disrupt the bike/pedestrian and
park visitor experience with noise and emissions. Again, is this an appropriate plan in a
community experiencing poor air quality and high rates of asthma? Why isn’t the city seeking
a higher standard for UHT?
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Noise challenges limit diversity of programming
First Avenue’s 2017 acoustic feasibility study for a venue at UHT includes some concerning
elements. The report states that the background noise levels on the site, particularly from I94, “make this site less than desirable for performances other than rock concerts.”
If further research has alleviated this concern, then First Avenue should provide that
information. Otherwise, the development team’s own study suggests that the venue will not
be suitable for a full, diverse range of community programming that would likely include
many kinds of art performances other than rock concerts. This casts the promise of “free
community arts programming” (which per city staff is actually at-cost programming, not free)
into further doubt and raises even more questions about whether the public benefits of the
CPAC can exceed the significant public cost.

Site design considerations and concerns
Environmental justice in building design
We oppose the draft coordinated plan’s recommendation to seek Conditional Use Permits to
build riverfront buildings that exceed the height limits in the city’s Shoreland Overlay and
Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) districts. These height limits are intended to
promote strong urban form, improve river views (including for sites further back from the
river that may be redeveloped in the future), and create a more welcoming sense of scale and
relationship to the river. The MRCCA ordinance was developed through years of extensive
stakeholder participation and should not be disregarded at the first opportunity.
The newly-adopted MRCCA ordinance and zoning maps already allow taller building heights
at UHT than along most of the city’s neighborhood riverfront areas. This essentially gave UHT
a free pass to meet a lower standard of riverfront design than is expected in the rest of the
city, yet the development team is still pushing for even more height.
Why is a city-owned site in North Minneapolis, that’s intended to reconnect the community to
its world-class river, being held to a lower design standard than the rest of the city?
Building environmental standards
We support the project’s commitment to build all structures to LEED standards. To provide
even stronger environmental benefits in the Northside Green Zone, an area burdened by
environmental injustice, we also encourage compliance with the state B3 building guidelines.
These guidelines include standards for bird-safe building design, for which FMR advocates in
all new development in the Mississippi River flyway.
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The city of Minneapolis is examining options for adding more bird-safe requirements into its
MRCCA ordinance later this year. If any UHT building applications are submitted before these
requirements are formally in place, we request voluntary compliance with the city standards.
Transportation
We’re concerned about the lack of transit service, or a concrete plan to bring transit service,
at UHT. As discussed above, this is especially concerning for CPAC events. While the
expansion of bike and pedestrian access is welcome, transit is a necessary component of a
livable urban neighborhood. An auto-centric neighborhood will bring more vehicle emissions
to a community already saddled with poor air quality due to its proximity to I-94 and
industrial polluters. This environmental injustice shouldn’t be further perpetuated at UHT.
Park and public realm
We support the inclusion of public parkland in the development. A large public park helps
fulfill the longstanding goal to reverse park and river access disparities in North Minneapolis.
The park at UHT will partially close the gap in riverfront bike/pedestrian trails and will offer
new opportunities for residents to connect with the Mississippi River. If designed and
programmed well, park space can also help secure UHT as a welcoming place for all North
Minneapolis residents.
As the future of UHT continues to evolve, it is critical that the public realm be protected. The
park spaces at UHT should not be shrunk, moved, or redesigned without an MPRB-led
community engagement process.
It’s also crucial that current Northside residents are connected to UHT from the beginning of
the development. To this end, we urge the creation of the entire length of the riverfront
bike/pedestrian trail in Phase 1 of the development and a commitment to keeping the trail
open during all future site construction. This trail is an important public asset that should not
be hindered by private development.
The private development surrounding the park will also significantly determine who benefits
most from the UHT public realm. We’re particularly concerned about the impacts of a large
private concert venue on the adjacent public park; we worry that the venue will overwhelm
the park and make it an unwelcoming or even inaccessible destination for North Minneapolis
residents.
CPAC impacts on park
The MPRB UHT Community Advisory Committee (CAC) has clearly stated that it does not
believe that the CPAC is a compatible neighbor to the public park at UHT. The CAC has
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documented several concerns and recommendations about the impact that CPAC and other
surrounding development might have on the park. These include questions about noise,
traffic, park access, and idling vehicles during CPAC events; building design and amenities
that support park uses; and the crucial need for multimodal transportation connections to
Northside neighborhoods.
We share the CAC’s documented concerns and expect to see them adequately addressed in
the final coordinated plan and during all phases of development. Private development and
private entertainment events should not be allowed to have large-scale, frequent negative
impacts on public park space. How enjoyable or accessible is a public park if it’s
overwhelmed by noise, crowds, and traffic from the neighboring concert venue on 30-50 of
best evenings of the summer? Is it equitable to have exclusive paid events cause that much
harm to free public spaces?
Industrialized riverfront: manufacturing and processing
Contrary to United Properties’ early visions for UHT (which included mini-storage and
industrial uses), the Mississippi riverfront is unique and should be treated as such.
We are disappointed that the best the development team can come up with for a prime
riverfront parcel is a manufacturing facility.
Across the city and country, we are trending away from industrialized riverfronts and
reclaiming that land for housing, recreation, and natural areas. The UHT development plan
only partially follows this national movement. We do not believe that manufacturing and
processing are appropriate uses at UHT nor will they contribute to a vibrant, accessible,
walkable riverfront.
North Minneapolis residents have borne the harm done by generations of industrialized
Northside riverfront. These industrial uses have cut off residents from access to the river and
recreational space. They have polluted North Minneapolis and contributed to the
neighborhood’s poor health outcomes. The future must be different. New development must
repair, not repeat, the harm of the Northside’s industrialized riverfront.
If industrial uses are allowed at UHT, the coordinated plan should include detailed design
standards so that residents and interested tenants are all on the same page from the
beginning about what is expected on this prime parcel of land. Poor design will repeat past
faults and lock the Northside into a continued industrialized riverfront for many more
decades.
Structures will need to include windows, active entrances, and connections to the public
realm. They will need to be small enough that pedestrian access around the site is still
reasonable; excessively large buildings will create a wall between the neighborhood and the
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river. These buildings will also need to avoid noise and odor, big blank walls without
entrances or windows, and excessive freight traffic that could impact bike/pedestrian safety
and enjoyment along the river parkway.
Housing
We support the inclusion of significant affordable housing at UHT and emphasize the need to
include deeply affordable housing (at or below 30% AMI) in the project. North Minneapolis’
median income is less than half of the regional Area Median Income (AMI). It’s important that
this disparity is taken into account to help ensure that current North Minneapolis residents
are able to access the housing at UHT. Funding for deeply affordable housing could have
been a better use for the state’s $12.5 million in state bonds and would deliver much
stronger, more proven benefits to residents.
Given that this public site should continue benefitting Northsiders long-term, we encourage
the city to have a plan in place to guarantee housing affordability when the initial 20- or 30year affordability requirements expire.
As discussed above, FMR opposes the draft coordinated plan’s recommendation to seek
Conditional Use Permits to build riverfront buildings that exceed the height limits for some of
these housing developments.

