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Fleet

FLTO1- Fuel and Charging Stations
FLTO2 - Shop Equipment
FLTO3 - Vehicle Maintenance Systems
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City of Minneapolis

ARTO1 - Art in Public Places

Project Details:

Project Start Date: 1/1/23

Estimated Project Completion Date: 12/31/24
Ongoing Program: Yes

Current Phase: Planning

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 1 of 2

Submitting Agency: CPED

Contact Person: Mary Altman

Contact Phone Number: 612.673-3006

Contact Email: mary.altman@minneapolismn.gov
Website: https://www.minneapolismn.gov/things-to-
do/public-art/

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $862,640

Project Location:

Address: City-wide

City Sector: City-wide

Affected Neighborhoods: TBD

Affected Wards: All

Description of Location: Locations will be determined
through Public Art Project Selection Processin Fall
2022. See the map below for the locations of current
projects.

Artwork in progress by Xavier and Maria Cristina Tavera, located on the Green Crescent near 35W and Lake
Street. This work is a lenticular. The image changes from birds in flight to a horse galloping as the viewer

travels along the bike and pedestrian paths.
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Project Description

The City of Minneapolis Art in Public Places program
enriches the lives of citizens and visitors by
integrating public art into city planning, services,
design and infrastructure through an annual allocation
from the City’s capital budget. Public artworks
contribute to the livability and vibrancy of public
places in the Minneapolis. They build pride in
community and cultural identity, create a sense of
place and initiate discussions about issues affecting
quality of life and the future of the City. The process of
developing public artworks builds the capacity of
artists and community members to shape City spaces
and neighborhoods.

In addition to new Commissions, the City’s Public Art
Program includes:

« A comprehensive maintenance and conservation
effort;

« Support to communities through a technical
assistance and permitting program for proposed
projects on City property and in the Right of Way;

« Partnerships and assistance to other government
entities, such as MNDOT and Hennepin County;
and

« Updates to the City’s comprehensive public art
policies.

Proposals for new public art sites are selected
annually from projects in the Capital Improvement
Programs for the Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board (MPRB), Public Works, the Municipal Building
Commission and Property Services. The City’s Public
Art Advisory Panel and the Minneapolis Arts
Commission select projects based on the Public Art
Values and Goals and the adopted criteria for site
selection. A key focus of Artin Public Places is
community engagement. This engagement is tailored
to the needs of each community, and may mean
involving residents in project planning, reviewing draft
design concepts, creating aspects of artworks in
community workshops, and/or by developing
interactive works that people can experience in new
ways each time they visit the site.

ARTO1 - Art in Public Places

Purpose and Justification

The goals and intended outcomes of the Art in Public
Places are to:

« Stimulate Excellence in Community Design: Public
art improves the City’s appearance and stimulates
innovation and high-quality design.

 Value Artists and Artistic Process: Public art
commissions create opportunities for artists to
express their vision for the community and earn a
livelihood as artists.

« Enhance Community Identity: Public art inspires
discussion about issues affecting quality of life and
builds pride in community and cultural identity.

« Contribute to Community Vitality: Public artworks
contribute to livability and vibrancy of public places
and attract visitors.

- Involve a Broad Range of People and
Communities: The process of developing public
artworks builds the capacity of a diverse range of
artists, community organizations and leaders by
involving them in the design and development of
public spaces.

- Use Resources Wisely: Well-maintained and well-
designed public artworks add to the value of City
infrastructure and provide opportunities for private
investment in the community.

Since 2015 Art in Public Places has been funded
annually through City ordinance at the minimum level
allowed, which is the equivalent of 1.5% of the net debt
bond. For the first time since the ordinance was
adopted, CPED is proposing an additonal public art
CBR for Uthe pper Harbor Terminal project. See CBR
ARTO2.



Project Visuals and Map
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Project Cost Breakdown

ARTO1

2022&%‘;@:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget 2025Budget 2026 Budget 2027 Budget 2028 Budget
Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment $0 $734,000 $1,125,000 $1,167,000 $937,000 $752,000 $752,993
Design and Project Management $862,640 $282,500 $210,000 $220,000 $160,000 $160,000 $160,000
General Overhead $0 $50,500 $70,000 $73,000 $58,000 $48,000 $48,000
TOTAL $862,640  $1,067,000 $1,405,000 $1,460,000  $1,155,000 $960,000 $960,993

Submitting Agency Funding Request

ARTO1

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget 2024 Budget 2025 Budget 2026 Budget 2027 Budget 2028 Budget
Bond Activity $862,640 $1,067,000 $1,405,000 $1,460,000 $1,155,000 $960,000 $960,993
TOTAL $862,640 $1,067,000 $1,405,000 $1,460,000 $1,155,000 $960,000 $960,993

Top: Design for Currie Park mosaic by Craig David. Bottom Left to right: Mosaic detail in progress, detail of poem
by Deeq Abdi to be sandblasted into the mosiac, mosaic detail in progress.
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal and vertical infrastructure

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? It may be both, as projects are not yet selected. The
major conservation of an existing artwork may be selected.

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? For projects that are major
conservations, potential lifespan is a consideration whether the work should be conserved. Typically major
conservations occur when they can extend the life of the artwork by 20 years or more.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset. If a major conservation is selected, a condition assessment and treatment plan are developed by an art
conservator. These are the metrics that the art conservators use when they make a recommendation:
« Conservation Priority 1, Urgent Treatment: Immediate treatment or intervention required. May be structurally
unsound, at risk for further damage, or a hazard to public.
« Conservation Priority 2, Requires Treatment: Unstable condition issue, either major or minor.
« Conservation Priority 3, Cosmetic/Aesthetic Treatment: The appearance could be improved. Routine
maintenance could be included in this category.
« Conservation Priority 4: No Treatment Required.
Works that recieve a ranking of 1 or 2 may be selected for major conservation. The Minneapolis Arts Commission
approves all major conservation projects using criteria in section 11.8 of the adopted Public Art Policies.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement? Public artworks are designed to have a lifespan of
25 years.

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

This project is funded through ordinance at a minimum level of 1.5% of the NDB.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The ongoing funding strategy for a completed work of art is to fund annual maintenance through the general
fund for the lifespan of the work, which is approximately 25 years. Nearing the end of the lifespan, it will be
determined through a physical assessment of the work and community input whether to conduct a major
conservation of the work or to deacession it. Major conservation would be funded through future capital
allocations to Art in Public Places.

Service Level
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What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

This is often not applicable to a work of art. However, when the artwork is integrated into City infrastructure, it
does need to meet the standards for the infrastructure. For example, the railing for the Seed project is required to
meet all of MNDOT's 2020 bridge specifications.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

The "full service level" for an artwork is detailed in the adopted criteria for public art designs, section 8.4 (see
below). The vast majority of the 90 artworks in the current collection would be ranked a 4 or 5.

Stimulate Excellence in Urban Design and Public Arts:
« Is engaging and high quality in concept and construction.
« Is comparable in quality to other artwork commissioned by the City.
« Is unique, one-of-a-kind.
« Complies with City regulations.

Enhance Community Identity and Place:
« Reflects the community and the setting.
« |Is integrated into the site design and function.

Contribute to Community Vitality:
« Attracts visitors and residents.
« Encourages civic dialogue about City issues.
« Is safe.

Involve a Broad Range of People and Communities:
« Addresses ADA regulations as they apply to public art.
« Celebrates one or more of the City’s cultural communities.
« Brings people together or create a gathering place.

Value Artists and Artistic Processes:
« Presents a unique or appropriate cultural, geographic or artistic perspective.
« Supports the integrity of the artwork and the moral rights of the artist.
« Includes the artist and the artistic process as a central element.
« Appropriately supported the artist and their artistic process.

Use Resources Wisely:

« |s sustainable, secure and durable.
« Completed within timeline and budget.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No.

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Unknown at this point as 2023 to
2028 projects are not yet selected
and additional fundraising is
project-specific. On average, the
City’s NDB allocation to Art in
Public Places projects leverages
more than a 25 percent match in
funding from other sources.

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

Every public art project requires
extensive collaboration with a
number of partners, especially
other City departments and
agencies involved in capital
projects, such as CPED, MPRB,
Public Works, MnDOT, Finance and
Property Services, neighborhoods,
local developers, etc. Those
partners invest portions of their
design and construction budgets
to support the development and
fabrication of artworks.
Communities are the key partnerin
the City's public art endeavors.

« All public art projects are
selected, reviewed and
approved by the Public Art
Advisory Panel, and the
Minneapolis Arts Commission,
and both bodies include

ARTO1 - Art in Public Places

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No direct impact on existing tax
base.

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Public artworks on commercial and
cultural corridors and downtown
support the goals of businesses
and developers in the City by
increasing the quality of the public
realm and retail environments and
making them interesting places to
visit and shop.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

While public art does not directly
increase the feasibility of
development opportunities, it can
enhance those opportunities and
increase their success by drawing
residents and visitors and creating
an identity for the area.

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Public art sites are often selected
along these types of routes and
corridors, and artworks are
designed to support the needs of
their users. Public artworks can
enhance the pedestrian
experience and often act as
wayfinding. These are the among
the goals of the Green Crescent,
Hennepin Avenue and
Hiawatha/Lake projects.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Not applicable.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Public art projects take into
consideration available space in
the right-of-way and potential
interference with the space
allocated for pedestrians and other
uses. For example, because right-
of-way is limited on Hennepin
Avenue, that project focuses on tall
and thin gateway elements with a
small foot print.
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diverse community
representation.

« Artists are selected by
independent artists selection
panels, and these panels are
intentionally include diverse
representation of artistic
experts and local community
members.

« Community-based criteria are at
the heart of all decision making,
including the involvement of
diverse community members in
the planning, selection and
implementation of projects, the
ability of selected artists to
connect with respective
communities, and the
connection between artworks
and the communities where
they are being developed.

« The annual work plan for the
conservation and maintenance
of artworks is scrutinized for
equitable distribution of the
care of artworks across a broad
range of communities, and
particularly in areas of
concentrated poverty.

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public
Places:

Not applicable - this question

relates to non-public art Capital
Budget Requests.
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?
Increase

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? $3,500 (for
three projects)

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect?
Approximately 2028

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

During design development for each public art project,
an assessment is conducted by an art conservator
with input from the people who maintain the project
site. This assessment outlines the artworks' annual
maintenance needs and costs, as well as the costs of
periodic treatments, such as repainting. After this
assessment, staff work with the artist to identify design
changes to decrease future maintenance costs and
make the artwork more durable.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

Basic annual maintenance, such as cleaning and
debris removal, is provided by project partners and
property owners. More complex annual maintenance,
such as graffiti removal and new coatings are funded
annually through CPED’s general fund. The 2022
maintenance budget for public art is $75,000. In 2019
CPED hired a full time Art Collection Coordinator to
oversee maintenance and conservation of the City's
collection of 90 artworks.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

The timing of future public art capital investments and
the extent of the funding needed varies with each
artwork and depends on the artwork’s design, and

ARTO1 - Art in Public Places

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Public art projects on average take approximately
three years to complete, including planning with the
community, artist selection, design development and
modification, conservation assessment, design
approvals, community engagement, fabrication,
installation, and the final celebration. The timeline for
projects varies and can be extended for two reasons: 1)
The related infrastructure project is delayed; 2)
emerging artists and organizations are involved and
need additional support and time for training and
development. The following is a list of projects
underway and their status as of March 2022. Note that
prior year unspent dollars are higher than normal,
because staff were also managing and installing
public art for the new Public Service Building (funded
through the building budget). In 2020 and 2021, the
Public Art Program doubled the number of contracted
project managers coordinating new commissions to
expedite these projects.

See the table below this section for how and when
remaining bond authorizations will be used.

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project Selection: Fall 2022

Project Planning: Winter/Spring 2023

Artist Selection Process: Summer 2023

Design Concepts and Additional Community input:
Fall/Winter 2023-24

Fabrication: Summer/Fall/Winter 2024-25
Installation: Spring 2025

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spentin a given year:

This project is funded through ordinance at a minimum
level of 1.5% of the NDB.
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also on when the overall infrastructure (park, road) will
reconstructed, which might require temporary removal
of the art and may provide an opportunity to renovate
it. Often this type of investment occurs when the
artwork is 20-25 years old and requires a complete re-
coating and other repair. At this phase, the City may
also consider whether to conduct major repairs, or
whether to remove the artwork from the City's
collection.

Artworks constructed early in the public art program,
prior to the design assessment and full-time public art
staffing, have required more extensive renovations
due to inherent flaws and poor craftsmanship.
Recently the Columbia Park Gateway was deaccessed
by the City, because the property was being
transferred to private ownership, and due to:

« The fact that the artwork was in poor condition,

« Another suitable location was not available, and

« There was no longer strong community support for

retaining the artwork.

ARTO1 - Art in Public Places
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project furthers these goals.

Public Safety

All public art projects are designed to be safe, structurally sound, discourage climbing and consistent with other
crime prevention through design principles. In some cases, public artworks are also designed to support the
broader public safety goals of the site and community, which is the focus of the project currently being
coordinated in conjunction with the Hi-Lake redesign project. A survey of the community for this infrastructure
project shows that the primary concern of all respondents is safety under the MNDOT bridge spanning Lake
Street, safety and travel and personal safety combined had a total of over 70%. As visible in the photos above,
this area is dark, unattractive, and constantly tagged. While the infrastructure project is focusing on pedestrian
safety, lighting, and creating a better pedestrian connection, the public art project will likely address the wall
surfaces under the bridge through a large-scale bright mural project that engages the community, and
discourages future tagging. This pedestrian improvement project is especially critical in this area of Lake, which
was the location of many of the fires and property destruction during the uprisings following the murder of
George Floyd.

Public Services

CPED conducts several activities to ensure an equitable, fair and open public art process, including:

- Facilitating a decision-making process through the Minneapolis Arts Commission and the Public Art Advisory
Panel rooted in the City's goals and policies, particularly those that focus on transparency, fairness, and
ethical decision-making.

Selecting artists through an open call process; making information, materials and panel comments available
to all applicants; and providing one-on-one technical assistance in community venues and on-line to support
applicants in completing application materials.

Promoting Calls for Artists through a range of methods and collaborating with organizations to reach artists of
color. (For the Water Works artist selection process, the Call for Artists was advertised in the Circle
Newspaper and through Native American networks. In 2021 fourteen out of the twenty-four artists under

contract were BIPOC.)
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Seeking the appropriate partners and diverse community members to serve on Public Art Steering
Committees and Artist Selection Panels.

Ensuring agreements with artists appropriately respect their copyrights.

Maintaining an active Gov Delivery list of 400 Minnesota public artists and sharing monthly local and national

Calls for Artists.

« Working with steering committees and artists to create community involvement processes which are
appropriate to their communities and reach a diverse people. These range from traditional community
meetings, open houses and pop-up intercept surveys to involving the community directly in artistic planning
activities and in the creation of artworks.

« Developing projects in strong collaboration with City partners and through relationships with dozens and

dozens of staff within Public Works, MPRB and other agencies. In addition, public art staff act as a resource to

these partners when they are developing and conserving their own public art projects.

Public artists, steering committees and partners have access to all project materials through SharePoint.

Built Environment and Transportation

Public art on and within streets, sidewalks, plazas, business and cultural corridors, neighborhoods and other
publicly accessible spaces influences the city’s livability, bikeability, and walkability. Public art also supports the
goal of building healthy and resilient communities by establishing a sense of belonging and reflecting the
identities of local ethnic, racial, and cultural communities in its design. For example, the artwork being designed
for Samatar Crossing focuses on the immigrant groups that have historically settled in the area and will include
poetry by seven diverse poets in multiple languages.

Arts and Culture

CPED’s public art programming focuses particularly on investments in communities with racial, ethnic and
economic disparities. As demonstrated in the map above, ten out of eleven current Art in Public Places project
are in Areas of Concentrated Poverty.

Public art supports economic development in arts districts, cultural corridors and other areas of the City by
celebrating the identity of those places and the people who live there. Downtown Hennepin Avenue was
selected for a public art commission with a goal of increasing and highlighting the vitality of the City’s Theater
district.

Artin Public Places supports local artists and creative organizations, builds their capacity to develop projects and
earn revenue, and ensures they receive appropriate support and compensation for their services.

A main focus of Art in Public Places is the development of emerging artists and artists of color to develop
culturally-based works which are created by artists with deep experiences in those cultures. For example, the
Seed project has developed the capacity of several African-American artists to create a work that celebrates
African and African-American culture. In addition, these artists learned to work in large scale enamel, a medium
new to all of them.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Unknown at this point as the projects have not been selected, however, when projects are selected, public art
project managers examine these statistics to shape the engagement plans for their projects. In addition, the staff
coordinating the infrastructure project (such as Public Works or Park Board staff) have typcially already reviewed
this information and shaped the engagement plan for the infrastructure. All of these staff work together to
determine the ways in which the public art project overlaps with the infrastructure engagment, as well as the
additional public art engagement that is needed.