Closing comments
We reiterate our primary concern: the UHT development as currently imagined will primarily
benefit wealthy developers while failing to provide meaningful benefits to North Minneapolis
residents. And the draft coordinated plan has too many missing elements and unanswered
questions to be considered anywhere near ready for a vote.
We urge that the UHT coordinated development plan be discarded and a new development
process, led by the community from the beginning, be started as soon as possible. Thank you
for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,

Whitney L. Clark
Executive Director

Colleen O’Connor Toberman
River Corridor Program Director
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
Subject:

Jd Nolen <jdlovey2011@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 12, 2021 8:49 PM
[EXTERNAL] The Northside Deserves to Benefit from Upper Harbor Terminal!

Authentic Northside Leadership
Dear Representatives, Senators, Mayor Frey, and Minneapolis City Council Members:

I am writing to you on behalf of myself; as a mother, daughter and cultivator of the Northside of
Minneapolis and beyond!
I have had the wonderful pleasure of listening to people both for and against this project for the last
year and a half plus. These dissenting and converging voices have shifted as their understanding of the
project deepened, and their perspectives were intentionally embedded in the plan. I have worked hard
to try to reconcile both perspectives; a task I imagine you can empathize with being an elected official
and hearing from your constituents.
North Minneapolis deserves to enjoy and experience the river in ways many others have for many
years. We are far beyond being the social leper of the city and state. We have a strong economic base
that is often only viewed as a commodity; workforce/consumer. Not so much as a producer,
distributor, maker, those able to compete in the marketplace and build strong businesses as many of
their families have done.
We have generations of Northsiders here who desire to transform our community. The need for
catalytic and deep investment in order to spark the transformation is required. There is a long history
of divestment and disinvestment in my beloved community and that stops now! If you are brave
enough to value our lives and livelihood in the same way you value your own and that of your loved
one.
We have Architects, Engineers, Farmers, Teachers, Attorneys, Politicians, world renowned Artists,
Authors, Athletes and Media Personalities of all types singing the praises of our beloved state of
Minnesota.
There must be a solid political and moral strategy that positions our state as a front-runner for
something besides disparities. The conditions of "disparity" are created by systems, they can be undone
through intentional action, solid, viable, implementable and evaluative plans, and resources to execute
said plans.
As a native Minnesotan and native Northsider I encourage you to support the plan (link to draft
coordinated plan) that continues to be shaped in tandem with community for the Upper Harbor
Terminal.
Take good care!
1

J. DeVon Nolen
Ward #5
House District #59A
Senate District # 59
Stay connected in community! LIKE our Friends of the Upper Harbor Terminal Facebook page.
https://www.facebook.com/friendsofuht/

[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jack Ray <catadromous@gmail.com>
Friday, January 8, 2021 10:31 AM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] No City Council action on UHT Coordinated Plan before completing
environmental review

Dear Ms. Holmes,
It is important that the Minneapolis City Council takes no further action on the Coordinated Plan for the Upper Harbor
Terminal until environmental review is completed.
I am concerned that without completing an environmental study before the vote, currently scheduled for February
2021, the council members will not have a full understanding of the impacts, whether mitigations might exist for those
impacts, and the value of potential alternatives to the current proposal for the Upper Harbor Terminal. Insisting on a
vote without a completed environmental study would mean a decision to be made without full knowledge of all the
impacts of the proposal; including environmental, economic, and sociological impacts to the Northside community.
The City of Minneapolis must pause the timeline for the Upper Harbor redevelopment and complete a full
environmental study prior to any further City Council action regarding the Coordinated Plan.
Sincerely,
Jack Ray
4005 10th Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55407
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jacob Abrahams <jake.abrahams@gmail.com>
Tuesday, December 15, 2020 9:48 AM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] UHT draft coordinated plan comments

Dear Hilary Holmes,
My name is Jacob Abrahams and I am a resident of Ward 12 in Minneapolis. I am writing to submit my comments on the
Upper Harbor Terminal redevelopment in North Minneapolis. My concerns about the plan are:
• This is a significant site on what will soon be prime riverfront land, owned by a city well-known for its inequities. Why
should a wealthy, white-led development team drive the vision here? Why not be more creative and work with the
mostly Black and brown neighbors who have the most to lose or gain from this public project? The financial returns
promised to the neighborhood (a $3 fee added on to First Avenue's tickets and ground lease revenues) don't seem
proportionate to the level of financial benefit the private development team is reaping from the use of public funds.
• During the past 18 months of coordinated plan development, community members have never been permitted to
critically examine whether a 7,000-10,000 person concert venue is what they even want in their neighborhood. And
persistent issues about what the noise and traffic impacts of the venue could be, whether the jobs created will have
stable schedules and pay living wages and whether this project is financially sound have gone unaddressed.
• The environmental review won't be released until after the city council is scheduled to vote on the plan. Other
important details, like the Community Benefits Agreements and redevelopment agreements, are not yet complete.
We're being asked to approve and commit to an incomplete plan that leaves many crucial questions unanswered.
• It's not clear how much more public funding will be needed to develop the entire site to achieve desired affordability
in housing and commercial/community spaces. What financial resources need to be marshaled, and will they be
sufficient to really deliver on these goals?
• The plan proposes exemptions from the building height limits set out in the city's new Mississippi River Corridor
Critical Area (MRCCA) ordinance. It's disappointing to see prompt disregard for these brand-new standards, intended to
promote river-oriented design, community connections to the river and environmental sustainability. We believe that
North Minneapolis should have the same high standard of riverfront development that the rest of the city enjoys.
Thank you
Sincerely,
Jacob Abrahams
4020 38th Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55406
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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January 15, 2021

To the City of Minneapolis:
North Minneapolis is our City’s future. This is my neighborhood, and I have dedicated my professional
career to creating inspiring design and economic opportunity for my fellow Northside residents and our
next generation of leaders. The Upper Harbor project is unique for our region. Envisioning the potential
for a site this large will be filled with diverse perspectives and ideas. That has certainly played out here.
For nearly 3-years I watched this process with apprehension. I was unsure if the community was truly
being heard. I have come to realize that the outcomes of the project and the team in place is committed to
doing the right thing and delivering the outcomes our community is demanding. I witnessed how United
Properties jumped at the opportunity to integrate my client/friend Devean George—George Group
North/Building Blocks to close a gap in the team’s expertise, and more importantly to bring a respected
Northside representative into a leadership role on the project. Northside representation, and specifically
Black representation are required to keeping the community’s perspective at the forefront, and ensuring
the real estate projects, program, and design are culturally relevant and representative of the Northside.
I know that despite the years of work that have gone into this process, it is never the work that deserves
the credit—it is the outcome. I believe this is the right team to get this done. It balances resources,
credibility, and now intentional community perspective. They embraced a partnership with Devean, and
his actions, history, investment, and credibility in North bring an added layer of protection in
safeguarding the outcomes of this plan.
Our community deserves the right to be apprehensive. However, we also must recognize capacity-rich
organizations join forces with our community leaders, there is a chance to do great things for the
community. I believe this partnership can get this done, and I believe the outcomes of this plan will far
outweigh the negative and misguided sentiment being messaged from outsiders who claim to represent us.

Sincerely,

Jamil Ford
President

Mobilize Design & Architecture
PO BOX 11093 | 1108 West Broadway Ave. N. Minneapolis, MN 55411
mobilizearchitecture.com | 612.208.0504

Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kara Josephson <kjosephson@mncenter.org>
Friday, January 8, 2021 1:28 PM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] No City Council action on UHT Coordinated Plan before completing
environmental review

Dear Ms. Holmes,
It is important that the Minneapolis City Council takes no further action on the Coordinated Plan for the Upper Harbor
Terminal until environmental review is completed.
I am concerned that without completing an environmental study before the vote, currently scheduled for February
2021, the council members will not have a full understanding of the impacts, whether mitigations might exist for those
impacts, and the value of potential alternatives to the current proposal for the Upper Harbor Terminal. Insisting on a
vote without a completed environmental study would mean a decision to be made without full knowledge of all the
impacts of the proposal; including environmental, economic, and sociological impacts to the Northside community.
The City of Minneapolis must pause the timeline for the Upper Harbor redevelopment and complete a full
environmental study prior to any further City Council action regarding the Coordinated Plan.
Sincerely,
Kara Josephson
1919 University Ave W., Suite 515
Saint Paul, MN 55104
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karl Hakanson <karl.ivar.h@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 12, 2021 4:08 PM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] UHT draft coordinated plan comments

Dear Hilary Holmes,
Greetings Fellow Citizens!
My name is Karl Hakanson and I am a not a resident of Minneapolis but I work in N Mpls on local Ag and Natural
Resources issues.. I am writing to submit my comments on the Upper Harbor Terminal redevelopment in North
Minneapolis. My concerns about the plan are:
1) Ask our Native Dakota and Ojibwa leaders what they think and know about the river and what should be done to treat
our Mother Earth correctly.
2) The good citizens of N. Mpls needs a mega concert venue like it needs anther fast food joint. There are home grown
arts and entertainment venues across the TCs that are struggling. This type of facility will require a huge mostly empty
parking lot, will not create any jobs, will suck money out of the neighborhood to people that already have enough; also
will create trash, noise, traffic ... IT IS NOT ASKED FOR OR NEEDED. It is not "development".
3) ALL the infrastructure should be removed first and the soil remediated with compost and cover crops and native
plantings as we continue to figure out what is the best for the site and the citizens of N Mpls.
4) Turn to the river. Move as far off the river as possible. Put the buildings on the west site of the property. Save and
create as much natural/green space as possible. People need nature in their lives more than just about anything. Listen
to our Park Service and Mississippi Greening. Create as much wildlife habitat and gardens as possible. Nature heals.
5) Engage the citizens of N Mpls in creating all this, including the housing and other infrastructure. Think Habitat for
Humanity. On the job training! Experiential leaning! Partner with the Trade Unions; apprentices! You will end up with N.
Mpls with the skills and knowledge and ... say it with me now ...ownership to make this a success.
6) Work with all involved to learn how to build green as we know the post fossil fuel world is needed. Now. No concrete,
for but one example..
7) let's take the time to do it right. We are so done with same old, same old, which this essentially is, albeit with pretty
drawings.
Thank You
Karl Hakanson