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

Unknown at this time as stated above, but this important question is addressed during the planning phase for
each project. Project Managers not only compare how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to
the desired outcome compared to white constituents, but also how constituents from BIPOC communities
currently relate to engagement approaches compared to white constituents, and how the engagement
approaches should be tailored to them. For example, the Green Crescent Project, connects to some of most
diverse neighborhoods in the Clty, including Midtown Phillips, Lyndale, Central and Whittier, and includes high
poplutions of new immigrants. Artists Maria Cristina and Xavier Tavera, who were engaging during some of the
peak periods of the pandemic, chose to connect with many community leaders one-on-one through virtual and
telephone calls. They also attended virtual neighborhood meetings, advertised an on-line survey through lawn
signs posted on the Midtown Greenway, and set up a pop-up station during the Greenway Glow. The Tavera's
final design supported the outcome of "celebrating the rich culturally diverse communities in the area and their
community histories"--an outcome that was defined by these communities. Ultimately they chose the symbol of
the horse (see above design), because it resonated with so many of the people and cultures in the area,
including Native American, Black, African, Hmong, and Mexican cultures.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Again, unknown at this point, but this question is considered during each planning process. An example of data
that would be missing is for projects focusing on Native American culture. Key constituents for these
communities don't always live geographically in Minneapolis, as the were exiled to reservations, but they stiill
have a very important stake in areas of the City that are sacred to them. For these projects, we connect with the
relevant tribes. For example, for the Water Works Park project, which is in an area that is significant to the
Dakhdta , we reached out to Tribal State Historic Preservation Officers, the Minnesota Indian Affairs Council and
particpated in a regular meeting of the tribal leadership for the four Dakhdta tribes in the State.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

Again, unknown at this point, as the approach for each project is defined during the planning phase and tailored
to the needs of the community. Most often, however, the engagement tends to include the most of the full
spectrum. The community-based steering committee sets the goals for the project, prioritizes the engagement
strategies, and provides the artists with ongoing input.
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Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

Again, unknown at this point, however, during each public art project, one of the key questions asked relates to
how community identity might be expressed or celebrated through the artwork. For example, for the Currie Park
mosaic which celebrates many of the groups that have immigrated to and lived in Cedar Riverside, artist Craig
David and apprentices Deeq Abdi and Yaba Gobana interviewed and gathered input from the following people
and groups:

Currie Park Mural Steering Committee

Brian Coyle Community Center

Nardos Gibson, Manager, Riverside Plaza

Ginger Johnson, Curator, The Somali Museum of Minnesota

Girma Tocuma, Founder Oromo Cultural Center

Merrie Benasuti, Cedar Riverside Community Forum

Maryam Mursal, artist, musician

David Hamilton, Director, Cedar Cultural Center

David Markle, Cedar Riverside resident

Tim Morgan, Cedar Riverside resident

Carla Nielson, safety officer and community liaison, MPD

Txongpao Lee, Hmong Cultural Center

Kang Vang, filmmaker, Citizenship Teacher, Hmong Cultural Center,
Saeed Bihi, Opportunity Center

Cheryl Benjamin Minnema, ojibway poet, artist

Mohamd Noor, Cedar Riverside resident

Sakariya Ali, artist, actor,

Ifrah Mansour, artist

Abdurrahman Mahmud, community activist, youth worker

Sisco Omar, Mixed Blood Theater, youth worker

Jamal Hashi, restaurant owner, community activist

Kwangja Kwon, Korean Service Center,

Stephen Wunrow, Editor, Korean Quarterly

Marlena Myles, Lakota — Dakota

Richard Aguilar, Latino American Today

Bosteya Jama

Alan Christian, artist, House of Balls

Dave Alderson, Cedar Riverside Community Council

Armando Guiterrez, artist, community activist, educator

Rick Aguilar, Publisher — Latino American Today, Aguilar Productions
Maryan Ali, Somali performance artist, storyteller, educator
Abdurrahman Mahmud, community activist, educator

Amano Dube, Senior Director of Comm. Development, Pillsbury United Communities, Brian Coyle Center
Melissa Boyd, Assistant to the Chief, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe
Office of Melanie Benjamin, Chief & CEO, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe
And numerous intercept interviews in business in the Cedar-Riverside area

Below is a summary of the mural themes that came from these interviews. (Mural design pictured above.)
« Cultural stories that embrace the importance of education and family,
« Cultures of current and past immigrant populations,
« Historical icons and cultural objects,
« The flora, fauna, and geological environment of the Mississippi River corridor prior to European American
settlement.

Analysis
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How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

Here is an example of how the Water Works Project focuses on racial equity. The site, adjacent to Owamniyomni
(St. Anthony Falls) and Wand&gi Wita (Spirit Island), which was destroyed in the 1960’s, is sacred to the Dakhdta
people. It also exists in area of the Minneapolis where countless resources have gone into celebrating the
history of European Americans and the milling industry. The aim of the artwork in this site is to create a
welcoming and inclusive place for Dakhéta and Native people and educate people about Dakhodta history,
culture and language. This project is one effort and one step toward reclaiming the area for Dakhdta people.

The existing underbridge environment at Hiawatha and Lake, which is the future site of a new Art in Public Placs
Mural.

Additional Information

Important Information on the City’s public art program can be found on the City’s website including:

« Information about the public art commissions underway.

« Eight tours of the artworks in the City's public art collection and additional artworks in the collection of
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board.

An interactive tour of the new public artworks in the City's new Public Service Building.

The adopted policies that guide public art decisions in the City, including artist selection, site selection and
community engagement.

Opportunities about public art engagement opportunities, events, and calls for artists can be found on our
Facebook page.

To receive emails about public art opportunities local and nation-wide, email mary.altman@minneapolismn.gov.
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City of Minneapolis

ARTO2 - Upper Harbor Public Art

Project Details: Project Location:

Project Start Date: 1/1/23 Address: Multiple

Estimated Project Completion Date: 12/31/2027 City Sector: North

Ongoing Program: No Affected Neighborhoods: Webber-Camden, Camden

Current Phase: Planning / Design Industrial, McKinley

Level of Need: Significant Affected Wards: 4

Department Priority: 2 of 2 Description of Location: 48 acres located in North
Minneapolis, generally between the Lowry Avenue

Submitting Agency: CPED and Camden bridges, on the west bank of the

Contact Person: Mary Altman Mississippi River

Contact Phone Number: 612-673-3006

Contact Email: mary.altman@minneapolismn.gov
Website: https://www.minneapolismn.gov/things-
todo/public-art/

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

Examples of some of the nine artworks by Seitu Jones Integrated into Heritage Park. The image on the far right is
a sample of the text etched in granite below the Fair Housing railing.
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Project Description

The City of Minneapolis and Minneapolis Park &
Recreation Board (MPRB) are working together to
redevelop the City-owned Upper Harbor Terminal
(UHT) site. The redevelopment goal is to transform the
approximately 48-acre site from its historic use as a
barge shipping terminal to a combination of riverfront
park amenities and private development.

Redeveloping UHT presents transformative
opportunities for the site and the Northside
community. The site is located on the Mississippi River
in North Minneapolis, on land originally inhabited by
the Dakota people. To accommodate the transition of
the Upper Harbor site from its former use as a barge
shipping terminal to a mixed-use development with
housing, a music venue, commercial retail, park space,
and offices, public realm infrastructure improvements
are necessary to support community access to the site
and river. This includes reconstructing Dowling
Avenue North and constructing a new segment of
parkway to provide access and circulation to the
Upper Harbor site. Dowling Avenue North will be the
primary access point and will serve as the gateway
between the site and the greater North Side
community. 33rd Avenue North will also be
reconstructed. Infrastructure development for the site
also includes major investment in public utilities (e.g.,
water, sanitary sewer, storm water management
systems.

Plans for UHT include a new design for 19.5 acres of
new Mississippi Riverfront parkland, which will be the
largest single addition of land to the Minneapolis park
system in decades. Proposed park features include a
flexible plaza and lawn, play area, water access,
mobile buildings, water access, green infrastructure
center and natural areas.

Although some of the original structures on the site
will remain and be reused, much of the site will be
entirely new construction and a new landscape. UHT
will be a whole new place within the City with an
identity that is yet defined, but with a complex history
and connections to diverse places and people.

The City and the Northside community are advancing
the Upper Harbor Terminal project in the context
generations of historic patterns of systematic and
institutionalized discrimination, disinvestment,
economic exclusion, and disenfranchisement—from

ARTO02 - Upper Harbor Public Art

Purpose and Justification

The City has declared racism a public health
emergency, noting that “racism in all its forms causes
persistent discrimination and disparate outcomes in
many areas of life”. Working with Public Works and
MPRB, this project provides a significant opportunity to
deliver public artworks that prioritize inclusivity and
community ownership for local BIPOC communities.

Public art has the capacity create a sense of place and
identity within a community and to celebrate histories
and identities that have been suppressed and erased.
It also has the capacity to support community healing
and reimagine our futures. By selecting and working
with a diverse group of artists and engaging them in
Juxtaposition’s compelling storylines, CPED will
commission a series of artworks integrated into the
roads, trails, sidewalks, storm water management
areas, and parks, re-envisioning a place of
environmental and institutional injustice into the future
identity of UHT.

A strong public art program is needed to achieve the
outcomes outlined by the community for UHT. Yet, the
City’s current annual allocation of 1.5% of the net debt
bond can’t begin to address the needs of this 48-acre
space, which would require 2-3 years of the annual Art
in Public Places budget. This is in the context of the
already challenged City and Park Board budgets for
the project.

For the first time since the public art ordinance was
adopted, CPED is proposing a CBR for a single public
art site. Upper Harbor deserves this level of
commitment. The proposed $2,000,000 ($250,000
was already allocated by Art in Public Places ) is
comparable to the recent budgets for Nicollet Mall and
the new Public Service Building. (Both of those
budgets were outside of the annual Art in Public
Places allocation as well.)

New works might include artist designed plazas,
pavement, benches, and wayfinding—all integrated
into the built environment that shapes the new UHT
community.

More than 20 years ago artist Seitu Jones took on a
similar challenge for Heritage Park. His designs
incorporated into the railings of bridges, headwalls,
plazas and pavement discuss the history of housing
discrimination in the community and celebrate the
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the enslavement of Black people, to the exile of the return of wildlife and indigenous plants communities

Native Americans to reservations to the present day that are part of the storm water management

murder of George Floyd. infrastructure in the neighborhood.

As part of the planning process for the Parks and In recent years, Juxtaposition Arts has worked with
Infrastructure for UHT, Juxtaposition Arts was Public Works and the Park Board to begin to shape
commissioned to think about this context and place themes and ideas for public art and the public realm of
and to develop overall values for UHT public art. the UHT. In 2021, the Art in Public Places allocated
These compelling storylines came out of their work: $250,000 for funding one of Juxtapositions plans for a

204 foot railing along Dowling Avenue and adjacent to

Histories of ecological harm and disconnection Precision Associates.

from this place — The River has been altered to

benefit settlers, businesses and industry. The river The public art process defined in this proposal will
has the power to heal our communities but first we build on Seitu’s legacy and Juxtaposition’s vision for

need connection. the identity for the UHT. A strong public art program for

« Environmental justice work and vision — Industry this site can’t make up for the generations of racism
has polluted the water, soil and air. As community and environmental injustice , but it’'s an extremely
organizing forces polluters to change and move important piece of beginning the effort.

out, it’s critical that the Northside community is at
the table to envision and drive what is next.

- Appropriation and re-appropriation of this place
— Local graffiti artists began using the domes and
other structures as canvases, redesigning the area
as an outdoor gallery. This DIY approach to
placemaking turned Upper Harbor Terminal into
place known by artists.

« Settlement history of the Northside — The
Northside is defined by resilient people who came
together from different historical traumas. This
revolutionary community, defined by our victories
as much as our struggles, shares this history. Now
we have a new generation who is creating a new
vision and reality.

» Food sovereignty in Black, Native and POC
communities — A movement of growers and chefs,
gardeners and organizers, entrepreneurs and non-
profits are working against a lack of access to fresh
and healthy foods. UHT has the potential to amplify
Northside food justice efforts.

This CBR proposes to engage artists in reimagining
the UHT by creating permanent public art works and
places that implement these storylines.

ARTO2 - Upper Harbor Public Art 23



Upper Harbor Location and Site Overview
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Project Cost Breakdown

ART02
2022 Council
Adopted
Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment $0
Design and Project Management $0
General Overhead $0
TOTAL $0

2023 Budget 2024 Budget 2025

$0
$142,500
$7,500
$150,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

ARTO02

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $150,000
TOTAL $0 $150,000

ARTO02 - Upper Harbor Public Art

2024 Budget
$400,000
$400,000

Budget 2026 Budget

$330,000 $415,000 $415,000
$50,000 $60,000 $60,000
$20,000 $25,000 $25,000
$400,000 $500,000 $500,000

2025 Budget
$500,000
$500,000

2026 Budget
$500,000
$500,000

2027 Budget

$150,000
$40,000
$10,000
$200,000

2027 Budget
$200,000
$200,000

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal and vertical infrastructure
Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? New
If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset?

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

Not applicable as the asset doesn't exist yet.
What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?
25 Years.

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

This is hard to determine, as the artworks have not yet been designed, however, the proposed timeline in this
CBR allows for artworks to be integrated into the future infrastructure and parks. This saves considerably on
public art costs, as the artists may design items that are already in the construction budget, such as a plaza or
railing, and timing the art with the infrastructure often saves of a wide range of costs, including engineering,
footings, site excavation and site restoration. In addition, integrated works are usually cheaper to maintain as
there is already a maintenance budget for elements of the infrastructure.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The ongoing funding strategy for a completed work of art is to fund annual maintenance through the CPED
general fund for the lifespan of the work, which is approximately 25 years. Nearing the end of the lifespan, it will
be determined through a physical assessment of the work and community input whether to conduct a major
conservation of the work or to deacession it. Major conservation would be funded through future capital
allocations to Art in Public Places.

Service Level
What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please

describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

This is often not applicable to a work of art. However, when the artwork is integrated into City infrastructure, it
does need to meet the standards for the infrastructure.
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What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

The "full-service level" for an artwork is detailed in the adopted criteria for public art designs, section 8.4 (see
below). The vast majority of the 90 artworks in the current collection would be ranked a 4 or 5.

Stimulate Excellence in Urban Design and Public Arts:
« Is engaging and high quality in concept and construction.
« Is comparable in quality to other artwork commissioned by the City.
« Is unique, one-of-a-kind.
« Complies with City regulations.

Enhance Community Identity and Place:
« Reflects the community and the setting.
« Is integrated into the site design and function.

Contribute to Community Vitality:
« Attracts visitors and residents.
« Encourages civic dialogue about City issues.
« Is safe.

Involve a Broad Range of People and Communities:
« Addresses ADA regulations as they apply to public art.
« Celebrates one or more of the City’s cultural communities.
« Brings people together or create a gathering place.

Value Artists and Artistic Processes:
« Presents a unique or appropriate cultural, geographic or artistic perspective.
« Supports the integrity of the artwork and the moral rights of the artist.
« Includes the artist and the artistic process as a central element.
« Appropriately supports the artist and their artistic process.

Use Resources Wisely:
« |s sustainable, secure and durable.
« Completed within the timeline and budget.

ARTO2 - Upper Harbor Public Art o



Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No.

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Unknown at this point as 2023 to
2028 projects are not yet selected
and additional fundraising is
project-specific. On average, the
City’s NDB allocation to Art in
Public Places projects leverages
more than a 25 percent match in
funding from other sources.

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

The partners for this project
include CPED Economic
Development, Public Works, the
Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board, and the developer for UHT.
The Webber-Camden, Camden
Industrial, and McKinley
neighborhoods could also be
partners. Precision Associates is a
partner on the artist railing on
Dowling and will be maintaining
portions of it.

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public
Places:

Not applicable - this question
relates to non-public art Capital
Budget Requests.
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Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No direct impact on existing tax
base.

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

This project will support the
economic development goals of
the UHT. It will be an element of
the new development and
infrastructure that will attract local
business to the area visitors to the
businesses and the performance
venue, It will build the wealth of the
artists of color who are selected for
these new public art commissions.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No.

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

There are current and future
possible transit routes near the
UHT. Public artworks along these
types of routes and corridors are
designed to support the needs of
their users. Public artworks can
enhance the pedestrian
experience and often act as
wayfinding. Enhancing the
pedestrian experience is a goal of
the railing on Dowling Avenue.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Yes, and there may be
opportuntites to integrate public art
into these projects.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Public art projects take into
consideration available space in
the right-of-way and potential
interference with the space
allocated for pedestrians and other
uses.
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increase

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? $10,000

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect?
2028-2032, depending on when artworks are
completed.

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

During design development for each public art project,
an assessment is conducted by an art conservator
with input from the people who maintain the project
site. This assessment outlines the artworks' annual
maintenance needs and costs, as well as the costs of
periodic treatments, such as repainting. After this
assessment, staff work with the artist to identify design
changes to decrease future maintenance costs and
make the artwork more durable.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

Basic annual maintenance, such as cleaning and
debris removal, is provided by project partners and
property owners. More complex annual maintenance,
such as graffiti removal and new coatings are funded
annually through CPED’s general fund.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

The timing of future public art capital investments and
the extent of the funding needed varies with each
artwork, depends on the artwork’s design, and on
when the overall infrastructure (park, road) will be
reconstructed, which might require temporary removal
of the art and may provide an opportunity to renovate
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Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Public art projects on average take approximately
three years to complete, including planning with the
community, artist selection, design development and
modification, conservation assessment, design
approvals, community engagement, fabrication,
installation, and the final celebration. The timing of the
artist's design work for UHT, fabrication and
installation will be tied to the infrastructure and park
projects.