Sincerely,
Karl Hakanson
809 Manomin Ave.
St. Paul, MN 55107
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Laura Scott <lauraescott701@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 12, 2021 4:39 PM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] Upper harbor terminal project

Hi Hilary,
I am a northside resident (in webber Camden) and wanted to send an email to tell you of my support for the project. My
husband and I have owned our house for 6 years and really are excited for the area. While we want to make sure that
this doesn’t enforce gentrification, we love our neighborhood and believe it has so much to offer. And we also want
more resources for our community!
Please let me know if you have any questions, or would need additional information.
Laura Scott
-Please excuse spelling/grammatical errors. Sent from my iPhone.
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Leslie Davis <eilsel47012@gmail.com>
Friday, January 15, 2021 4:19 PM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] UPPER HARBOR TERMINAL - PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT REPORT

Leslie Davis
P.O.. Box 11688
Minneapolis, MN 55411
612/529-5253
Hilary Holmes
Upper Harbor Terminal Senior Project Coordinator
City of Minneapolis
January 15, 2021
Dear Ms. Holmes:
I am a Mckinley Neighborhood resident and business owner for 20+ years and hereby offer the following public
comments on the UPPER HARBOR TERMINAL (UHT) DRAFT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL. And as a point of information, I
have NEVER been contacted in 20 years by the City of Minneapolis or McKinley Neighborhood, relative to the UHT site.
NEVER.
The UHT proposed development won't work, the Exclusive Negotiation Rights Agreement should be rescinded, the
current proposal should be cancelled, and a new Request for Proposal (RFP) issued.
The 48 acre UHT site is too small for what is being proposed:
19 acres proposed to the Park and Recreation Board (Parks) was objected to by me in previous correspondence to Ms.
Lamers and City Council.
8 acres for a music venue for up to 10,000 people.
11 acres for music venue parking 1,650 vehicles averaging 3 people each.
8 acres for streets landscaping and miscellaneous.
3 acres walkways and trail connection.
48 acres without housing, manufacturing, food processing and health hub
The Exclusive Negotiating Rights Agreement is the illegal result of Pohlad/s and Frank's conflict of interest in having
served on the Park Foundation Board and having given more than million dollars to the Park and Recreation Board to ace
out the public from the UHT site due to their insider position and money payoff.
My neighbors and I think that devoting the UHT site for growing, processing, and manufacturing, PRE-SOLD, food and
health care products grown in hydroponic greenhouses built in stages, and run with renewable energy from hydro, solar
and wind, will generate excellent employment opportunities and ownership and hundreds of millions of dollars in
income for North Minneapolis residents and owners.
If you would like further discussion please do not hesitate to contact me 24/7. Leslie@LeslieDavis.org - 612/306-9611 612-529-5253
Respectfully submitted,
1

Leslie Davs
McKinley Neighborhood Resident and Business Owner for 20+ years.

[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Koelman <lindakoelman2017@gmail.com>
Friday, January 8, 2021 9:03 AM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] No City Council action on UHT Coordinated Plan before completing
environmental review

Dear Ms. Holmes,
It is important that the Minneapolis City Council takes no further action on the Coordinated Plan for the Upper Harbor
Terminal until environmental review is completed.
I am concerned that without completing an environmental study before the vote, currently scheduled for February
2021, the council members will not have a full understanding of the impacts, whether mitigations might exist for those
impacts, and the value of potential alternatives to the current proposal for the Upper Harbor Terminal. Insisting on a
vote without a completed environmental study would mean a decision to be made without full knowledge of all the
impacts of the proposal; including environmental, economic, and sociological impacts to the Northside community.
The City of Minneapolis must pause the timeline for the Upper Harbor redevelopment and complete a full
environmental study prior to any further City Council action regarding the Coordinated Plan.
Sincerely,
Linda Koelman
4427 Logan Av N
Minneapolis, MN 55412
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Madeline Troyer <m.troyer@mpls-synod.org>
Tuesday, January 12, 2021 8:31 AM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] UHT draft coordinated plan comments

Dear Hilary Holmes,
My name is Madeline Troyer and I am a resident of Ward 5 in Minneapolis. I am writing to submit my comments on the
Upper Harbor Terminal redevelopment in North Minneapolis.
As I read the proposed plan I cannot help noticing gaps; the environmental review (called an AUAR, or Alternative Urban
Areawide Review) won't be released until after the city council is scheduled to vote on the plan. Other important details,
like the Community Benefits Agreements and redevelopment agreements, are not yet complete. I struggle to see how I
can support a plan without knowing all the details.
I also have concerns over the First Avenue-managed concert venue. The community has not had the chance to say that
this is what they would like for the space. It is unclear whether this would provide living-wage jobs and give back to the
community in a way that develops our community for those of us already living here. The effects of noise and light
pollution are not yet known for this venue.
This space provides an incredible opportunity for our community to speak into what would be best for this space and
provide creative equitable development. I am disappointed in how the city stuck with the normal return of letting white,
wealthy developers create a plan. What are the social and economical benefits to us the residents? Where is our voice in
this process?
Sincerely,
Madeline Troyer
1813 Glenwood Ave N
Minneapolis, MN 55405
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
111 E. Kellogg Blvd., Ste 105
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1256

January 15, 2021

Erik Hansen
Director of Economic Policy & Development
City of Minneapolis Community Planning & Economic Development
505 Fourth Ave. S., 320
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Re: Upper Harbor Terminal Draft Coordinated Plan
Dear Mr. Erik Hansen:
The National Park Service (NPS), Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (NRRA)
appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Upper Harbor Terminal (UHT) Draft
Coordinated Plan. Congress established the Mississippi NRRA in 1988 to preserve, protect, and
enhance the significant resources and values of the Mississippi River corridor in the Twin Cities
metropolitan area. A portion of the UHT site lies within the boundaries of Mississippi NRRA
(map attached).
Converting an industrial use area to an area providing housing, jobs and meaningful park and
open space access to the river for the North Minneapolis residents is truly a unique opportunity.
As river dependent industrial uses end, we look forward to continued efforts to re-develop
riverfront properties that recognize the national significance of the Mississippi River resources
and the need to work towards attaining equitable access to the riverfront.
The UHT Draft Coordinated Plan is a great start in defining the project’s important community
values, goals and objectives. We present our comments as a means to improve aspects of the
Plan, call attention to future issues that may need clarification during the upcoming Alternative
Urban Areawide Review (AUAR) process and eventually during the detailed design and
engineering phase for the buildings and park amenities.
MRCCA and Mississippi NRRA
The Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) is a state, regional and local government
program that provides coordinated land planning and regulation for the 72-mile stretch of the
Mississippi River through the seven-county metropolitan area covering 54,000 acres of land in

30 local jurisdictions. The Mississippi NRRA and the MRCCA share the same boundary. The
MRCCA provides regulatory guidance to assist the Mississippi NRRA in meeting the
Congressional mandate to preserve, protect and enhance river resources.
We heartedly support efforts to provide riverfront, affordable housing at multiple income levels,
particularly for North Minneapolis residents. Affordable housing is planned in the MRCCA on
parcels 1 and 6A. The current MRCCA Urban Mixed District requirements for building height
are set at 65 feet. We encourage the City to locate additional affordable housing on other parcels
so the need to exceed the 65-foot requirement would not be necessary. Building heights are
established to guide development in the corridor that compliments the natural and scenic river
setting and blends with existing riverfront development.
Historic and Cultural Resources
We have concerns that the Draft Coordinated Plan is not properly addressing the historic
buildings, structures, and spaces at the Upper Harbor Terminal. The UHT is National Register
eligible as a contributing complex to the Upper Harbor Historic District, as determined by NPS
in our December 30, 2020 correspondence to the City and State Historic Preservation Office
(copy attached). Additionally, the site is very likely eligible for local protection as a Minneapolis
Landmark, as recommended in a 2017 report by the 106 Group. This consultant’s historic and
architectural evaluation of the complex was completed during earlier phases of planning for this
project.
From the perspective of historic preservation, the project’s proposed alternatives involve adverse
effects to the historic property through outright demolition of historic buildings and industrial
facilities as well as significant alterations and new additions which are inconsistent with the
historic character of the site. These changes would diminish the complex’s historic integrity and
ability to convey its historic significance to the public as a twentieth-century industrial river
harbor.
However, such alterations to the historic property may be appropriate given that the harbor no
longer has access to the larger Mississippi River navigation system downriver thereby
compromising its value and usefulness as a multimodal transportation hub. In light of this reality,
the desirable objectives of the redevelopment project overall, and the historic significance of the
property, the National Park Service strongly encourages that the City develop a mitigation plan.
The plan should be consistent with Section 599.360 of the Minneapolis City Ordinance and the
City’s preservation obligations as a SHPO and NPS recognized Certified Local Government,
Minneapolis’s own highly-qualified Heritage Preservation Commission and Preservation Staff
should be consulted by the City in developing a mitigation plan and conditions which will off-set
the likely loss of the UHT’s historic integrity. The National Park Service suggests building on
the mitigation recommendations outlined in 2007 evaluation of the Upper Harbor Terminal by
Hess Roise as a starting point and would welcome further dialog with City staff to assist in
developing this plan. While such mitigation measures are outside the scope of the Draft
Coordinated Plan, the National Park Service expects that such mitigation planning measures will
be described in the forthcoming AUAR. Such mitigation may also be required if and when
federal permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are necessary.

Access and Transportation
We would expect to see more detail in the parkway connections on the southern end of the UHT
property to 33rd Ave. Managing traffic flow, particularly from the proposed manufacturing and
production facilities on specifically designed street systems for those facilities would assure that
parkway traffic is limited to residential and recreational user traffic.
Continued planning and engineering should take into account the potential that exists for the
current rail line to be abandoned due to rail dependent businesses ceasing operation and new rail
dependent facilities not being developed. This would align with planning documents that the City
of Minneapolis has in place for the future development along the River. Considering how this
rail corridor could become another open space/trail amenity is worth exploring conceptually.
Dowling Avenue is identified as the major connection from the UHT site across the 1-94
corridor and into the North Minneapolis neighborhood. Significant attention to planning for
safe, efficient passage of vehicles and pedestrians are of highest priority. This connection also
needs to function an extension of the riverfront parkland by providing physical development and
visual clues as to that connection. The Dowling Ave bridge is not slated for upgrades until phase
2 of the infrastructure improvements. We would recommend moving that development timeline
up. If it is not possible, temporary improvements should be made in the interim to provide a safe
and inviting access to the riverfront parkland.
Stormwater Management
We are pleased that meaningful discussions regarding stormwater management are underway;
especially regarding regional or district scale stormwater management. Use of the designated
parkland space at the UHT for stormwater management should be designed to provide the
necessary water quality benefits while at the same time providing recreational and aesthetic
benefits. A balanced approach of facilitating the stormwater management and retaining adequate
spatial area for public park and recreational must be considered.
Floodplain Development
Three parcels, parcel 2, 3, and 5, (the main parkland, CPAC, and production site) are located
within the Floodplain Overlay district. While the risk of flooding is low (0.2% Annual Chance
Flood Hazard Area 500-year flood zone), extreme rainfall events due to climate change must be
considered during planning for future uses on these parcels.
Music Venue Impacts
We expect the AUAR to fully articulate the impacts to surrounding UHT properties and across
river neighborhoods as a result of the operation of the Community Performing Arts Center
(CPAC). This includes impacts to the planned residential neighborhoods as well as
environmental impacts to wildlife in the river corridor such as the nearby river island heron
rookery. The Mississippi River corridor is a major migratory flyway and potential impacts