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project Planning: Winter/Spring 2023, 2024 and 2025
Artist Selection Process: Summer 2023, 2024 and
2025

Design Concepts and Additional Community input:
Fall/Winter 2023-24, 2024-25 and 2025-2026
Fabrication: Summer/Fall/Winter 2024-25, 2025-2026
and 2026-2027

Installation: Spring 2025, 2026, 2027 and 2028

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Downscaling the project is not advisable, given the
size of the site and the fact that this will be an entirely
new commercial and residential area of the City. As
explained above, starting this project later would
decrease the opportunity to integrate the art into the
infrastructure and therefore increase public art costs
and decrease the number of public art commissions.
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IL. UTteN this type O Investment occurs when the
artwork is 20-25 years old and requires a complete re-
coating and other repair. At this phase, the City may
also consider whether to do major conservation, or
whether to remove the artwork from the City's
collection. Artworks constructed early in the public art
program, prior to the design assessment and full-time
public art staffing, have required more extensive
renovations due to inherent flaws and poor
craftsmanship. Recently the Columbia Park Gateway
was deaccessed by the City, because the property was
being transferred to private ownership, and due to:

« The fact that the artwork was in poor condition,

« Another suitable location was not available, and

« There was no longer strong community support for

retaining the artwork.

Juxtaposition's concepts for the railing on Dowling Avenue and a related page from the Public Art Plan.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety

All public art projects are designed to be safe, structurally sound, discourage climbing and consistent with other
crime prevention through design principles. In some cases on this site the public artworks will also likely be
designed to support the broader public safety goals of the site and community, which when looking at the data
gathered to date are critically important to potential future residents and users. Some of the ways that the art
could support the public safety goals would include having local artists and residents involved in designing
and/or making the art so they have ownership of the site and creating human-scaled works so the site doesn’t
feel large and foreboding.

Housing and Economic Development

This project will support the economic development goals of the UHT. It will be an element of the new
development and infrastructure that will attract local business to the area, visitors to the businesses and the
performance venue, as well as residents to the new housing.

Environmental Justice

Artwork designs are regularly assessed to ensure artists are using sustainable building methods and supporting
the City's sustainability goals. In addition, artists are frequently drawn to the idea of environmental justice as a
theme for their works. Given the extremely strong importance of this theme for the UHT, it is likely to be thread
that weaves through many of the public artworks.

Built Environment and Transportation

Public art on and within the streets, sidewalks, plazas, business corridors, and other publicly accessible spaces
of the UHT will influence the livability, bikeability, and walkability in the area. The public art will also support the
goal of building a racially equitable place by establishing a sense of belonging and reflecting the identities of
local ethnic, racial, and cultural communities in its design.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

The UHT is in the Webber-Camden, Camden Industrial, and McKinley Neighborhoods and in an area of
concentrated poverty.

White population/12,148/39.1%

Of Color/17,652/56.8%

Black or African American population alone/11,009/35.4%
American Indian and Alaskan Native population alone/323/1.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander popluation alone/3,340/10.8%

Other population alone/suppressed

Two or more races alone/1,531/4.9%

Hispanic or Latino population (of any race)/2,698/8.7%

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The public art outcomes will be defined by the community, so the answer to this question is not known at this
time. But, from ooking at the engagment that both Public Works and the Park Board have completed to date,
clearly racial and ethnic groups are prioritizing their outcomes differently. In conducting engagement for this
project, project managers will conduct a range of types of engagement activities to ensure that we are reaching
all of the above populations.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?
Unknown at this point, but this question is considered during each planning process.

Community Engagement

Using the International Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

Again, unknown at this point, as the approach for each project is defined during the planning phase and tailored
to the needs of the community. Most often, however, the engagement tends to include the most of the full
spectrum. The community-based steering committee sets the goals for the project, prioritizes the engagement
strategies, and provides the artists with ongoing input. The project will also utilize the experience of the
community-based Upper Harbor Collaborative Planning Committee to gain input and set priorities.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement acitivites are unknown at this point for the public art project, however it will examine in detail all
of the planning that have occurred to date for the Upper Harbor and the Above the Falls Master Plan, consider
the ideas in those plans in planning, and also share this information with the selected artists.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?
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Minneapolis faces some of the gravest racial inequities in the nation. Although we have not yet begun collecting
data for the public art project, the multi-jurisdictional project team for UHT has gathered data that will be
extremelyy useful to the public art project. Key data that make the explicit link between the City's work at UHT
and advancing options for people who face economic disadvantages in Minneapolis:
« 20% of residents live below 100% of the federal poverty thresholds (household income dependent on family
size and composition); this number is 41% for black people, 34% for people of color and 12% for white people
« 26% of residents live in high poverty neighborhoods; this number is 48% for black people, 38% for people of
color and 17% for white people
« 31% people of color households do not have access to a car; this number is 12% for white households
« Average commute times for white workers is 22 minutes versus 24 minutes for people of color workers and
27 minutes for black workers

The planning processes for the UHT have acknowledged the many challenges of developing the UHT area,
including historic and system racism, and the very strong possibility that the development could result in
genetrification. Some of the lesson's learned to date in terms of achieving racial equity are outlined in the vision
for Concept Plan developed by MPRB:

"Having the UHT park be a place welcoming to all, where all communities can learn about Dakota land and Black
culture, as well as the Indigenous, Southeast Asian, African, and Latinx and many different people that call North
Minneapolis home means balancing diverse voices and activities.

a. This park should honor and acknowledge the Dakota and Indigenous people through active support of
Indigenous voices, practices and treaty rights. Move beyond art and signage to and work with Dakota people to
create places for access, gathering, and harvesting, and support education, language, and Indigenous land
management and cultural practices.

b. This park should be a Black Space and all who come to the park should be aware that this is a place that
celebrates and supports Black lives. There are many ways to reinforce the idea of Black space from envisioning
a place where art, music, and culture are nourished, to a safe and green refuge from other life stresses, to an
economically supportive park.

c. Name the park something that is meaningful to both North Minneapolis residents and Dakota people. Conduct
a name exploration process that engages the Northside community members and Dakota people.

d. Celebrate the diversity of the Northside residents.

e. Dedicate budget to embed art and expression into the park to support artists and create a strong sense of
ownership and belonging.

f. Use the five Northside Storylines defined by Juxtaposition Arts during the Public Art Master Planning
Process as a guide to which stories should be promoted."

Additional Information

Juxtaposition's public art plan for UHT can be found here.
All nine of Seitu Jone's works for Heritage Park can be found on the North Interactive Public Art map of works in

the collections of the City and the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

® Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRKO2 - Playground and

Site Improvements Program

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2023

Estimated Project Completion Date: varies by specific
park

Ongoing Program: Y

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 3 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $2,114,490
unspent

Project Description

This project features all play area-only capital projects.
Typical play area and site improvements consist of
reconfiguring playground containers (both pre-K and
elementary age) and replacing the play equipment. As
the budget allows, additional amenities such as
walkways, picnic tables, benches, lighting
improvements, landscaping, drinking fountains, etc.
would be prioritized and included. In all project areas
one playground will be improved. This request
includes play area improvements in 20 parks, three of
which--those funded in 2028--have yet to be
determined.

Project Location:

Address: Multiple locations across the City
City Sector: All

Affected Neighborhoods: Multiple
Affected Wards: Multiple

Description of Location: Existing park site

Purpose and Justification

The play areas are recommended for improvement
based on conditional analysis and age. Play area
improvements will address acute safety and security
concerns as well as meet the need to replace
outdated and worn play equipment that does not meet
current Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA)
standards.

Beginning in 2018, larger projects in neighborhood
parks that may involve play areas are being
consolidated into the PRKCP project or, if they have
funding greater than $1,000,000, are being given their
own projects. PRKO2 will remain the project for stand-
alone play area improvements.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council
members or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its

approval.

PRKO2 - Playground and Site Improvements Program
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK02

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget  2025Budget 2026 Budget
Construction Costs $885,000 $1,079,000 $890,000 $1,174,000 $1,144,000
Design and Project Management $233,000 $284,000 $234,000 $309,000 $301,000
General Overhead $46,000 $57,000 $47,000 $62,000 $60,000
TOTAL $1,164,000 $1,420,000 $1,171,000 $1,545,000 $1,505,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRKO02

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Bond Activity $1,164,000 $866,000 $781,000
Taxes $0 $554,000 $390,000
TOTAL $1,164,000 $1,420,000 $1,171,000

PRKO2 - Playground and Site Improvements Program

2025 Budget
$850,000
$695,000

$1,545,000

2026 Budget
$1,350,000
$155,000
$1,505,000

2027 Budget

$1,083,000
$285,000
$57,000
$1,425,000

2027 Budget
$1,425,000
$0
$1,425,000

2028 Budget

$1,152,000
$303,000
$60,000
$1,515,000

2028 Budget
$1,515,000
$0
$1,515,000
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Vertical Infrastructure

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? This project will replace existing facilities with like
facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset?

MPRB uses a system of equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the
longevity of park assets, examining whether a particular asset is within or beyond its expected useful life. The
following list shows the useful life end dates of play areas included within this project (organized by year of
request):

Stewart: 2024

Willard: 2027

Currie: 2030

North Commons: 2025

Todd: 2017

Cedar Field: 2028

Harrison: 2029

Franklin Steele: 2034

East Phillips: 2024

Elliot: 2022

Hiawatha School: 2025

Logan: 2022

Lovell Square: This park’s playground was replaced recently as part of a larger park improvement project
under PRKCP. It is likely future MPRB CIPs and budget requests will reallocate these funds back to general
improvements in this park.

[l Bohanon: 2023

[l Corcoran: 2025

] Pershing: 2025

[J Victory: 2024

s e s [ e A s [ e s [ s s s s Y s [ e

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. The higher the score a park receives, the greater
the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings are provided by asset management staff
in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or improvement. Facilities are rated from 1
through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. The following list shows the condition ratings of play
areas included within this project (organized by year of request):

[ Stewart:3

I Willard: 3

[l Currie:3

] North Commons: 4
[ Todd:3
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Cedar Field: 3

Harrison: 3

Franklin Steele: 3

East Phillips: 4

Elliot: 5

Hiawatha School: 3

Logan: 4

Lovell Square: This park’s playground was replaced recently as part of a larger park improvement project
under PRKCP. It is likely future MPRB CIPs and budget requests will reallocate these funds back to general
improvements in this park.

] Bohanon:3

[ Corcoran: 3

[l Pershing:3

I Victory: 3

s s s [ s s [ s s [ s

Most of these playgrounds, overall, have an average condition rating and are nearing the end of their useful
lives. Itis important to note that MPRB’s NPP20 playground rehabilitation program has been operating for at
least five years now and the worst condition playgrounds have already been replaced. The only playgrounds not
on this list with ratings of 4 or 5 are:

[]  28th Street Totlot (included in an earlier request and soon to be under construction)

dl] Bryn Mawr Park (included in an earlier request and to be replace along with a major park investment in the
coming year)

[ Loring Park (construction is complete except for punchlist items)

[  Lynnhurst Park (included in an earlier request but on hold pending decisions about a larger park project)

[l McRae Park (to be under construction in 2022)

[] Sibley Field park (to be under construction in 2022 under separate PRK38 request)

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?
Play areas have an expected useful life of 25 years, under MPRB’s equity metrics

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

PRKO02 - Playground and Site Improvements Program 38



The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), which governs all park improvements. MPRB
playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance with safety requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet
these requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern
when they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility
improvements in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

3. MPRB has made headway on ensuring that the poorest quality playgrounds have been replaced or are in line
to. Itis important now to ensure that play areas are replaced on a regular basis in line with expected lifetimes.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspectin
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRKO2 - Playground and Site Improvements Program

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Varies. Generally, projects will not
enhance the transit/pedestrian
experience outside of parks.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks and trails are sometimes
included in play area projects.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

This project will reduce operating costs at each play
area in terms of equipment replacement and repair.
Regular inspections will still take place.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? The exact
reduction is unknown, but savings will likely need to
be shifted to other park properties.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect?
Varies by implementation date

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

Older play areas tend to be difficult and expensive to
maintain. They require inspections more frequently to
ensure safety, along with more regular replacement of
failed parts. Play area replacement actually decreases
maintenance costs for that particular play area.
However, cost savings across the system are not
typically felt because other play areas are aging just as
new ones come on line.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

Not applicable

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected

useful life of the project:

Not applicable

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

The following is an update on unspent bond projects,
relative to outstanding bonding presented last year.
The list provides a status update on each project and
an overview of amounts spent.

5 older projects complete or imminently complete

-- Armatage (2019 bonds): Project is complete and
open to the public.

-- Linden Hills (2019 bonds): Project is complete and
open to the public.

-- Pearl (2020 bonds): Project is complete and open to
the pubilic.

-- Loring (2019 bonds): Playground installation is
complete and awaits installation of surfacing. Will be
open to the public in spring 2022. Unspent bonds are
$36,000.

-- Kenny (2020 bonds): Playground installation is
complete and awaits final contract closeout. Will be
open to the public in spring 2022. Unspent bonds are
$5,000.

4 older projects to be under construction in 2022

-- Marcy (2020 bonds): Construction bids have been
received and construction will start in spring 2022.
Unspent bonds are $227,000.

-- McRae (2020 bonds): Community engagement
underway. Construction expected fall of 2022.
Unspent bonds are $253,000

-- Northeast (2020 bonds): Design and community
engagement is complete. Construction expected in
2022. Unspent bonds are $300,000.

-- Van Cleve (2020 bonds--see below): Community
engagement complete. Construction expected spring
2022. Unspent bonds are $174,000.

1older project is part of a larger project underway

-- Bryn Mawr (2019 bonds): Project has initiated along
alongside the major funding at this park under PRK33.
Concept design is complete and awaits bidding.
Unspent bonds are $200,000.

3 older projects not yet initiated
-- Bottineau (2020 bonds): Project not yet initiated.
Unspent bonds are $306,495.
-- Cavell (2020 bonds): Project not yet initiated.
Unspent bonds are $306,500.
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-- Lynnhurst (2020 bonds): Project was put on hold
pending adoption of the Southwest Service Area
Master Plan and Minnehaha Creek Master Plan, both
of which affect the potential placement of a new play
area. Both master plans are now adopted and show a
relocation of the play area in concert with a larger
project. MPRB is determining the best project timeline
for overall implementation. Unspent bonds are
$306,495.

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
typically initiates early in the funding year and
continues for 6 to 8 months. Construction most likely
takes place during the following spring and summer
and, depending on the complexity of the project, can
be completed by fall of that calendar year. Overall, a
typical play area project can take two years from
project initiation until the facility opens to the public,
due in part to the robust community engagement
process to design the playground.

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin.
Improvement at this park will provide much needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of
local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

This project includes improvements in parks in many different neighborhoods. MPRB is not providing specific
demographic data for this project. Rather, the “Analysis” response provides insight into the racial equity analyses
MPRB performs as part of its equity metrics.

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

Not applicable
What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process for each park in which these play areas sit used the INVOLVE engagement level.
Play area capital improvement projects typically use the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each
MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement Assessment to determine the engagement level. All
projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan
template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial demographic analysis of the project area and periodic
analysis of engagement success against stated goals.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around each master plan was a two-year process that led to the vision for the park, which will
be implemented incrementally, including through play area rehabilitation. Further engagement associated with
this project will help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements,
and often even construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The NPP20 play area rehabilitation program launched at the inception of NPP20 as a way to continue
investment in MPRB’s highest risk amenity which is also among the most popular in the park system and of
which MPRB has the most assets. The selection of play areas is based on condition alone. Though the play
areas may not appear in exactly the year-order of their condition rating, staff in the field have provided guidance
across the system as to which play areas require the most ongoing repair and replacement, and which have
experienced equipment removals for safety reasons. Therefore, the play areas included in this project do not
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specifically address racial equity, but consistent replacement of play equipment across the system is critical for
overall safety and operational needs.

Additional Information

The following is a list of play area projects included in PRKO2, with funding sources and years. Note that other
stand-alone projects may also include play area renovation as part of a larger project.

2023

Stewart Park: $355,000 Net Debt Bonds

Willard Park: $355,000 Net Debt Bonds

Currie Park: $355,000 Net Debt Bonds

North Commons Park: $156,000 Net Debt Bonds and $199,000 Capital Levy

2024

Todd Park: $391,000 Net Debt Bonds

Cedar Avenue Field Park: $390,000 Net Debt Bonds
Harrison Park: $390,000 Capital Levy

2025

Franklin Steele Park: $425,000 Net Debt Bonds
East Phillips Park: $425,000 Net Debt Bonds
Hiawatha School Park: $425,000 Capital Levy
Elliot Park: $270,000 Capital Levy

2026

Elliott Park: $155,000 Capital Levy

Logan Park: $450,000 Net Debt Bonds

Lovell Square Park: $450,000 Net Debt Bonds. As noted above, this park’s playground was replaced recently as
part of a larger park improvement project under PRKCP. It is likely future MPRB CIPs and budget requests will
reallocate these funds back to general improvements in this park.

Bohanon Park: $450,000 Net Debt Bonds

2027

Corcoran Park: $450,000 Net Debt Bonds
Pershing Park: $450,000 Net Debt Bonds
Victory Park: $450,000 Net Debt Bonds

2028

MPRB has not yet adopted a 2028 CIP. The current MPRB 6-year CIP includes the 2022 through 2027 years. For
the purposes of this request, MPRB is estimating there will be three PRKO2 sites in the 2028 year, all funded with
Net Debt Bonds, at a cost of $505,000 each for a total of $1,515,000.
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City of Minneapolis

PRKO3 - Shelter - Pool -

Site Improvements Program

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2023

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2024

Ongoing Program: Y

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Critical

Department Priority: 4 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

Project Description

Wading pool improvements may include replacement
of entire pool facilities with new wading pools or
splash pads, updating mechanicals of existing wading
pools, adding shade structures and seating, providing
additional spray features within existing pools, and
updating associated site improvements such as paths
and lighting. Two activities are included in this project
in this request: Holmes Park, funded in 2023 due to a
complete facility failure, and Fuller Park, moved to
2024 to accommodate the failure at Holmes.