generated from the CPAC operation and the materials used in building construction will need to
be fully articulated.
Integrated Planning and Design
To reiterate, the NPS is pleased to see this area transform from a heavy industrial site to parkland
and a residential community. There have been aspects of the decision-making and planning
process that seemingly could have been better implemented such as a more coordinated overview
of the entire North Minneapolis neighborhood on both sides of the freeway and how the parkland
designation can better integrate into the remaining development parcels. This coordinated effort
would assure a complete, integrated design when separate governmental entities pursue
implementation.
If you any questions regarding these comments, please contact my staff, Adam Muilenburg at
adam_muilenburg@nps.gov or by calling 651-293-8440.
Sincerely,

Craig E. Hansen
Acting Superintendent
CC:

Phillippe Cunningham, City Councilmember, Ward 4
Markella Smith, Co-Chair, Collaborative Planning Committee
Shauen Pierce, Director of Economic Development & Inclusion Policy, Mayor’s Office
Kate Lamers, Project Manager, Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board
Andrea Burke, Supervisor, Heritage Preservation Commission

Friday, November 27, 2020
Subject: [EXTERNAL] REQUEST FOR ACCESS: Upper Harbor Terminal Plan
Hello,
Thank you for the invitation to the Victory Neighborhood Gathering.
I am unable to attend this meeting; however have a stake in the plan for Upper Harbor Terminal
Development Plan
I formally request for at least 1 public restroom space to include an adult changing station in this Upper
Harbor Terminal project -- as well as all construction design of public bathrooms in Minneapolis in order
to meet the accessibility needs of all Minneapolis residents.
I think 1 restroom stall in each restroom facility per location with this level of accessibility is very
important to creating full disability access.
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.changingplaces.org/the_campaign/what_are_changing_places_toilets_.aspx__;!!EB7VV9psZ_sHly7zVFY!De1BoZV
6eh-ZYTF7FMtq86JK1v8gsVNWAuJECCAGep2_gbvbtY5aerQ4LXRgGFiu0iVW-7si1w$
Here is what George, one person who uses this innovation, has to say about it:
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://ordinaryhopes.com/2019/06/07/why-not-just-wearpads/?fbclid=IwAR0MKg6oB0wtbd7KkQy9IrGcwBKbQvQORlWXEhqOIXBXqyk5AyI_R4Tu0MY__;!!EB7VV
9psZ_sHly7zVFY!De1BoZV6ehZYTF7FMtq86JK1v8gsVNWAuJECCAGep2_gbvbtY5aerQ4LXRgGFiu0iWvuNA29Q$
Also, in order to include the Multiple Chemical Sensitivity population
(12.8%) and those who are experience negative heath effects due to fragrance (25.9%), I formally
request that all bathrooms be cleaned using diluted vinegar and baking soda and dispense hand soap
that is chemically safe (fragrance free baby castle liquid soap, such as Dr. Bronners, which is cheaper
than the fragrance alternatives because it can be diluted with water).
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5865484/__;!!EB7VV9ps
Z_sHly7zVFY!De1BoZV6ehZYTF7FMtq86JK1v8gsVNWAuJECCAGep2_gbvbtY5aerQ4LXRgGFiu0iVEebjyJQ$
I request to know if any developments in the public bathrooms will INCLUDE adult changing stations and
chemically safe policies for cleaning and dispensing of hand cleaners and if the City of Minneapolis will
commit to including these residents in this and future plans for construction, building maintenance and
management -- and for compliance with the ADA.
Rebecca St. Martin
keywords: public restrooms, bathrooms, toilets, hand soap, liquid soap

January 15, 2021
The Sierra Club North Star Chapter submits these comments on the Upper Harbor Terminal
(UHT) draft coordinated plan.
The coordinated plan should not be approved before the Alternative Urban Areawide Review
(AUAR) process is complete. The City should not be making decisions on this project without
reviewing all the environmental impacts.
We also support the Community Members for Environmental Justice (CEMJ) demands for this
significant redevelopment that will transform this part of the City and riverfront for generations..
The redevelopment of UHT must be sustainable, meet the City’s Climate Action and
Transportation Action goals, and most importantly, be led by and benefit the North Minneapolis
BIPOC community - not a white-led development team.
We are concerned that the coordinated plan in its current form does not adequately prioritize
sustainable transportation, or address concerns about multi-modal access, air quality, and
climate emissions.
The construction of I-94 severed North Minneapolis from the Mississippi River, and has since
exposed residents to decades of air pollution. This barrier must be mitigated for the UHT project
to be accessible to North Minneapolis residents. This should include abundant pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit connections across I-94 and to the River.
We are deeply concerned about the lack of a concrete plan to bring adequate transit service to
UHT. An auto-centric redevelopment will bring more vehicle emissions to a community already
saddled with poor air quality and flies in the face of the City’s climate action goals.
In addition to robust local bus service improvements, the coordinated plan should include
highway bus rapid transit (BRT) service via I-94. The I-94 corridor was studied for BRT in the
Metropolitan Council’s 2014 Highway Transitway Corridor Study and scored highly. This
included stops at both Lowry and Dowling, both of which would serve UHT. There is an
opportunity to leverage MnDOT’s I-94/Hwy 252 project to implement these improvements. The
City should be working very closely with MnDOT, Metropolitan Council, and Metro Transit to
ensure BRT serves UHT.
In March, 2020, Minneapolis City Council unanimously passed a resolution which expressed

the City’s priorities for the project. These included:
●

“Improving the Dowling Avenue bridge for all users as part of the work that will be done
in the area, including enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities with protection from
motor vehicles, pedestrian scale lighting and conversion of the motor vehicle portion to a
three-lane cross section, such that the Dowling Avenue bridge can serve as a welcoming
park entrance for the community”

●

“The City of Minneapolis supports the Metropolitan Council’s effort to update the
evaluation of a Bus Rapid Transit alternative considered in conjunction with the Highway
252/I-94 project”

The lack of a transportation plan for events is also concerning. It’s operators have not presented
a clear plan for bringing nearly 10,000 attendees to events at a site that currently has no transit
access. We vehemently oppose creating parking for 7,000-10,000 concert attendees on
riverfront land. The City Planning Commission opposed the Federal Reserve Bank’s proposed
800 vehicle parking ramp just down river from this site in 2019. The City must set a very high
standard for North Minneapolis and oppose any significant parking at this site.
Parking facilities are a poor use of precious riverfront land and would induce major traffic, noice,
and air quality issues for neighboring communities. Expansive parking also conflicts with the
City’s climate and sustainability goals, which seek to reduce driving and increase walking, biking
and transit.
Lastly, we urge that the entire length of the riverfront bike/pedestrian trail be completed during
Phase 1 of the development. This should be accompanied with a commitment to keeping the
trail open during all future site construction. This trail is an important public asset that should not
be hindered by private development.
Sincerely,
Margaret Levin
State Director
margaret.levin@sierraclub.org

Alex Burns
Chair, Land Use and Transportation
alex.burns@northstar.sierraclub.org

Sierra Club North Star Chapter
612-659-9124
sierraclub.org/minnesota

2610 University Ave W
Suite 300
Saint Paul, MN
55114
t: 651-917-2240
tpl.org

January 15, 2021

To:
John Louis, City of Minneapolis, CPED - john.louis@minneapolismn.gov
Kate Lamers, Park Board Planning Department - Klamers@minneapolisparks.org

The Trust for Public Land is a national non-profit organization with a mission of creating parks
and protecting land for people, ensuring healthy, livable communities for generations to come.
Our commitment to improving community, health, equity, and climate outcomes for people
drives our day to day work. We have offices throughout the country, including the Minnesota
/ Northwoods office located in St. Paul.
At the Trust for Public Land, our parks and public lands mission strives to catalyze
communities that are healthier, more livable, more engaged, and more connected. Toward this
end, we believe that healthy, safe park spaces must be carefully and thoughtfully interwoven
with healthy and affordable housing; equitable and multimodal transportation systems;
economic development and jobs that pay living wages; a sustainable and thriving natural
environment; and places for people of different backgrounds to come together, play, and
celebrate. The Trust for Public Land advocates for the consideration of the intricate
intersectionality of these issues and systems.
After reviewing the draft coordinated plan, we applaud the vision of an Upper Harbor district
centered on the Mississippi River, natural habitat, parks and gathering spaces. We firmly
believe everyone deserves access to the benefits of this vision. For far too long, Black,
Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC), have been systemically denied equitable enjoyment,
access, and ownership of such spaces. The draft coordinated plan strives to address these
inequities.
We thank community members for their civic involvement and efforts to realize equitable
access and development at the Upper Harbor. We are cautiously encouraged by the steps city
leaders and planners have taken to adjust project planning, engagement, and timeline in
response to community feedback. While many questions and details remain, and the project is
not perfect, The Trust for Public Land is pleased to find that the Coordinated Plan has adopted
many of the priorities, ideas, and strategies brought forward by the community.