Project Location:

Address: 414 Third Avenue SE (Holmes), 4802 Grand
Avenue South (Fuller)

City Sector: East, Southwest

Affected Neighborhoods: Marcy-Holmes, Tangletown
Affected Wards: 3, 11

Description of Location: Existing park site

Purpose and Justification

Most pool and wading pool facilities in the park
system are more than 40 years old. Many are
experiencing significant mechanical or structural
failures, and pools of that era do not meet current
accessibility standards. Nevertheless, aquatic
amenities are regularly among the most highly desired
ones in parks, as stated in MPRB's community
engagement. Improvements will provide safe,
accessible, and efficient wading pools to Minneapolis
residents.

Beginning in 2018, larger projects in neighborhood
parks that may involve pools and other aquatic
facilities are being consolidated into the PRKCP
project or, if they have funding greater than
$1,000,000, are being given their own projects. We
expect PRKO3 will phase out after completion of the
Fuller Pool.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRKO03

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Construction Costs $1,465,000 $836,000 $676,000
Design and Project Management $386,000 $220,000 $178,000
General Overhead $77,000 $44,000 $35,000
TOTAL $1,928,000 $1,100,000 $889,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRKO03

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Bond Activity $1,460,000 $989,000 $789,000
Taxes $468,000 $111,000 $100,000
TOTAL $1,928,000 $1,100,000 $889,000

PRKO3 - Shelter - Pool - Site Improvements Program

2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Vertical Infrastructure

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? Both pools are existing. Fuller will be rebuiltin the
same location, while Holmes will be rebuilt in a new location, guided by the master plan for that park.

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? The Holmes pool reached
the end of its useful life in 2019 and failed shortly thereafter. The Fuller pool reached the end of its useful life in
2001. These two pools are a clear example of why longevity must be paired with actual asset condition in
determining need.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Ratings are provided by asset management staff in
the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through
5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. The Fuller pool has a rating of 4, which is very poor, largely
because of the lack of accessibility and aging plumbing. The Holmes pool has a rating of 5, because it is non-
functional at this time.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?
Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads) are expected to last 25 years, under MPRB’s equity metric data.

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. In addition, operating costs could increase at Fuller, due to more difficult
aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.
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MPRB must follow State of Minnesota health requirements in the design and operation of aquatic facilities. In
addition, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. All existing MPRB facilities
meet these requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will
govern when they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility
improvements in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This constitutes an average of 3 for Fuller and 1 (complete failure) for Holmes.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspectin
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRKO3 - Shelter - Pool - Site Improvements Program

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

No

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

No

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right of way project.
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

This request will reduce operating costs at both pools.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? The exact
reduction is unknown, but savings will likely need to
be shifted to other park properties.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect?
2024 for Holmes and 2025 for Fuller.

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

Older aquatic facilities tend to be difficult and
expensive to maintain. They require inspections more
frequently and often need regular water top-off and
equipment repairs. Aquatic facility replacement
actually decreases maintenance costs for that
particular wading pool or splash pad. However, cost
savings across the system are not typically felt
because other pools are aging just as new ones come
on line.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

Not aplicable

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected

useful life of the project:

None

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

No bonding was requested specifically for pools from
2017 through 2021, and all other bonded projects are
complete.

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
typically initiates early in the funding year and
continues for 6 to 8 months. Construction most likely
takes place during the following year, with the pool re-
opening the following spring after a year of being out
of commission. Overall, a typical wading pool or other
aquatic project can take a little over two years from
project initiation until the facility opens to the public,
due in part to the robust community engagement
process to design the playground.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spentin a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin.
Improvement at this park will provide much needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of
local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Marcy-Holmes:

--72.3% White

-- 23.8% Of Color, including 5.4% Black/African-American alone and 10.5 Asian or Pacific Islander alone
-- 6.2% Hispanic/Latinx

--15.9% speak a language other than English

--13.7% foreign born residents

Tangletown:

-- 79.7% White

--17.3% Of Color, including 10% Black/African-American alone
-- 4.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 8.0% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

Both neighborhoods have a very high percentage of White residents compared to the city as a whole.
Investment here could reduce investment in other, more BIPOC-heavy neighborhoods. See the Analysis section
below.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process for these parks used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement
projects typically use the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a
Community Engagement Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects
must then complete a full Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit
that involves initial demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success
against stated goals.
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Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for these parks, which will
be implemented incrementally over time, including through this request.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The inclusion of the Fuller wading pool predates MPRB’s equity metrics and is therefore somewhat problematic
in terms of equity, with its park ranking of #69 otherwise resting outside MPRB’s current priority parks. MPRB has

made a practice of not removing projects from its CIP. However, the Fuller pool has been regularly delayed in
order to complete or focus on other projects when necessary.

The Holmes wading pool is being added to the MPRB CIP and the City CBR because of a current total facility
failure. MPRB has five failed wading pools at the moment, and all but four need full reconstruction. All of these
were brought into the CIP in various ways, with Holmes receiving funding in the 2023 year (and not earlier), in
part because its #82 ranking is lower than other necessary pool reconstructions.

Therefore, while these two projects do not specifically accomplish MPRB’s equity goals, MPRB has also
prioritized other projects above them, even in the face of facility failure.

Additional Information

None

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRKOA4 - Athletic Fields -

Site Improvement Program

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2026

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2028

Ongoing Program: Y

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 18 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $270,000
unspent

Project Location:

Address: 4955 West Lake Nokomis Parkway
City Sector: South

Affected Neighborhoods: Keewaydin, Hale
Affected Wards: 11

Description of Location: Existing park site
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Project Description

Athletic Field improvements may include soil
amendments, re-grading, re-seeding, irrigation,
lighting, re-alignment of fields to improve drainage
and reduce multiple uses, amenities for players and
spectators, parking and other site improvements.
Safety fencing, accessibility accommodations, and
shade structures will also be installed where
necessary. New systems to provide for reinforced turf
to increase the amount of play that can occur on a field
and to maximize the benefits of captured storm water
for irrigation will be explored.

The only activity in this project includes the
rehabilitation of the Lake Nokomis Athletic Fields--a
neighborhood portion of Nokomis-Hiawatha Regional
Park--with a single request of $1,410,000 in a
combination of Net Debt Bonds and Capital Levy in
2026.

Purpose and Justification

Already at a premium in Minneapolis — field availability
is far outstripped by demand — athletic fields are a
prime social and recreational resource in this city.
Whether sponsored by the parks, public schools,
private schools, clubs, or businesses, youth and adult
athletic teams depend on MPRB fields for both
practice and games. Because fields are in such high
demand, they tend to be overused and their upkeep is
especially challenging. Improving athletic fields to
make them more durable, more able to meet the
demands of almost continuous programming needs,
and having less need to be reseeded or rehabilitated
regularly will enhance the delivery of recreational
services to the residents of Minneapolis.

Beginning in 2018, most larger projects in
neighborhood parks that may involve athletic fields
are being consolidated into the PRKCP project or, if
they have funding greater than $1,000,000, are being
given their own projects.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRKO04
2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $0
Design and Project Management $0 $0
General Overhead $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRKO04

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0 $0

PRKO04 - Athletic Fields - Site Improvement Program

$0
$0
$0
$0
2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

$1,072,000
$282,000
$56,000
$1,410,000

2026 Budget

$1,085,000
$325,000
$1,410,000

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways, trails, and fields) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? Existing

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? The athletic fields and
diamond surfaces and all associated infrastructure are well beyond their useful lives.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics include an asset condition metric. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating
assets in the poorest condition. The athletic fields and diamonds at Lake Nokomis have ratings of 4, which is a
very poor condition rating.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?
Athletic Fields have a useful life of 15 years, according to MPRB equity metrics

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of poor
drainage leading to low turf and infield quality.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset Management
Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically leverage non-
City funding sources.

Service Level
What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please

describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in
place and regularly includes accessibility improvements in park implementation projects. In addition, various
standard field and diamond sports layouts will be met as part of this project.
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What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. All existing facilities in the park are functional but low quality, and the existing park does not meet the
recreational needs of the community. It must evolve as directed in the master plan.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspectin
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRKO04 - Athletic Fields - Site Improvement Program

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

No

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks and trails may be
included in the project scope.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right of way project.
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

This request will reduce operating costs by reducing
the number of ball diamonds and also by improving
overall field and diamond quality, which will lead to
lower maintenance investment.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? The exact
reduction is unknown, but savings will likely need to
be shifted to other park properties.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2029

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

Not applicable.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

Not applicable

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

The project will fully implement athletic facilities in the
park. These implemented facilities will then be
expected to achieve their full expected useful life
without subsequent capital investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

The only project with outstanding bonds is Northeast
Park phase 2. Design for that project is complete and
the project is ready to go out for public construction
bidding. Construction will take place in 2022. The
project has $270,000 remaining to be spent in bonds.

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Master Planning for the Lake Nokomis athletic fields
was completed several years ago as an amendment to
the Nokomis-Hiawatha Regional Park Master Plan. The
requested 2026 Net Debt Bonds and Capital Levy
would fund detailed design and construction that
would most likely take place that same year. The fields
would likely open in late 2027 or 2028 to allow for turf
establishment.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spentin a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this

PRKO04 - Athletic Fields - Site Improvement Program o7



is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin.
Improvement at this park will provide much needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of
local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Keewaydin:
-- 87.6% White
-- all other data suppressed due likely to low response numbers

Hale:

-- 87.4% White

-- 11.8% Of Color, but most specific data suppressed
-- 2.6% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

Both neighborhoods have a very high percentage of White residents compared to the city as a whole, and
therefore assumptively fewer BIPOC residents. Investment here could reduce investment in other, more BIPOC-
heavy neighborhoods. However, under MPRB’s equity metrics, parks in those other neighborhoods have been
prioritized already. In addition, the athletic fields at Lake Nokomis serve a much broader area than the
immediately adjacent neighborhoods. As home to both ad-hoc play and programmed sports run by MPRB and
private clubs and leagues, the demographic make-up of Lake Nokomis park users is more representative of the
city population.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. At the beginning of each MPRB project, staff
complete a Community Engagement Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except
INFORM projects must then complete a full Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a
racial equity toolkit that involves initial demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of
engagement success against stated goals. Based on previous similar athletic field projects, it is likely this will be

PRKO04 - Athletic Fields - Site Improvement Program 69



determined to be INFORM level engagement, because with a master plan guiding field layout, most design
decisions are highly technical and guided by standard practices.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan amendment was year-long process that led to the vision for the athletic
fields.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that
grouping.

Additional Information

The project area is located within the boundaries of a Regional Park, though athletic facilities are not eligible for
regional capital investment or maintenance funding. Under NPP20, MPRB has identified seven areas within the
Regional Park System that function primarily like neighborhood parks and have amenities that are not eligible for
regional park funding. These include Riverside Park (in Mississippi Gorge Regional Park); Marshall Terrace Park
(in Above the Falls Regional Park); Shingle Creek and Creekview Parks (within the Shingle Creek Regional Trail
area); and Lake Hiawatha Park, Lake Nokomis Park, and the Lake Nokomis Athletic Fields (in Nokomis-Hiawatha
Regional Park). The Lake Nokomis Athletic Fields were added to this list as of MPRB's 2021-2026 CIP,
specifically because this critical sports facility was eligible for no funding at all--neither regional parks funds nor
NPP20--without making this designation.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN
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City of Minneapolis

PRK38 - Sibley Field Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2027

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2028

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Planning

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 19 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $950,000

PRK38 - Sibley Field Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 1900 East 40th Street

City Sector: South

Affected Neighborhoods: Standish, Bancroft
Affected Wards: 12

Description of Location: Existing park site

71



Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Sibley Park in south Minneapolis.
The requested funding in 2027 is for a single phase
two implementation of the adopted master plan for the
park. Phase one will be constructed in the summer
and fall of 2022 and includes a replacement of the
wading pool and play area. That work was funded by
Net Debt Bonds brought into the MPRB CIP prior to
the NPP20 agreement. The exact improvements to be
implemented in phase two are not currently known.
MPRB has created a vision for the park through the
South Service Area Master Plan, and will next involve
the community in a scoping exercise to determine
which of the master plan elements should be
constructed in this planned phase two. The master
plan for Sibley Park envisions somewhat limited
change in the park, including a reallocation of space
for the wading pool and play area, a revision of the
athletic fields, and enhancement of walks and trails.
With the play area and wading pool being completed
in phase one, itis likely that this requested funding
will be used for athletic field renovation along with a
variety of “smaller” improvements in the park, such as
trails, comfort facilities, and expansion of the
basketball court.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
remaining in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Sibley, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRK38 - Sibley Field Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Sibley Park phase two implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Sibley Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #52. This ranking
coupled with the fact that a master plan is complete
justifies advancement of phase one implementation at
the park. As noted above, Sibley Park is just seeing a
major investment of Net Debt Bonds. Though MPRB
does not plan to revisit a park with a second NPP20
investment until all parks have seen a phase one
improvement, Sibley’s earlier investment predated
NPP20.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK38

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $0 $0
Design and Project Management $0 $0 $0
General Overhead $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0 $0

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK38

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRK38 - Sibley Field Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

$1,414,000
$372,000
$74,000
$1,860,000

2027 Budget
$1,486,000
$374,000
$1,860,000

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Sibley Park has a score
of 1.5 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the park.
The score indicates Sibley's assets have a wide variety of end-of-life dates. The courts are within lifespan, while
the play areas and recreation center have reached expiration dates recently, and the athletic fields and wading
pool are well outside of lifespan.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Sibley Park
has an overall condition score of 3.69. This means that Sibley's assets are all below average in terms of
condition.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance
If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?

Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
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expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on a lower-than-average asset condition and longevity ratings. Though the earlier phase one
project will replace two of the poorer quality facilities, other issues will remain, even as this funding request
matures in 2027.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

None

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be

infeasible?

No

PRK38 - Sibley Field Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit routes 14 runs on
Cedar Avenue and two different
stops exist one block from Sibley
Park. Though this project will not
improve transit connections, the
linkage between parks and transit
benefits both. The project may
consider park trail and sidewalk
improvements to provide improved
accessibility toward the transit
stops.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks and trails within the park
could be included in the project.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project.
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2029

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK38 - Sibley Field Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Sibley Park received bond funding in 2019 and 2021.
Based on community engagement and identified
facility need, these funds are being used to
reconstruct the play area, wading pool, and main
building entry area. This project is well underway, with
community engagement having begun in 2021 and
continuing into 2022. Construction is expected to
begin in the fall of 2022. The bonds for this phase one
project will be fully spent by summer of 2023. Current
unspent bonds are $950,000.

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2027, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2027. Construction would
likely begin in 2028 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2029.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.

PRK38 - Sibley Field Park Implementation
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, cluding 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Standish:

-- 74.5% White

-- 22.0% Of Color, including 7.6% Black/African American alone
-- 10.3% Hispanic/Latinx

--12.5% speak a language other than English

-- 8.3% foreign born residents

Bancroft:

-- 71.3% White

-- 27.2% Of Color, including 9.7% Black/African-American alone
-- 9.4% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

Both neighborhoods have a higher percentage of White residents than the city as a whole, and therefore fewer
BIPOC residents, including foreign born residents and those who primarily speak a language other than English.
Investment here could reduce investment in other, more BIPOC-heavy neighborhoods. However, under MPRB’s
equity metrics, parks in those other neighborhoods have been prioritized already. Sibley’s ranking suggests that
there are other parks in much better condition and with even less community need.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.
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Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that

grouping.

Additional Information

Along with the phase one improvements, MPRB is currently engaging with the community in a process to change
the name of this park. Questions have been raised about the name because of the violence perpetrated against
the Dakota people by Henry Sibley.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK40 - Elliot Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2023

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2024

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 5 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

PRKA40 - Elliot Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 1000 East 14th Street

City Sector: Downtown

Affected Neighborhoods: Elliot Park

Affected Wards: 6

Description of Location: Existing park property
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Elliot Park in downtown Minneapolis.
The requested funding in 2023 and 2024 is for a
single phase one implementation of the adopted
master plan for the park. The exact improvements to
be implemented are not currently known. MPRB has
created a vision for the park through the Downtown
Service Area Master Plan, and will next involve the
community in a scoping exercise to determine which
of the master plan elements should be constructed in
this planned phase one. The master plan for Elliot Park
calls for retaining and enhancing the western portion
of the park, which is home to a synthetic turf athletic
field and skate park, while significantly revising the
eastern end. A new winter skating venue and
community gardens feature in the master plan, along
with re-constructed play areas and a water play area.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Elliot, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRKA40 - Elliot Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Elliot Park phase one implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Elliot Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #37. This ranking
coupled with the fact that a master plan is complete
justifies advancement of phase one implementation at
the park.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK40

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $439,000 $886,000
Design and Project Management $0 $115,000 $233,000
General Overhead $0 $23,000 $47,000
TOTAL $0 $577,000 $1,166,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK40

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $577,000
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $577,000

PRKA40 - Elliot Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$916,000
$250,000

$1,166,000

2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Elliot Park has a score of
0.7 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the park.
The score indicates that most of Elliot's assets reached or will reach the ends of their useful lives between five
years ago and five years from now.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Elliot Park
has an overall condition score of 3.31 which is, again, an average condition rating across all park assets. Some
assets here are in good condition, namely the athletic field. However, the wading pool and play area are in very
poor condition.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance
If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?

Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
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expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on a lower-than-average asset condition rating, along with the need to implement a community-
driven master plan. Many existing facilities in the park are functional but low quality, and the existing park does
not meet the recreational needs of the community. It must evolve as directed in the master plan.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

PRKA40 - Elliot Park Implementation

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspectin
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

No

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks and curb ramps could
be included in the project scope.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2025

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRKA40 - Elliot Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2023, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2023. Construction would
likely begin in 2024 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2025.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.

PRKA40 - Elliot Park Implementation
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Elliot Park:

-- 53.9% White

-- 44.0% Of Color, including 30.4% Black/African American alone and 5.5% Asian or Pacific Islander alone
-- 4.5% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 27.5% speak a language other than English

--19.8% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The Elliot Park neighborhood includes a greater percentage of people of color than the city as a whole, with a
particularly high number of Black/African-American residents. These community members, as MPRB
understands through knowledge of the park, are primarily recent immigrant families from East Africa, though the
percentage of foreign born residents is not extremely high, suggesting the community is moving into a second or
third generation of residents of East African descent. In addition to that cultural reality, this area of downtown is
seeing significant increases in housing aimed at wealthier white residents. Gentrification is possible here. While
parks by themselves do not cause and cannot stop gentrification and displacement, it will be critical that these
park improvements involve and are built for current community members and their families. Community
engagement around project priorities and design are even more important here, or BIPOC residents could be
disproportionately impacted by continued gentrification and physical and cultural displacement.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.
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Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that

grouping.

Additional Information

In addition to this request, MPRB plans to spend a total of $425,000 in 2025 and 2026 in Neighborhood Capital
Levy. Though not bond funded, this allocation is included under PRKO2. This work is part of MPRB's playground
rehabilitation program, which targets investments based on equipment longevity and overall quality. MPRB
expects to engage once for all the Elliot Park funds under PRK40 and PRKO02, even if construction sequencing
requires two separate projects due to the timing of funding.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

® Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK41 - East Phillips Park Implementation

Project Details: Project Location:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2022 Address: 2307 S 17th Ave.

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31, City Sector: South

2026 Affected Neighborhoods: East Phillips
Ongoing Program: N Affected Wards: 9

Current Phase: Design Description of Location: Existing park site

Level of Need: Significant
Department Priority: 13 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at East Phillips Park in south
Minneapolis. Funding is requested in two separate
years: 2022 (not included in this request but
considered in prior years) and 2025. Approximately
40% of the 2022 funding will be used to create a
community-driven master plan for the park, with the
remainder of that year's funding and the entirety of the
2025 funding used to implement improvements called
for in that master plan.

The South Service Area Master Plan (SSAMP), adopted
by the Board of Commissioners in 2016, did include
East Phillips and did produce initial concepts for the
park. However, it was the community's
recommendation to not include a master plan for the
park because the existing facilities were still so new.
East Phillips was considered a "special case" park in
the SSAMP. Specifically, the SSAMP says: "a full
master plan for the park will be performed at which
time the first major asset in the park needs
replacement. This is expected to be the artificial turf
fields around 2020. Normally, such a replacement
would be done in the same location and at the same
general size. At East Phillips, however, replacement of
that asset will trigger a community engaged master
plan to create a new vision for the entire park. That
plan will then be amended into the SSAMP." The
2022 funds for East Phillips ae the first major
investment in the park since the SSAMP, therefore it is
time to create a plan for the park.

PRK41 - East Phillips Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

East Phillips Master Plan and phase one
implementation is a project funded by the 20-year
Neighborhood Parks and Streets Program. Under this
program, MPRB has developed an empirical equity
metric for ranking neighborhood parks based on
community and park characteristics. A park’s score
and resultant ranking determines when a park
receives an allocation in MPRB’s CIP.

East Phillips Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #15. This
high ranking initially placed funding into the CIP for
2022. Because the South Service Area Master Plan
includes special direction for this park, that funding

was always envisioned as paying for both a master

plan and initial improvements.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.

PRK41 - East Phillips Park Implementation %9



Project Cost Breakdown

$0
$0
$0

PRK41
2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget
Construction Costs $344,000
Design and Project Management $91,000
General Overhead $18,000
TOTAL $453,000

$0

2024 Budget 2025 Budget
$0 $907,000
$0 $238,000
$0 $48,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK41

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $453,000 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $453,000 $0

PRK41 - East Phillips Park Implementation

2024 Budget

$0
$0
$0

$0 $1,193,000

2025 Budget
$1,093,000
$100,000
$1,193,000

2026 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that East Phillips Park has a
score of 1.1 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the
park. The score indicates that most of East Phillips's assets reached or will reach the ends of their useful lives
between five years ago and five years from now. The artificial turf soccer fields are still well within lifespan, but
the wading pool and some courts are well beyond.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. East Phillips
Park has an overall condition score of 2.54 which is, again, an average condition rating across all park assets. At
East Phillips, the fields and the building itself, both relatively new investments, have the highest condition
ratings. The play areas and most courts are in very poor condition.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?
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The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on a lower-than-average asset condition rating, along with the need to develop and implement a
community-driven master plan. Many existing facilities in the park are functional but low quality, and it is
unknown whether the park meets the long-term recreational needs of the whole community.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRK41 - East Phillips Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

No

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks and curb ramps could
be included in the project scope.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

This is not a right-of-way project.
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2027

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK41 - East Phillips Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

The master plan, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2022 and likely conclude in 2023. This
will be followed quickly by construction project
scoping. Schematic and final design will take place in
2023, with construction initiating possibly in late 2023
and continuing through 2024. The larger of the two
construction projects will begin in 2025 with
community engagement around project prioritization,
scoping, and design. Construction will likely begin in
2026 and possibly continue (depending on the
complexity of the project) through 2027. Due to the
short window between the two construction projects,
MPRB will consider which elements will be built in
2023 and which in 2026, to ensure the same area of
the park is not disturbed twice in rapid succession.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

East Phillips:

-- 19.1% White

-- 71.2% Of Color, including 26.4% Black/African-American alone and 9.8% American Indian and Alaska Native
alone

-- 38.2% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 58.3% speak a language other than English

-- 30.3% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The East Phillips neighborhood has some of the highest percentages of people of color and particularly
American Indian people in the entire state. Hispanic/Latinx, foreign born, and speakers of a language other than
English are also extremely high compared to city averages. BIPOC residents will therefore benefit significantly
from these park improvements.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?
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The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that
grouping.

Additional Information

In addition to this request, $425,000 is requested in 2025 under PRKO2. This work is part of MPRB's playground
rehabilitation program, which targets investments based on equipment longevity and overall quality. It is
expected that the total 2025 funding under PRK41and PRKO2 will be considered a single project for
administrative, community engagement, and construction purposes.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

® Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK42 - Farview Park Implementation

Project Details: Project Location:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2023 Address: 621N 29th Ave.

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31, City Sector: North

2024 Affected Neighborhoods: Hawthorne
Ongoing Program: N Affected Wards: 5

Current Phase: Design Description of Location: Existing park site

Level of Need: Significant
Department Priority: 6 of 22

Submitting Agency:Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Farview Park in north Minneapolis.
The requested funding in 2023 and 2024 is for a
single phase two implementation of the adopted
master plan for the park (a recently completed
playground project was phase one). The exact
improvements to be implemented are not currently
known. MPRB has created a vision for the park
through the North Service Area Master Plan, and will
next involve the community in a scoping exercise to
determine which of the master plan elements should
be constructed in this planned phase one. The master
plan for Farview Park does not call for significant
change in the park, mainly because its primary
features--a tall hill for which the park is named, and a
large synthetic turf athletic field--are well loved. Many
existing facilities will be enhanced, including
basketball courts, play area, wading pool, outdoor
gathering spaces, and multi-use field. New pathways
will connect the whole park, even providing an
accessible route to the top of the hill, so all can enjoy
that exceptional view.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase three. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Farview, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRK42 - Farview Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Farview Park phase two implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Farview Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #23. This high
ranking coupled with the fact that a master plan is
complete justifies advancement of phase one
implementation at the park.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.

PRK42 - Farview Park Implementation 112



Project Cost Breakdown

PRK42

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $524,000 $562,000
Design and Project Management $0 $138,000 $148,000
General Overhead $0 $28,000 $30,000
TOTAL $0 $690,000 $740,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK42

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $590,000
Taxes $0 $100,000
TOTAL $0 $690,000

PRK42 - Farview Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$740,000

$0

$740,000

2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Farview Park has a score
of 0.4 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the park.
The score indicates that some of Farview's assets reached or will reach the ends of their useful lives between
five years ago and five years from now, while others are well within their useful lives. Recent improvements to
the play area, wading pool, and recreation building are driving this score.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Farview Park
has an overall condition score of 2.21 which is, again, an average condition rating across all park assets. This is
not a low score, and suggests that many of Farview's assets are avobe average in condition. This is attributable
to the recent rehabilitation work on the building and play area.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?
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The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

3. Farview Park has an overall mix of newly rehabilitated assets and poor quality assets. In addition, new assets
envisioned in the master plan have yet to be implemented, so there is great opportunity to expand recreational
service in this park.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRK42 - Farview Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit route 22 runs on
Lyndale Avenue, with three
different stops immediately
adjacent to Farview Park. Though
this project will not improve transit
connections, the linkage between
parks and transit benefits both.
The project may consider park trail
and sidewalk improvements to
provide improved accessibility at
the transit stops.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

The City of Minneapolis’s 26th
Avenue trail runs along the
southern edge of the park partially
on park land. The master plan
envisions a community orchard at
this end of the park, along with
opportunities for seating and
resting.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2025

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK42 - Farview Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2023, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2023. Construction would
likely begin in 2024 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2025.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Hawthorne:

--18.7% White

-- 77.8% Of Color, including 42.8% Black/African-American alone and 22.1% Asian or Pacific Islander alone
-- 7.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 39.0% speak a language other than English

-- 20.0% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The Hawthorne neighborhood has some of the highest percentages of people of color in the entire state.
Community members are primarily Black/African-American and Asian/Pacific Islander. Farview Park is one of the
large parks sitting in the core of the Black northside. This demographic reality is the result of centuries of
government policy and development practices, namely redlining and restrictive covenants. Prioritizing
investment in a park like Farview seeks to untangle long-term historic inequities in the provision of public
services. BIPOC residents will benefit significantly from these park improvements.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals. .

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?
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The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that
grouping.

Additional Information

None

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN
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City of Minneapolis

PRKA43 - Audubon Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2024

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2025

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 12 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

PRK43 - Audubon Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 1320 29th Ave. NE

City Sector: East

Affected Neighborhoods: Audubon Park
Affected Wards: 1

Description of Location: Existing park site
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Audubon Park in northeast
Minneapolis. The requested funding in 2024 and
2025 is for a single phase two implementation of the
adopted master plan for the park (phase one will be
the playground, with funding having been requested
in 2022). The exact improvements to be implemented
are not currently known. MPRB has created a vision for
the park through the East of the River Park Master
Plan, and will next involve the community in a scoping
exercise to determine which of the master plan
elements should be constructed in this planned phase
one. The master plan for Audubon Park preserves the
wooded areas of the park while activating them with
new uses like a dog park, disc golf course, and nature
play circuit. Courts are expanded and enhanced and
the ball diamond is converted into a multi-use field.
The play and aquatics areas would see the most
change, with the pool rebuilt to improve accessibility,
the addition of a splash pad area and plaza gathering
space, and a new universal playground. In all,
Audubon would become a center of inclusive play in
the city.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Audubon, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRK43 - Audubon Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Audubon Park phase one implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Audubon Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #49. This
ranking coupled with the fact that a master plan is
complete justifies advancement of phase one
implementation at the park.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK43
2022 Council
Adopted
Construction Costs $0
Design and Project Management $0
General Overhead $0
TOTAL $0

2023 Budget

2024 Budget 2025

Budget 2026 Budget

$0 $1,102,000 $207,000
$0 $290,000 $55,000
$0 $58,000 $11,000
$0 $1,450,000 $273,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK43

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRK43 - Audubon Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$1,350,000
$100,000
$1,450,000

2025 Budget
$273,000

$0

$273,000

2026 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Audubon Park has a
score of 1.4 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the
park. About half of Audubon's major assets (athletic fields, wading pool and playground) are beyond or nearing
the end of their useful lives, while others (recreation center and courts) were recently renovated or are in good
condition.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Audubon
Park has an overall condition score of 3.43 which is, again, an average condition rating across all park assets.
This rating indicates that Audubon's facilities are well below average as a whole, in terms of quality.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance
If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?

Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
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expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on a lower-than-average asset condition rating, along with the need to implement a community-
driven master plan. Many existing facilities in the park are functional but low quality, and the existing park does
not meet the recreational needs of the community. It must evolve as directed in the master plan.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRK43 - Audubon Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

No

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks and curb ramps could
be part of the project scope.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2026

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK43 - Audubon Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2024, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2024. Construction would
likely begin in 2025 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2026.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Audubon Park:

-- 74.8% White

-- 22.5% Of Color, including 7.7% Black/African-American alone and 3.1% Asian or Pacific Islander alone
-- 7.7% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 16.3% speak a language other than English

-- 91% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The Audubon Park neighborhood has a higher percentage of White residents than the city as a whole, and
therefore fewer BIPOC residents, including foreign born residents and those who primarily speak a language
other than English. Investment here could reduce investment in other, more BIPOC-heavy neighborhoods.
However, under MPRB’s equity metrics, parks in those other neighborhoods have been prioritized already.
Audubon’s ranking suggests that there are other parks in much better condition and with even less community
need.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?
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The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that

grouping.

Additional Information

In addition to this request, funding was also requested in 2022 for Audubon's playground. That PRKO2 project
was part of MPRB's playground rehabilitation program, which looks exclusively at facility condition and longevity.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRKA44 - Bottineau Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2025

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2027

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 14 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

PRK44 - Bottineau Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 2000 Second St. NE

City Sector: East

Affected Neighborhoods: Bottineau
Affected Wards: 3

Description of Location: Existing park site
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Bottineau Park in northeast
Minneapolis. The requested funding in 2025 and
2026 is for a single phase two implementation of the
adopted master plan for the park (phase one will be
replacement of the playground, a project just getting
underway). The exact improvements to be
implemented are not currently known. MPRB has
created a vision for the park through the East of the
River Park Master Plan, and will next involve the
community in a scoping exercise to determine which
of the master plan elements should be constructed in
this planned phase one. The master plan for Bottineau
Park preserves the emphasis on sports at the park,
while also upgrading the existing skate park to a
higher quality amenity. Parking is relocated to allow for
a more welcoming entrance to the park and create
more space for recreation.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Bottineau, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRK44 - Bottineau Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Bottineau Park phase two implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Bottineau Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #29. This
ranking coupled with the fact that a master plan is
complete justifies advancement of phase one
implementation at the park.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

2022 Council 2023 Budget

PRK44

Adopted
Construction Costs $0
Design and Project Management $0
General Overhead $0
TOTAL $0

$0
$0
$0
$0

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK44

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRK44 - Bottineau Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2024 Budget 2025 Budget

2026 Budget

$0 $784,000 $541,000
$0 $206,000 $143,000
$0 $41,000 $29,000
$0 $1,031,000 $713,000
2025 Budget 2026 Budget
$931,000 $713,000
$100,000 $0
$1,031,000 $713,000

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Bottineau Park has a
score of 0.9 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the
park. The score indicates that most of Bottineau's assets reached or will reach the ends of their useful lives
between five years ago and five years from now. Exceptions include the recreation center, which was built in
2001 and is well within its useful life, and the wading pool, which was buiolt in 1977 and is well beyond its useful
life.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Bottineau
Park has an overall condition score of 2.63 which is, again, an average condition rating across all park assets.
This is about average for parks, and does idicate that most of Bottineau's facilities are in average condition (as
opposed to some being excellent and some poor, like on some parks with a similar score).

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance
If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?

Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?
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The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

3. This is based on average asset condition and longevity ratings, and the fact that the master plan does not call
for significant change in the park. The facilities are serving people generally well, but could use upgrades across
the board.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public
Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRK44 - Bottineau Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Bus Route #11 runs on NE 2nd
Street right past the park. The
master plan calls for a new transit
plaza to create better
interconnection between the park
and transit.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks and park trails may be
included in the project. The project
may include the new transit plaza,
in partnership with MetroTransit.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2028

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed
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Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2025, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2025. Construction would
likely begin in 2026 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2027.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this

PRK44 - Bottineau Park Implementation 10



is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Bottineau:

-- 57.5% White

-- 40.7% Of Color, including 26.0% Black/African-American alone
-- 28.5% speak a language other than English

-- 18.4% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The Bottineau neighborhood mirrors the City of Minneapolis demographics very closely, except that community
members who are Black/African-American constitute a higher percentage of the BIPOC population. In addition,
percentages of foreign born community members and those who speak a language other than English are also
higher than the city average. This confirms what MPRB staff see on the ground at this park, which is high use by
families of East African heritage. As the park is reconstructed, MPRB will need to pay particular attention to the
needs and desires of this group, so they can feel welcome in the park and served by its programs and facilities. If
that is accomplished, BIPOC residents will be significantly benefitted by these park improvements.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?
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The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that
grouping.

Additional Information

In addition to this project, Bottineau Park appeared in PRKO2 with a playground rehabilitation project, funded in
2020. This project has not yet initiated and appears in unspent bonds under project PRKO2. The master plan
calls for the playground to exist in a similar location, so that project can be executed as stand alone work prior to
initiation of the major work under PRK44 in 2025.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

® Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK45 - Logan Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2025

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2026

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Planning

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 15 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

PRK45 - Logan Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 690 13th Avenue NE

City Sector: East

Affected Neighborhoods: Logan Park, St. Anthony
East

Affected Wards: 1, 3

Description of Location: Public park site
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Logan Park in northeast Minneapolis.
The requested funding in 2025 and 2026 is for a
single phase one implementation of the adopted
master plan for the park. The exact improvements to
be implemented are not currently known. MPRB has
created a vision for the park through the East of the
River Park Master Plan, and will next involve the
community in a scoping exercise to determine which
of the master plan elements should be constructed in
this planned phase one. The master plan for Logan
Park envisions somewhat limited change in the park,
with the recently renovated wading pool, tennis and
basketball courts, recreation center, and athletic fields
all in their current general locations. Tennis would be
expanded to include pickleball, and two new youth
basketball courts would be added nearby. The play
area is re-envisioned as a multi-generational play
space that could include traditional equipment along
with outdoor fitness options. The fields would be
revised to include a single ball diamond and a greater
amount of open field space.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Logan, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRK45 - Logan Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Logan Park phase one implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Logan Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #86. Though this
ranking demonstrates much less need than other park
projects requested, Logan Park was brought into the
MPRB CIP previously, when its ranking was in the 40s.
The drop in ranking is attributable to the Logan Park
neighborhood no longer being within an Area of
Concentrated Poverty (ACP). MPRB does not remove
parks from the CIP once they have been scheduled for
investment.

150



Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK45
2022 Council
Adopted
Construction Costs $0
Design and Project Management $0
General Overhead $0
TOTAL $0

2023 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK45

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRK45 - Logan Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2024 Budget 2025 Budget

2026 Budget

$0 $589,000 $730,000
$0 $155,000 $192,000
$0 $31,000 $38,000
$0 $775,000 $960,000
2025 Budget 2026 Budget
$775,000 $760,000
$0 $200,000
$775,000 $960,000

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities
If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset?

MPRB uses a system of equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at
the longevity of park assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or
beyond its expected useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will
expire between five years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within
their useful lives. The higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though itis
unknown at this time exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that
Logan Park has a score of 0.6 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of
major amenities in the park. The score indicates that most of Logan's assets reached or will reach the ends of
their useful lives between five years ago and five years from now.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Logan Park
has an overall condition score of 2.75 which is, again, an average condition rating across all park assets. In this
context, it is important to note that Logan Park's wading pool was recently reconstructed and the recreation
center building was upgraded. The remaining facilities in the park would show an average asset condition score
of more than 3.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of major assets in
the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance
If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?

Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?
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The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

At Logan Park, because the wading pool was recently updated and the playground is included in PRKO2 (as a
simultaneous project, see below), these facilities are likely not to be implemented under this request. Instead,
other master plan elements without strict standards will be improved. MPRB will utilize recreational design
standards and community engagement to ensure high quality and functional facilities.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on a lower-than-average asset condition rating, along with the need to implement a community-
driven master plan. Many existing facilities in the park are functional but low quality, and the existing park does
not meet the recreational needs of the community. It must evolve as dorected in the master plan.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

None

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be

infeasible?

No

PRK45 - Logan Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit routes 30 and 17 run
on Broadway Avenue and stops
exist immediately adjacent to
Logan Park. Though this project
will not improve transit
connections, the linkage between
parks and transit benefits both.
The project may consider park trail
and sidewalk improvements to
provide improved accessibility to
the transit stop.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Itis possible that the project will
include sidewalk improvements,
but most work will take placw
within the park itself.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Project does not occur in right-of-
way
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2027

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK45 - Logan Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2025, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2025. Construction would
likely begin in 2026 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2027.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Logan Park:

-- 60.3% White

-- 37.2% Of Color, including 13.4% Black/African American alone
-- 29.7% speak a language other than English

-- 17.5% foreigh born residents

St. Anthony East:

--70.7% White

-- 25.3% Of Color, including 16% Black/African-American alone
-- 8.0% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 20.7% speak a language other than English

--19.4% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The Logan Park neighborhood mirrors the City of Minneapolis demographics very closely, while the St. Anthony
East neighborhood has more White residents and fewer people who speak a language other than English. In
both neighborhoods, numbers of foreign born residents are higher than the city as a whole. Generally speaking,
BIPOC residents will not be impacted nor benefitted disproportionately by these park improvements.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.
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Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017,
and many of the parks with the msot need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen
improvements already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25
and #60. These parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and
lower quality facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly
within that grouping.

Additional Information

In addition to this project, Logan Park appears in PRKO2 with a playground rehabilitation project in 2026 in the
amount of $450,000. It is expected that the total 2025/2026 funding under PRK45 and PRKO2 will be
considered a single project for administrative, community engagement, and construction purposes.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK46 - Lynnhurst Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2026

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2028

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 17 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

PRK46 - Lynnhurst Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 1345 West Minnehaha Parkway
City Sector: Southwest

Affected Neighborhoods: Lynnhurst
Affected Wards: 13

Description of Location: Existing park site
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Lynnhurst Park in southwest
Minneapolis. The requested funding in 2026 is for a
single phase two implementation of the adopted
master plan for the park (phase one is a playground
renovation under PRKO2 that has yet to initiate). The
exact improvements to be implemented are not
currently known. MPRB has created a vision for the
park through two simultaneous projects, the
Southwest Service Area Master Plan and the
Minnehaha Creek Master Plan, which were adopted
with consistent visions for this neighborhood park and
its relationship with the nearby regional trail. These
master plans envision major changes in the park,
likely implemented in collaboration with the
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District, the City of
Minneapolis, and Hennepin County. The vision is to

relocate the existing recreation center to a site north of

50th Street, to better connect it to the park, then to
daylight the tributary connecting Lake Harriet to
Minnehaha Creek, which currently passes under a
portion of the park within degrading pipe
infrastructure. New trails and recreational facilities
would connect through the park between the lake and
creek, and a new 50th Street bridge over the tributary
would allow connectivity without crossing that busy
street.

Between now and 2026, MPRB will work with the
community and agency partners to plan for the
implementation of a portion or all of this vision,
bringing this requested funding forward along with
likely outside funding. Due to the complexity and scale
of this project, it is unknown at this time exactly which
facilities will be constructed in 2027.

PRK46 - Lynnhurst Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Lynnhurst Park phase two implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Lynnhurst Park’s 2020 NPP20 ranking is #53. This
ranking coupled with the fact that a master plan is
complete justifies advancement of phase two
implementation at the park.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK46

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $0 $0
Design and Project Management $0 $0 $0
General Overhead $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0 $0

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK46

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRK46 - Lynnhurst Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

$1,751,000
$461,000
$92,000
$2,304,000

2026 Budget

$1,844,000
$460,000
$2,304,000

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Lynnhurst Park has a
score of 2.1 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the
park. This is a poor score. At Lynnhurst, about half of the assets are beyond their useful lives, while the other half
are nearing expiration.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Lynnhurst
Park has an overall condition score of 4.0 which is, again, an average condition rating across all park assets. This
is a very poor score, and represents part of the reason Lynnhurst Park rates high on the equity metrics despite
not receiving high community-factor scores. The courts (rating 2) and the building (rating 3.5) are the only assets
in the park that are not in the lowest scoring category (5).

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?
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The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on lower-than-average asset condition and lifespan ratings. Many existing facilities in the park
are functional but low quality, and the existing park does not meet the recreational needs of the community-
driven master plan. It must evolve as directed in the master plan.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRK46 - Lynnhurst Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit routes 46 and 4 run
on 50th Street and stops exist
immediately adjacent to Lynnhurst
Park. Though this project will not
improve transit connections, the
linkage between parks and transit
benefits both. In addition, the
project is situated along the Grand
Rounds, a major bicycle and
pedestrian route around the city.
The project will likely include park
trails sidewalks to provide
improved accessibility to the transit
stop and to the Grand Rounds.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

The project is situated along the
Grand Rounds, a major bicycle and
pedestrian route around the city.
The project will likely include park
trails sidewalks to provide
improved accessibility to the transit
stop and to the Grand Rounds.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2029

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK46 - Lynnhurst Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Formal project scoping, including community
engagement, will initiate in 2026, once funding
becomes available--though work will take place in
advance to ensure a cohesive and fully funded
project. The community engagement and design
process will likely continue throughout 2026.
Construction would likely begin in 2027 and, due to
the complexity of the project, would likely continue
into 2029

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.

PRK46 - Lynnhurst Park Implementation 172



Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Lynnhurst:

-- 86.9% White

-- 11.4% Of Color

-- 2.7% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 5.4% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The Lynnhurst neighborhood has a significantly higher percentage of White residents than the city as a whole,
and therefore fewer BIPOC residents, including foreign born residents. Investment here could reduce
investment in other, more BIPOC-heavy neighborhoods. However, under MPRB’s equity metrics, parks in those
other neighborhoods have been prioritized already.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
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help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that

grouping.

Additional Information

In addition to this project, Lynnhurst Park appeared in PRKO2 with a playground rehabilitation project, funded in
2020. This project has not yet initiated and appears in unspent bonds under project PRKO2. The master plan
calls for major change in the park, including the location of the playground. MPRB is evaluating how and when
this PRKO2 project can proceed in the context of larger improvements.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK47 - Bohanon Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2023

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2025

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 7 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

PRK47 - Bohanon Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 4917 Bryant Ave. N

City Sector: North

Affected Neighborhoods: Lind-Bohanon
Affected Wards: 4

Description of Location: Existing park site
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Bohanon Park in north Minneapolis.
The requested funding in 2023 is for a single phase
one implementation of the adopted master plan for the
park. The exact improvements to be implemented are
not currently known. MPRB has created a vision for the
park through the North Service Area Master Plan, and
will next involve the community in a scoping exercise
to determine which of the master plan elements
should be constructed in this planned phase one. The
master plan for Bohanon Park envisions the same
general layout in the park as today, with some
important and fun improvements. The athletic fields
would be revised to include one ball diamond and
enough multi-use space for a cricket pitch and other
sports options. The unique small building and hockey
rink would be retained and winter recreation
enhanced through the addition of a small sledding hill
and a free skating area that doubles as a stormwater
management facility in summer. The play area would
be upgraded with new adventure features and the
tennis and basketball courts would be upgraded.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Bohanon, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRK47 - Bohanon Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Bohanon Park phase one implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Bohanon Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #12. This
ranking coupled with the fact that a master plan is
complete justifies advancement of phase one
implementation at the park.

Funding was previously requested for Bohanon at a
lower amount under the general PRKCP project. The
increase requested here is due to the escalation in
year-over-year funding amounts for NPP20, under an
agreement between the City of Minneapolis and
MPRB in 2021. That additional funding entered the
MPRB CIP in two ways: additional funds for
rehabilitation under PRKRP, and escalated project
increases for parks already in the CIP. As a result,
Bohanon Park had its funding increased to greater
than $1 million, which justifies establishing a
standalone project for CLIC review.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK47

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $851,000 $0
Design and Project Management $0 $224,000 $0
General Overhead $0 $45,000 $0
TOTAL $0 $1,120,000 $0

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK47

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $920,000
Taxes $0 $200,000
TOTAL $0 $1,120,000

PRK47 - Bohanon Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Bohanon Park has a
score of 1.4 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the
park. The score indicates that most of Bohanon's assets are at or beyond the ends of their useful lives. In fact,
the tennis courts are the only assets in the park with an expected lifespan beyond 2023.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Bohanon
Park has an overall condition score of 2.58 which is an average condition rating across all park assets. In this
park, the assets are all truly in average condition, rather tha being a mix of excellent and very poor. The park's
assets are all serviceable but not ideal.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
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expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on a lower-than-average longevity rating and an average condition rating, along with the need to
implement a community-driven master plan. Many existing facilities in the park are functional but low quality, and
the existing park does not meet the recreational needs of the community. It must evolve as directed in the master
plan.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRK47 - Bohanon Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit routes 32 and 22 run
on 49th Avenue North and Bryant
Avenue North, respectively, and
stops exist immediately adjacent to
Bohanon Park. Though this project
will not improve transit
connections, the linkage between
parks and transit benefits both.
The project may consider park trail
and sidewalk improvements to
provide improved accessibility to
the transit stop.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks could be included in the
project scope.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project.
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2026

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK47 - Bohanon Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2023, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2023. Construction would
likely begin in 2024 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2025.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Lind-Bohanon:

-- 38.2% White

-- 57.2% Of Color, including 31.8% Black/African-American alone and 12.5% Asian or Pacific Islander alone
-- 8.4% Hispanic/Latinx

--13.7% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The Lind-Bohanon neighborhood has very high percentages of people of color and particularly those identifying
as Black or African-American and Asian or Pacific Islander. Hispanic/Latinx and foreign born residents, in
contrast, are lower than City averages. This demographic reality is the result of centuries of government policy
and development practices, namely redlining and restrictive covenants. Prioritizing investment in a park like
Bohanon seeks to untangle long-term historic inequities in the provision of public services. BIPOC residents will
therefore benefit significantly from these park improvements.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?
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The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that
grouping.

Additional Information

In addition to this project, Bohanon Park appears in PRKO2 with a playground rehabilitation projectin 2026 in the
amount of $450,000. If it is determined through community engagement that the play area is an important part of
this phase 1 project, MPRB will redirect the 2026 PRKO2 allocation into general park improvements at Bohanon
through modification to a future MPRB CIP and a revision to a future capital budget request.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

® Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK48 - Beltrami Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2024

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2026

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 11 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

PRK48 - Beltrami Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 1111 Summer St. NE

City Sector: East

Affected Neighborhoods: Beltrami, Northeast Park
Affected Wards: 3, 1

Description of Location: Existing park site
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Beltrami Park in northeast
Minneapolis. The requested funding in 2024 and
2025 is for a single phase one implementation of the
adopted master plan for the park. The exact
improvements to be implemented are not currently
known. MPRB has created a vision for the park
through the East of the River Park Master Plan, and will
next involve the community in a scoping exercise to
determine which of the master plan elements should
be constructed in this planned phase one. The master
plan for Beltrami Park preserves above all the dense
woodland that covers the majority of the park.
Facilities like the play area, wading pool, field,
basketball courts, and small building would be
improved in their current locations. The popular city-
wide draw of the bocce courts would be expanded. A
new seating/gathering plaza near the building would
be added along with a community garden area. A new
dog park would be constructed under the trees on the
west side of the park.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Beltrami, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRK48 - Beltrami Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Beltrami Park phase one implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Beltrami Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #58. This
ranking coupled with the fact that a master plan is
complete justifies advancement of phase one
implementation at the park.

Funding was previously requested for Beltrami under
PRKCP at a lower amount. The increase requested
here is due to the escalation in year-over-year funding
amounts for NPP20, under an agreement between the
City of Minneapolis and MPRB in 2021. That additional
funding entered the MPRB CIP in two ways: additional
funds for rehabilitation under PRKRP, and escalated
project increases for parks already in the CIP. As a
result, Beltrami Park had its funding increased to
greater than $1million, which justifies establishing a
standalone project for CLIC review.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK48
2022 Council
Adopted
Construction Costs $0
Design and Project Management $0
General Overhead $0
TOTAL $0

2023 Budget 2024 Budget 2025 Budget
$0 $439,000 $528,000
$0 $116,000 $139,000
$0 $23,000 $28,000
$0 $578,000 $695,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK48

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRKA48 - Beltrami Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$498,000
$80,000
$578,000

2025 Budget
$695,000

$0

$695,000

2026 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Beltrami Park has a
score of 2.5 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the
park. The score indicates that most of Beltrami's assets are beyond their useful lifespans. Only the playground is
within its useful life, which ends in 2023.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Beltrami Park
has an overall condition score of 3.2 which is a below average score. This is being driven by the generally fair
condition of the play area and bocce courts averaged against the very poor condition of fields and wading pool.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
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In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on lower-than-average asset condition and lifespan ratings, along with the need to implement a
community-driven master plan. Many existing facilities in the park are functional but low quality, and the existing
park does not meet the recreational needs of the community. It must evolve as directed in the master plan.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRK48 - Beltrami Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit route 30 runs on
Broadway Avenue and stops
immediately adjacent to Beltrami
Park. Though this project will not
improve transit connections, the
linkage between parks and transit
benefits both. The project may
consider park trail and sidewalk
improvements to provide improved
accessibility to the transit stop.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks could be included in the
project scope

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2027

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK48 - Beltrami Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2024, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2024. Construction would
likely begin in 2025 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2026.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Beltrami:

-- 61.9% White

-- 29.6% Of Color

-- 13.0% Hispanic/Latinx
--14.0% foreign born residents

Northeast Park:

-- 61.9% White

-- 29.6% Of Color

--14.0% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

(No, those are not typos: these two neighborhoods have almost identical demographics.) Both also mirror the
City of Minneapolis demographics very closely, with only Beltrami showing a higher percentage of
Hispanic/Latinx residents (this data is not available for Northeast Park). Generally speaking, BIPOC residents will
not be impacted nor benefitted disproportionately by these park improvements.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.
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Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that

grouping.

Additional Information

None

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRKA49 - Cleveland Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2024

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2026

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 10 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

PRK49 - Cleveland Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 3232 Russell Ave. N

City Sector: North

Affected Neighborhoods: Cleveland, Jordan, Folwell
Affected Wards: 4

Description of Location: Existing park site
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Cleveland Park in north Minneapolis.
The requested funding in 2024 is for a single phase
two implementation of the adopted master plan for the
park. The exact improvements to be implemented are
not currently known. MPRB has created a vision for the
park through the North Service Area Master Plan, and
then implemented an initial phase one that included a
relocation and reconstruction of part of the
playground. Cleveland Park was one of the parks
determined to have been initially underfunded in the
early days of NPP20 and has been allocated a second
project to make up that shortfall.