The Upper Harbor presents the City of Minneapolis and the communities of the North Side and
Northeast with a once-in-a-generation opportunity to transform a city-owned riverside district
into a place designed by the community, for the community. We offer our feedback,
acknowledging our limited involvement thus far, as well as our status as an organization not
based in North or Northeast Minneapolis. We hope our feedback, input from other interests
and, ultimately, continued strong engagement with the surrounding neighborhoods, will lead
to further refinement of the draft coordinated plan. The Trust for Public Land is glad to share
our insights and national experience related to parks and equitable community development, if
helpful.
In regards to our specific feedback, we offer the following:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The Trust for Public Land wholeheartedly supports continued efforts of the City of
Minneapolis, the Minneapolis Parks and Recreation Board, and community
organizations to engage the community in discussions about the future of Upper Harbor
and other redevelopment opportunities.
We encourage and stand ready to assist in continued research of models for equitable
development. Minneapolis can – and should – be a leader in efforts to address
gentrification and displacement. In that regard, we can and should look to other
communities for models, proven strategies and lessons learned, with careful
consideration of implementation at the Upper Harbor and its unique circumstances.
Identifying, evaluating, and testing new strategies takes time and resources, and with
innovation comes risk. We encourage a balance between due diligence and the need for
immediate action. In our region, far too often we find ourselves in a position of ‘analysis
paralysis.’ The Upper Harbor can serve as a model for future redevelopment in the Twin
Cities and beyond. Its legacy can serve not only the nearby community, but also a much
broader community of learning.
The Trust for Public Land enthusiastically supports the vision for continuous public
access and protection of natural resources while accommodating access along the
Mississippi River.
We’re encouraged by plans for waterfront affordable housing. Too often, low-income
communities and communities of color are priced out of living near or accessing our
public water bodies.
We support the long-term vision of connecting the Upper Harbor district via greenways
and park spaces south to Downtown, north to Mississippi Regional Park, and east and
west via multi-modal streets.
We encourage the revitalization of nearby Folwell and Marshall Terrace neighborhood
parks. Our neighborhood parks serve people living within a 10-minute walk, but, too
often, receive less attention and fewer resources than regional parks such as the
proposed UHT Riverfront Park.
Additionally, we see opportunity to improve access to publicly-owned spaces at nearby
schoolyards. Advancing park-like Healthy Community Schoolyards projects at nearby
Cityview School and the many other nearby schools would provide an additional
opportunity to provide high-quality green space for the community. Healthy
Community Schoolyards is a program of The Trust for Public Land, and as such we offer
our assistance in reimagining these spaces.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Proximity to parks, when coupled with safe access, improves use. We encourage the
development of strategies and projects to ensure people are free from deterrents that
reduce park use such as crime, traffic, noise, and pollution. This includes the
development of a network of well-lit pedestrian-oriented streets and trails connecting
destinations and points of interest.
We support the development of mixed-income neighborhoods and agree with many
community leaders that the mingling of people from different backgrounds, careers, and
experiences is beneficial to all of us. Additionally, we support the mix of rental and
owner-occupied housing. Homeownership is an important wealth-building strategy that
is out of reach for many.
We see and experience challenges across the country with the on-going, successful
management of publicly-owned spaces. In our experience, community involvement and
stewardship is critical to long-term success, however, we have seen many of these
groups lose energy, struggle to maintain membership, and, struggle to maintain viability
following disagreements and tensions. We recommend careful consideration of the
stewardship systems and structures needed to maintain long-term success of these
critical stewardship groups. Flexibility is needed to adjust to changing circumstances,
recalibrate following failures, and celebrate success. Decisions made by stewardship and
management groups need to be transparent and centered on accountability. The Trust
for Public Land offers our assistance with lessons learned and best practices associated
with stewardship groups.
We support the retention of city-owned parcels. Our region has proven conventional
redevelopment methods oftentimes fail to create a more equitable city. Upfront, we must
explore strategies that support community residents, produce stronger public return on
public investment, and mitigate - before it’s too late - extractive community
development efforts. Our shared resources should be used to benefit the many, not the
few.
We back the creation of a jobs-focused zone in the southern portion of the district.
Additionally, as we build a modern, people-centered economy, we support the
dedication of space towards community-based food generation and processing.
The Trust for Public Land wholeheartedly supports the reorientation of the park to
provide public ownership of the entire riverfront and to create a vista and gateway at
Dowling Avenue. Additionally, we support the separation of public and performance
spaces.
We are excited to see plans for the community health hub become clearer and encourage
the space be planned with the social determinants of health in mind as we know that a
small percent of health occurs in the doctor’s office. Investments in preventative health
produce results.
We regularly hear from community members that the presence or lack of bathrooms can
impact park use. We encourage the Park Board to commit to publicly-accessible, yearround bathrooms, whether through permanent or portable structures.
We look to emphasize the importance of connections to and from the Upper Harbor. In
particular, we look forward to further discussions surrounding how the negative
impacts of I-94 can be overcome or eliminated. Wayfinding will be necessary within and
outside the district.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

We are encouraged by MPRB emphasizing community-generated “Program
Experiences” in park design. Far too often, parks are designed to repeat assumed need
or what “has worked in the past.”
The Trust for Public Land supports the preservation of at least some of the industrial
buildings/infrastructure to retain the unique history of this site. Doing so will provide
park space different than other spaces in the city, not to mention social media-friendly
photographic opportunities. To that end, while acknowledging challenges, we
encourage MPRB to preserve and creatively use at least one dome structure. We
recommend that new amenities pay homage to the district’s historic past, but to do so in
a respectful and creative manner.
Facing dual affordability and homelessness crisis, our region is in desperate need of
additional housing. Housing affordability is intrinsically tied to equitable use of nearby
park space, health outcomes, and the availability of time and resources people are able
to commit to the enjoyment of the outdoors. As such, we recommend the high density
option for Parcel 7A.
As for Parcel 7B, The Trust for Public Land recommends short-term activation through
active green space, farmers markets, public art, and other placemaking. Where
appropriate, we offer our assistance with such activation.
We thank project planners for making materials easily accessible and designed in a
graphic-rich manner. Accessibility and transparency include making information easy to
understand. We encourage project planers to continue explaining complicated processes
and concepts visually, without jargon, and with cultural competence.
We thank the City of Minneapolis and its team for pausing, recalibrating, adjusting
timeline, creating opportunity and openness to new ideas, and providing information
through multiple forms of communication.
Finally, The Trust for Public Land stands ready to share lessons learned, examples, and
best practices from our park and equitable community development experience around
the country. We make this offer as a community ally, not a North Side community
member, and only make this offer when and where appropriate.

Best,

Eric Weiss, AICP
Program Director, Community Powered Parks
The Trust for Public Land

Holmes, Hilary E
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Whitney Clark <wclark@fmr.org>
Friday, January 8, 2021 1:37 PM
Holmes, Hilary E
[EXTERNAL] No City Council action on UHT Coordinated Plan before completing
environmental review

Dear Ms. Holmes,
Dear Ms Holmes,
I'm writing today to urge the city to take no further action on the Coordinated Plan for the Upper Harbor Terminal until
environmental review is completed.
I am concerned that without completing an environmental study before the vote, currently scheduled for February
2021, the council members will not have a full understanding of the impacts, whether mitigations might exist for those
impacts, and the value of potential alternatives to the current proposal for the Upper Harbor Terminal. Insisting on a
vote without a completed environmental study would mean a decision to be made without full knowledge of all the
impacts of the proposal; including environmental, economic, and sociological impacts to the Northside community.
The City of Minneapolis must pause the timeline for the Upper Harbor redevelopment and complete a full
environmental study prior to any further City Council action regarding the Coordinated Plan.
Thank you for considering this request.
Whitney Clark
Sincerely,
Whitney Clark
1077 Fairmount Ave
Saint Paul, MN 55105
[EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the City of Minneapolis. Please exercise caution when opening links or
attachments.
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