MPRB will next involve the community in a scoping
exercise to determine which of the remaining master
plan elements should be constructed in this planned
phase two. The master plan for Cleveland Park
envisions a fairly significant reorganization of the park,
along with a planned expansion of the park boundary
to Penn Avenue. This is envisioned to increase safety
in the park by creating greater visibility from
surrounding streets. The play area would be moved
closer to Lucy Laney school and a new multi-court
basketball area would take its place. To the west a new
amphitheater and skate park will overlook a
refurbished multi-use field.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Cleveland, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRKA49 - Cleveland Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Cleveland Park phase two implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Cleveland Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #64. This
ranking coupled with the fact that a master plan is
complete justifies advancement of phase one
implementation at the park.

This second allocation of funding for Cleveland was
previously requested under PRKCP at a lower amount.
The increase requested here is due to the escalation
in year-over-year funding amounts for NPP20, under
an agreement between the City of Minneapolis and
MPRB in 2021. That additional funding entered the
MPRB CIP in two ways: additional funds for
rehabilitation under PRKRP, and escalated project
increases for parks already in the CIP. As a result,
Cleveland Park had its funding increased to greater
than $1 million, which justifies establishing a
standalone project for CLIC review.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK49

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $0 $830,000
Design and Project Management $0 $0 $218,000
General Overhead $0 $0 $44,000
TOTAL $0 $0 $1,092,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK49

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRKA49 - Cleveland Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$992,000
$100,000

$1,092,000

2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets wnill be improved under this request, the metrics show that Cleveland Park has a
score of 0.9 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the
park. Cleveland Park has a mix of asset longevities, with the recently replaced (2021) portion of the playground
and newer wading pool and basketyball court within their lifespans and other amenities beyond their useful
lives.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Cleveland
Park has an overall condition score of 2.13 which is, again, an average condition rating across all park assets.
Despite the recent replacement of half of the play area, this score is still average in terms of overall asset
codition.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?
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The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on average asset condition and longevity ratings, but largely on the need to implement a
community-driven master plan. The existing park does not meet the safety nor the recreational needs of the
community. It must evolve as directed in the master plan.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRKA49 - Cleveland Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit route 32 runs on
Lowry Avenue and stops just south
of Cleveland Park. Transit
connections from the park to Lowry
Avenue will be improved as part of
the Queen Avenue Bikeway being
implemented by the City through
the park.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Yes. The Queen Avenue Bikeway,
a City of Minneapolis project, pass
through Cleveland Park. MPRB has
partnered with the City on this
effort.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project.
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2027

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK49 - Cleveland Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2024, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2024. Construction would
likely begin in 2025 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2026. Prior to
initiating that work, MPRB staff are working with
agency and community partners to envision a pathway
for the envisioned expansion of the park.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.

PRKA49 - Cleveland Park Implementation 211



Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Cleveland:

-- 41.7% White

-- 56.4% Of Color, including 37.0% Black/African American alone and 6.2% Asian or Pacific Islander alone
-- 7.5% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 8.8% foreign born residents

Jordan:

--14.3% White

-- 82.4% Of Color, including 49% Black/African-American alone and 14.4 Asian or Pacific Islander alone
--15.0% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 37.6% speak a language other than English

-- 22.8% foreign born residents

Folwell:

-- 27.0% White

-- 69.5% Of Color, including 47.9% Black/African-American alone and 15% Asian or Pacific islander alone
-- 8.2% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

All three neighborhoods have very high percentages of people of color, particularly those identifying as Black or
African-American. In Jordan especially the percentage of White residents is one of the lowest in the state. This
demographic reality is the result of more than a century of government policy and development practices,
namely redlining and restrictive covenants. Prioritizing investment in a park like Cleveland seeks to untangle
long-term historic inequities in the provision of public services. BIPOC residents will therefore benefit
significantly from these park improvements.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
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impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that
grouping.

Additional Information

None

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK50 - Shingle Creek Park Implementation

Project Details: Project Location:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2024 Address: 2010 50th Ave. N

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31, City Sector: North

2026 Affected Neighborhoods: Shingle Creek
Ongoing Program: N Affected Wards: 4

Current Phase: Design Description of Location: Existing park site

Level of Need: Significant
Department Priority: 9 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Shingle Creek neighborhood park in
north Minneapolis. The requested funding in 2024
and 2025 is for a single phase one implementation of
the adopted master plan for the park. The exact
improvements to be implemented are not currently
known. MPRB has created a vision for the park
through the North Service Area Master Plan, and will
next involve the community in a scoping exercise to
determine which of the master plan elements should
be constructed in this planned phase one.

A point of clarification: Minneapolis operates a
regional trail facility called Shingle Creek Regional
Trail, which stretches from the northern city limit down
to Webber Park. Within this regional facility are two of
the seven areas city-wide that are designated as
neighborhood areas within regional parks. These
areas are eligible for NPP20 funding even though they
lie within a regional park or trail boundary. This
request is for the neighborhood areas west of the
creek, also known as Shingle Creek neighborhood
park. Creekview Park lies to the east of the creek and
surrounds the recreation center of the same name. All
these parks were master planned together. However,
this request can and will only be used in the western
neighborhood area known as Shingle Creek
neighborhood park.

The master plan for Shingle Creek neighborhood park
envisions limited change. The wading pool, play areas,
and restroom building would be improved in their
current locations. Basketball would be expanded in
the area, and a new nature play zone would be added
near the creek. Adult fitness stations would flank both
sides of the creek and could be partly implemented
with this funding.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is

PRKS50 - Shingle Creek Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Shingle Creek neighborhood park phase one
implementation is a project funded by the 20-year
Neighborhood Parks and Streets Program. Under this
program, MPRB has developed an empirical equity
metric for ranking neighborhood parks based on
community and park characteristics. A park’s score
and resultant ranking determines when a park
receives an allocation in MPRB’s CIP, while service
area master plans determine what amenities are
desired by the community and then implemented.

This park’s 2021 NPP20 neighborhood park ranking is
#40. This ranking coupled with the fact that a master
plan is complete justifies advancement of phase one
implementation at the park.

Funding was previously requested for Shingle Creek
neighborhood park under PRKCP at a lower amount.
The increase requested here is due to the escalation
in year-over-year funding amounts for NPP20, under
an agreement between the City of Minneapolis and
MPRB in 2021. That additional funding entered the
MPRB CIP in two ways: additional funds for
rehabilitation under PRKRP, and escalated project
increases for parks already in the CIP. As a result, this
park had its funding increased to greater than $1
million, which justifies establishing a standalone
project for CLIC review.
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not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Shingle Creek neighborhood park, but it could be
used for a variety of recreational improvements, based
on community input.

PRK50 - Shingle Creek Park Implementation 216



Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK50

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget  2025Budget 2026 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $0 $547,000 $409,000 $0
Design and Project Management $0 $0 $144,000 $108,000 $0
General Overhead $0 $0 $29,000 $22,000 $0
TOTAL $0 $0 $720,000 $539,000 $0

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK50

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0 $720,000
Taxes $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0 $720,000

PRKS0 - Shingle Creek Park Implementation

2025 Budget
$377,000
$162,000
$539,000

2026 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Shingle Creek Park has
a score of 1.9 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in
the park. The score indicates that most of Shingle Creek's assets are beyond their useful lives. Only the play
area is within lifespan.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Shingle
Creek Park has an overall condition score of 3.2 which is a rather low score, indicating poor quality facilities here.
Similar to the longevity score, only the play area remains in better than average condition.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance
If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?

Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
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In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based on lower-than-average asset condition and longevity ratings, along with the need to implement a
community-driven master plan. Many existing facilities in the park are functional but low quality, and the existing
park does not meet the recreational needs of the community. It must evolve as directed in the master plan.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRKS50 - Shingle Creek Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit routes 22 and 32 run
on North 49th Avenue and Penn
Avenue very near the park.
Though this project will not
improve transit connections, the
linkage between parks and transit
benefits both. The project may
consider park trail and sidewalk
improvements to provide improved
accessibility to the transit stop.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks could be implemented
as part of the project

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2027

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRKS50 - Shingle Creek Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2024, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2024. Construction would
likely begin in 2025 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2026.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Shingle Creek:

-- 33.3% White

-- 66.1% Of Color, including 34.2% Black/African-American alone and 18.6% Asian or Pacific Islander alone
-- 25.2% speak a language other than English

-- 9.5% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The Shingle Creek neighborhood has higher percentages of people of color than the city as a whole. Numbers
of Black/African-American and Asian or Pacific Islander residents are notably high. This demographic reality is
the result of centuries of government policy and development practices, namely redlining and restrictive
covenants. Prioritizing investment in a park like Shingle Creek seeks to untangle long-term historic inequities in
the provision of public services. BIPOC residents will therefore benefit significantly from these park
improvements.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

PRKS50 - Shingle Creek Park Implementation 226



The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that
grouping.

Additional Information

None

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK51 - St. Anthony Park Implementation

Project Details:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2024

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31,
2026

Ongoing Program: N

Current Phase: Design

Level of Need: Significant

Department Priority: 8 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0

PRK51 - St. Anthony Park Implementation

Project Location:

Address: 425 Jefferson St. NE

City Sector: East

Affected Neighborhoods: St. Anthony East, St. Athony
West

Affected Wards: 3

Description of Location: Existing park site
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at St. Anthony Park in northeast
Minneapolis. The requested funding in 2024 is for a
single phase one implementation of the adopted
master plan for the park. The exact improvements to
be implemented are not currently known. MPRB has
created a vision for the park through the East of the
River Park Master Plan, and will next involve the
community in a scoping exercise to determine which
of the master plan elements should be constructed in
this planned phase one. The master plan for St.
Anthony Park would preserve the large open space
and conical hill for which the park is known. In the
more active area of the park, the restroom building
and playground would be improved. New multi-sport
and basketball courts would activate the space,
alongside a new splash pad for water play.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from St. Anthony, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRK51 - St. Anthony Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

St. Anthony Park phase one implementation is a
project funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks
and Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

St. Anthony Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #38. This
ranking coupled with the fact that a master plan is
complete justifies advancement of phase one
implementation at the park.

Funding was previously requested for St. Anthony
Park under PRKCP at a lower amount. The increase
requested here is due to the escalation in year-over-
year funding amounts for NPP20, under an agreement
between the City of Minneapolis and MPRB in 2021.
That additional funding entered the MPRB CIP in two
ways: additional funds for rehabilitation under PRKRP,
and escalated project increases for parks already in
the CIP. As a result, St. Anthony Park had its funding
increased to greater than $1 million, which justifies
establishing a standalone project for CLIC review.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK51

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget 2024 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $0 $946,000
Design and Project Management $0 $0 $249,000
General Overhead $0 $0 $50,000
TOTAL $0 $0 $1,245,000

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK51

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRKS51 - St. Anthony Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$1,080,000
$165,000
$1,245,000

2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that St. Anthony Park has a
score of 1.0 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the
park. The score indicates that all of St. Anthony's assets reached or will reach the ends of their useful lives
between five years ago and five years from now.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. St. Anthony
Park has an overall condition score of 2.9 which is, again, an average condition rating across all park assets. This
middle-of-the-field score is referencing in this case that some assets are above in average condition and some
are below.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance
If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?

Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
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expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

3. This is based on average asset condition and lifespan ratings, along with the fact that the community-driven
master plan does not envision significant change in the park. Many existing facilities in the park are functional
but low quality, but the community is generally happy with what is offered in the park.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRK51 - St. Anthony Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit route 17 runs about
two blocks east of the park.
Though this project will not
improve transit connections, the
linkage between parks and transit
benefits both. The project may
consider park trail and sidewalk
improvements to provide improved
accessibility to the transit stop.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks could be included in the
project scope.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2026

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRKS51 - St. Anthony Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2024, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2024. Construction would
likely begin in 2025 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2026.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities in
the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

St. Anthony East:

--70.7% White

-- 25.3% Of Color, including 16% Black/African-American alone
-- 8.0% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 20.7% speak a language other than English

-- 19.4% foreign born residents

St. Anthony West:

--75.7% White

-- 21.9% Of Color, including 7.0% Asian or Pacific Islander alone
-- 6.7% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 12.1% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

Both neighborhoods have a higher percentage of White residents than the city as a whole, and therefore fewer
BIPOC residents. Investment here could reduce investment in other, more BIPOC-heavy neighborhoods.
However, under MPRB’s equity metrics, parks in those other neighborhoods have been prioritized already. St.
Anthony’s ranking suggests that there are other parks in much better condition and with even less community
need.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
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Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.

Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that
grouping.

Additional Information

None

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK52 - Stewart Field Park Implementation

Project Details: Project Location:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2025 Address: 2700 S 12th Ave.

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31, City Sector: South

2027 Affected Neighborhoods: Midtown Phillips
Ongoing Program: N Affected Wards: 9

Current Phase: Design Description of Location: Existing park site

Level of Need: Significant
Department Priority: 16 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Stewart Park in south Minneapolis.
The requested funding in 2025 is for a single phase
two implementation of the adopted master plan for the
park. The exact improvements to be implemented are
not currently known. MPRB has created a vision for the
park through the South Service Area Master Plan, then
completed phase one improvements mostly aimed at
creating more useable field space and enhancing the
existing artificial turf field with seating and protective
fencing. MPRB will next involve the community in a
scoping exercise to determine which of the master
plan elements should be constructed in this planned
phase two. The master plan for Stewart Park envisions
enhancements all around but extremely limited
change. Existing facilities like the soccer field, play
area, and wading pool are very popular. An existing
baseball diamond is very high quality.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Stewart, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRK52 - Stewart Field Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Stewart Park phase two implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Stewart Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #6. This ranking
coupled with the fact that a master plan is complete
justifies advancement of phase one implementation at
the park.

Funding was previously requested for Stewart under
PRKCP at a lower amount. The increase requested
here is due to the escalation in year-over-year funding
amounts for NPP20, under an agreement between the
City of Minneapolis and MPRB in 2021. That additional
funding entered the MPRB CIP in two ways: additional
funds for rehabilitation under PRKRP, and escalated
project increases for parks already in the CIP. As a
result, Stewart Park had its funding increased to
greater than $1million, which justifies establishing a
standalone project for CLIC review.

MPRB's adopted 2025 CIP year is considered a
"normalization year," wherein additional funds are
provided to certain parks, as previously presented to
CLIC during the 2020 funding process. It is for this
reason that Stewart Field Park is being provided a
second allocation in 2025.
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Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK52

2022&::;;3:3 2023 Budget
Construction Costs $0 $0
Design and Project Management $0 $0
General Overhead $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK52

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRK52 - Stewart Field Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2024 Budget

2025 Budget

$0 $1,028,000
$0 $271,000
$0 $54,000
$0 $1,353,000

2025 Budget
$1,200,000
$153,000
$1,353,000

2026 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

2027 Budget
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Stewart Park has a score
of 1.0 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the park.
The score indicates that all of Stewart's assets reached or will reach the ends of their useful lives between five
years ago and five years from now. MPRB recently implemented a new multi-use athletic field here, which does
not yet show up in the equity metrics but would certainly be within its expected lifespan and would therefore
modify the above average slightly.

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Stewart Park
has an overall condition score of 3.11 which is a lower than average score. All the outdoor facilities at Stewart are
in average condition, but the older building in is poor codition and lowers the average considerably.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?
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The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more
expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

2. This is based primarily on a lower-than-average asset condition rating.

PRK52 - Stewart Field Park Implementation 246



Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRK52 - Stewart Field Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit route 27 runs on the
one-way pairs of 26th and 28th
Streets, with stops adjacent to the
park and one block away. Though
this project will not improve transit
connections, the linkage between
parks and transit benefits both.
The project may consider park trail
and sidewalk improvements to
provide improved accessibility to
the transit stop.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks and curb ramps could
be icluded in the project scope.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2027

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed

PRK52 - Stewart Field Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2025, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2025. Construction would
likely begin in 2026 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2027.

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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elements of the park. These implemented facilities will
then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
needed activity space to improve the health and social welfare of local residents.

Arts and Culture: MPRB seeks to incorporate the arts into projects when it can, by partnering with the City of
Minneapolis’s public art program. Even without the specific inclusion of art in park improvements, however,
creative and inspiring design is a key part of the park improvement process. In addition, parks often sit at the
cultural center of communities, whether people are visiting the park for an art class, participating in spontaneous
cultural experiences, attending a cultural event, or simply interacting with peers from different backgrounds in
the park.
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Racial Equity Impact Analysis
Data

List the specific geographies that will be impacted and the racial demographics of constituents in those
areas.

Minneapolis as a whole:

-- 60.0% White

-- 36.4% Of Color, including 18.9% Black/African American alone, 5.9% AAPI alone, 11% American Indian/Alaskan
Native alone

-- 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 22% speak a language other than English

--15.6% foreign born residents

Midtown Phillips:

-- 26.1% White

-- 63.5% Of Color, including 30.8% Black/African-American alone and 4.3% Asian or Pacific islander alone
-- 35.7% Hispanic/Latinx

-- 59.4% speak a language other than English

-- 36.6% foreign born residents

What does available data tell you about how constituents from BIPOC communities currently relate to the
desired outcome compared to white constituents?

The Midtown Phillips neighborhood has very high percentages of people of color compared to city and statewide
data. Most notably, the percentage of residents identifying as Hispanic/Latinx, those who speak a language other
than English, and foreign-born residents are more than twice the percentage of the city as a whole. As the park is
reconstructed, MPRB will need to pay particular attention to the needs and desires of speakers of other
languages, Hispanic/Latinx people, as well as the east African community members who regularly use the park.
The recent phase one implementation already created inroads through bilingual engagement and pop-up
opportunities in the park. This work must continue. All these community members must be made to feel welcome
in the planning process and in the park and be served by MPRB’s programs and facilities. If that is accomplished,
BIPOC residents will significantly benefit from these park improvements.

What data is available or missing? How can you obtain additional data?

Park user data is a consistent gap in general demographic information and in existing MPRB data sets. Our
primary way of better understanding park user demographics is to perform robust community engagement, along
with community partners, during master planning and capital project implementation.

Community Engagement

Using the international Association of Public Participation (IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum, which
participation strategy or strategies was used, or will you use, when engaging those who would be most
impacted?

The master planning process used the INVOLVE engagement level. Capital improvement projects typically use
the CONSULT level. However, at the beginning of each MPRB project, staff complete a Community Engagement
Assessment to determine the engagement level. All projects except INFORM projects must then complete a full
Community Engagement Plan. MPRB's CE Plan template embeds a racial equity toolkit that involves initial
demographic analysis of the project area and periodic analysis of engagement success against stated goals.
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Describe the engagement and what have you learned?

The engagement around the master plan was a two year process that led to the vision for the park, which will be
implemented incrementally, including through this request. Further engagement associated with this project will
help MPRB understand the best prioritization of improvements, design of those improvements, and often even
construction sequencing and timelines.

Analysis

How does the outcome for this project help the city achieve racial equity?

The improvements in this park are one piece of an overarching system at MPRB to prioritize capital
improvements according to data-driven equity metrics. MPRB's seven metrics have been in place since 2017, and
many of the parks with the most need--in terms of demographics and asset condition--have seen improvements
already. We are now moving into a "second wave" of parks with rankings between roughly #25 and #60. These
parks are in neighborhoods that roughly match the city's demographics and/or have aging and lower quality
facilities. This park, according to the demographics and asset condition described above, is clearly within that

grouping.

Additional Information

In addition to this project, Stewart Park appears in PRKO2 with a playground rehabilitation project in 2023 in the
amount of $355,000. Because of the recent improvement work at Stewart and then improvements slated in both
2023 and 2025, MPRB staff are still determining the least disruptive, most efficient way to implement these
forthcoming projects.

©2018-2019 City of Minneapolis, MN

@ Powered by OpenGov
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City of Minneapolis

PRK53 - Loring Park Implementation

Project Details: Project Location:

Project Start Date: January 1, 2027 Address: 1382 Willow St.

Estimated Project Completion Date: December 31, City Sector: Downtown

2029 Affected Neighborhoods: Loring Park
Ongoing Program: N Affected Wards: 7

Current Phase: Design Description of Location: Existing park site

Level of Need: Significant
Department Priority: 20 of 22

Submitting Agency: Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board

Contact Person: Adam Arvidson

Contact Phone Number: 612-230-6470

Contact Email: aarvidson@minneapolisparks.org
Website: www.minneapolisparks.org

Prior year(s) bond authorization amount: $0
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Project Description

This project will implement a variety of recreational
improvements at Loring Park in downtown
Minneapolis. The requested funding in 2027 is for a
single phase two implementation of the adopted
master plan for the park. Phase one was a recent
reconstruction of the play area. The exact
improvements to be implemented are not currently
known. MPRB has created a vision for the park
through the Downtown Service Area Master Plan, and
will next involve the community in a scoping exercise
to determine which of the remaining master plan
elements should be constructed in this planned phase
two. The master plan for Loring Park preserves the
pastoral, heavily treed character of the park, but
envisions new improvements like basketball and
pickleball courts, a reorganization of various view
plazas and gathering spaces, and reinvigorated entry
experiences.

MPRB will begin this project with a participatory
community process by which users and residents can
help prioritize what is built in the park. The community
process will consider which of those elements
included in the adopted master plan should be built
right away. The scoping process also will consider
phasing logistics and feasibility, while ensuring that
elements of the park are not decommissioned for long
periods of time awaiting a future phase two. This
scoping process is an important way to ensure
continued community decision-making in park
projects. It does mean, however, that this request is
not specifically defined as to exactly what will be
constructed. Requested funding would not move away
from Loring, but it could be used for a variety of
recreational improvements, based on community
input.

PRKS3 - Loring Park Implementation

Purpose and Justification

Loring Park phase two implementation is a project
funded by the 20-year Neighborhood Parks and
Streets Program. Under this program, MPRB has
developed an empirical equity metric for ranking
neighborhood parks based on community and park
characteristics. A park’s score and resultant ranking
determines when a park receives an allocation in
MPRB’s CIP, while service area master plans
determine what amenities are desired by the
community and then implemented.

Loring Park’s 2021 NPP20 ranking is #51. This ranking
coupled with the fact that a master plan is complete
justifies advancement of phase one implementation at
the park.

255



Project Visuals and Map

Upload maps or additional files that you feel are important for the CLIC members, Mayor, City Council members
or the general public to have access to with regards to this project and in consideration of its approval.
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Project Cost Breakdown

PRK53
2022 Council
Adopted
Construction Costs $0
Design and Project Management $0
General Overhead $0
TOTAL $0

2023 Budget 2024 Budget
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0

Submitting Agency Funding Request

PRK53

2022 Council Adopted 2023 Budget
Bond Activity $0 $0
Taxes $0 $0
TOTAL $0 $0

PRKS3 - Loring Park Implementation

2024 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget
$0
$0
$0

2025 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2026 Budget

2026 Budget

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

2027 Budget

$1,414,000
$372,000
$74,000
$1,860,000

2027 Budget
$1,625,000
$235,000
$1,860,000

2028 Budget

$0
$0
$0
$0

2028 Budget
$0
$0
$0
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Asset Condition and Project Investment

The City of Minneapolis is moving towards an enterprise-wide capital asset management strategy. Asset
management is a planning tool and a decision-making framework that supports resource allocation over the
long-term. Itis a comprehensive and continuous process focused on assessing the value and condition of assets
with the goal of minimizing the total lifecycle cost of ownership while providing the required Level of Service
expected by all stakeholders and aligning those investments with the City’s strategic goals.

Asset Condition

Please select the asset type: Horizontal Infrastructure (pathways and trails) and Vertical Infrastructure
(recreational amenities)

Is this request a new capital project or an existing project? A combination of new and existing facilities

If the project is an existing asset, what is the observed remaining life of the asset? MPRB uses a system of
equity metrics to prioritize capital investments in parks. One of those metrics looks at the longevity of park
assets, examining whether a particular asset (a play area, wading pool, etc.) is within or beyond its expected
useful life. Assets that expired long ago receive 3 points, while assets that expired or will expire between five
years ago and five years from now receive 1 point. No points are given to assets well within their useful lives. The
higher the score a park receives, the more long-expired facilities a park has. Though it is unknown at this time
exactly which existing assets will be improved under this request, the metrics show that Loring Park has a score
of 1.5 under MPRB's longevity metric. This number is the average of the lifespans of major amenities in the park.
In Loring, this score indicates that about half the asstes are beyond their useful lives (wading pool, tennis and
other courts) and half are well within their lifespans (the recently reconstructed play area, basketball court, and
building).

What is the current condition of the asset? Please describe the metrics you use to assess the condition of the
asset.

MPRB's equity metrics also include an asset condition metric. Similar to the longevity/lifespan metric, the higher
the score a park receives, the greater the need it has, meaning that the assets are in poorer condition. Ratings
are provided by asset management staff in the field and are updated annually to account for degradation or
improvement. Facilities are rated from 1through 5, with 5 indicating assets in the poorest condition. Loring Park
has an overall condition score of 3.0 which is an average score. The condition rating in this case does closely
correlate with lifespan ratings.

What is the expected useful life of the project/improvement?

The expected life of the improvements depends on exactly which amenities are improved under this request.
However, MPRB's longevity metric described above sets thresholds for the expected useful life of the five major
assets in the parks:

-- Buildings/Recreation Centers: 50 years

-- Play Areas: 25 years

-- Courts (tennis and basketball): 25 years

-- Athletic Fields: 15 years

-- Aquatic Facilities (wading pools and splash pads): 25 years

Investment/Cost of Deferred Maintenance

If this project is not funded, what are the costs (ex. increased maintenance costs) of deferring the project?
Are there operating impacts associated with deferring or canceling this project?

The primary cost of deferring the project would be to increase the eventual cost of the project. The conventional
annual escalation costs of 5-7% are likely to be exceeded in coming years, which will make this project more

PRK53 - Loring Park Implementation 258



expensive the longer it is delayed. That could lead to fewer park amenities being rehabilitated or implemented.
In addition, operating costs could increase, especially in the case of more frequent play equipment repairs and
more difficult aquatic facility start-up and operation.

What is the funding strategy for this asset over the long term? Does this project leverage additional non-City
funding sources? If so, are they contingent on city funding for this project?

The assets rehabilitated or implemented under this request will be maintained by MPRB under its Asset
Management Department, with funding approved annually for that purpose. This project does not specifically
leverage non-City funding sources.

Service Level

What, if any, regulatory, industry or environmental standards does this asset need to perform to? Please
describe these elements and how it is currently performing.

The most important industry standards for park amenities are the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
for playgrounds and State of Minnesota health requirements for aquatic facilities. In addition, the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) governs all park improvements. MPRB playgrounds are regularly inspected for compliance
with safety requirements, and pools for health requirements. All existing MPRB facilities meet these
requirements, but because they tend to be older facilities, updated best practices and rules will govern when
they are replaced. MPRB has an ADA Transition Plan in place and regularly includes accessibility improvements
in park implementation projects.

What does a full service level entail for this project? If an existing project, are we currently either meeting this
or missing this target? On a scale of 1-5, please rank the project as it relates to service level (1is "complete
failure - no service delivery/life safety risk", 3 is "the asset works, but not well", and 5 is "perfect - people love
it").

3. This is based on average asset condition and longevity ratings, and the fact that the master plan does not
envision significant change in the park.
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Partnerships

Have Grants for this project been
secured? If yes, please include
grant source and amount.

No

Describe status and timing details
of secured or applied for grants or
other non-City funding sources:

Not applicable

Describe any collaborative
arrangements with outside
project partners, including who
they are and what their role is
with the project:

None.

Describe any inclusion of public
art with the project or
collaboration with Art in Public

Places:

None

Economic
Development

Will the project contribute to
growth in the City’s tax base?

No

Describe the economic
development impact of the
project:

Quality of life is a critical aspect in
a business's decision to relocate
to, remain in, or expand in
Minneapolis. City residents
consistently rate parks as having
extremely high importance to their
quality of life. Therefore, park
renewal to maintain quality and
incorporate desired amenities can
contribute significantly to business
retention and recruitment,
including among under-
represented groups.

Does the project support
redevelopment opportunity that
without the project would be
infeasible?

No

PRKS3 - Loring Park Implementation

Transportation

Is the proposed project on an
existing or planned transitway,
transit route, or high-volume
pedestrian corridor? If yes,
provide details on how the project
will improve the transit and/or
pedestrian experience.

Metro Transit route 25 flanks the
entire southern end of the park,
with multiple stops. In addition,
high-use routes 4 and 6 on
Hennepin/Lyndale stop at the
southwestern corner of the park.
Though this project will not
improve transit connections, the
linkage between parks and transit
benefits both. The project may
consider park trail and sidewalk
improvements to provide improved
accessibility to the transit stop.

Does the proposed project
anticipate multi-modal
enhancements (sidewalks, bicycle
or transit facilities)? Provide
details.

Sidewalks and curb ramps
involving transit and trail
connections could be part of the
project scope.

Is the right-of-way constrained
and do you anticipate that modes
of travel will be competing for
space? Provide details, is there
potential for innovative design
options? Provide details.

Not a right-of-way project
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Operations and Maintenance

Will the request maintain or reduce current
operating and maintenance costs or will it add to or
create new operating or maintenance costs?

Increases in operating costs are possible depending
on which amenities are implemented. Replacement
and upgrades of existing facilities may have minimal
operating cost increases, while larger elements will
have significant increases.

What is the estimated annual operating cost
increase or (decrease) for this project? Unknown at
this time, dependent on the exact facilities
implemented.

Year that Operating Incr/(Decr) will take effect? 2030

Describe how operating cost increases or decreases
were determined and include details such as
personnel costs, materials, contracts, energy
savings, etc:

The appropriate master plan document includes
calculations on likely operations increases for each
elementincluded in the master plan. These costs
were based on known personnel, material, and
equipment costs as currently applied to similar
facilities in the MPRB system.

If new infrastructure, discuss how the
department/agency will pay for the increased annual
operating costs:

This project will likely be a combination of
replacement of existing facilities with like facilities and
of new park amenities. Once project scoping is
complete, MPRB staff will consider likely cost
increases for new infrastructure and incorporate them
into existing operations budgets or will address
increases through MPRB’s annual budgeting process.

For new infrastructure, describe the estimated
timing and dollar amount of future capital
investment required to realize the full expected
useful life of the project:

Though the exact facilities to be included in this
project are not yet known, the project will fully
implement some amount of master plan-directed
elements of the park. These implemented facilities will

PRKS3 - Loring Park Implementation

Project Coordination

Describe completion status for ongoing projects and
how and when the department/agency plans to use
the prior year remaining bond authorizations:

Not applicable

If this is a new project, describe the major project
phases and timing anticipated for completing the
project:

Project scoping, including community engagement,
will initiate in 2027, once funding becomes available.
The community engagement and design process will
likely continue throughout 2027. Construction would
likely begin in 2028 and, depending on the complexity
of the project, could continue into 2029

Scalability/Funding Allocation Flexibility — discuss
any flexibility to increase or decrease funding
among the years in the five-year plan and the most
that could be spent in a given year:

Moving funding from year to year will affect staff ability
to implement projects. Delaying this project will
invariably delay other park improvement projects
called for in the CIP.
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then be expected to achieve their full expected useful
life without subsequent capital investment. Facilities
in the park left un-implemented under this request will
need future stand-alone investment. When equity
metrics direct investment in this park again, MPRB will
submit another CBR.
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Minneapolis City Goals

Minneapolis is an intentionally compassionate city where each of us can reach our full potential while caring for
one another, eliminating racial disparities, improving our environment and promoting social well-being. We lead
in innovative and creative ways, focused not only on our present needs, but also the success of future
generations.

Public Safety - The City prioritizes collaborative and community-inclusive strategies to ensure safety for all
members of our community.

Housing - The City prioritizes equitable access to safe, stable, accessible and affordable housing to eliminate
racial disparities in housing.

Economic Development - The City prioritizes economic inclusion so that all workers and families are supported
and Black, Indigenous and People of Color-owned businesses in all sectors can thrive.

Public Services - The City prioritizes reliable and equitable access to high-quality public services.
Environmental Justice - The City prioritizes sustainable practices and renewable resources to equitably address
climate change while restoring and protecting our soil, water and air.

Built Environment and Transportation - The City prioritizes high-quality neighborhoods, streets, infrastructure
and equitable access to multimodal transportation in all parts of the city through thoughtful planning and design.
Public Health - The City prioritizes positive youth development so that all children can grow healthy and safe.
Arts and Culture - The City prioritizes arts and culture as an important part of inclusive economic development
and placemaking in our communities.

Which of the above goals are furthered by the project? Please describe how the project
furthers these goals.

Public Safety: Construction projects in parks improve safety throughout Minneapolis’s parks, ensuring they are
inviting and allow for healthful activities. They decommission outdated facilities and replace them with new ones
that meet current safety and accessibility standards and expectations.

Housing: Park improvements relate to housing in that they are sometimes identified as a gentrifying force in
neighborhoods. The alternative, however, of not improving parks would do a disservice to those that use them.
MPRB is committed to working with the City to identify and address potential park-related gentrification and
displacement, in order to contribute to stable neighborhoods with excellent park service.

Economic Development: Quality of life is a critical aspect in a business's decision to relocate to, remain in, or
expand in Minneapolis. City residents consistently rate parks as having extremely high importance to their quality
of life. Therefore, park renewal to maintain quality and incorporate desired amenities can contribute significantly
to business retention and recruitment, including among under-represented groups.

Public Services: Though semi-autonomous, MPRB strives for the same efficiency, transparency, and
responsibility as stated in the City's goal. MPRB follows the City's purchasing procedures to ensure fair selection
of services and detailed in-house project-by-project accounting ensures each project has a carefully managed
budget. MPRB involves the public extensively in the scoping and design of park projects and provides detailed
and extensive notifications during construction. Because this park’s master plan was driven by community
involvement, implementation of that plan will allow the public to recreate in ways that meet each individual’s
particular needs.

Environmental Justice: All park projects are executed with an eye to facility longevity and sustainability. MPRB
strives to improve environmental performance and reduce waste with every construction project. MPRB’s
Ecological System Plan, adopted in 2020, provides guidance for all projects on topics ranging from alternative
energy generation to construction impacts. Most park master plans call for reduction of turf grass and naturalized
areas for pollinator habitat and air quality enhancement. When major projects like this one are implemented, this
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is an opportunity to plant additional trees, convert lawn to more sustainable ground surface, and reconsider
stormwater management on park sites. All of the options will be considered as aspects of the project.

Built Environment and Transportation: Ensuring high quality parks communicates investment in people’s lives,
no matter where they come from. In many cases, neighborhoods are physically and socially centered on their
parks. Improving the park will improve the neighborhood.

Public Health: Improving park facilities and adding desired amenities can increase health and quality of life for
neighborhood residents of every age, ability level, economic status, race, ethnicity, and national origin. This
park’s master plan includes numerous facilities intended for year round use by youth and teens, especially
nearby neighbors, who tend to have lower wealth than the city as a whole. In this dense urban neighborhood,
green space and recreational opportunities are at a premium. Improvement at this park will provide much
nee