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Report on l I imeapol is  Park Bosrd P o l i c i e s  on Acquisi t ion,  Retention and 
Dis?osi t ion of Real Es ta te  --- 

The Park Section of t h e  Ci t izens  League's Public Education and Rec- 
rea t ion  Committee was organized i n  July  1953 and issued i t s  f i r s t  repor t  
i n  November 1953. This r e p o r t ,  e n t t t l e d  "Minneapolis Park Board Opera- 
t i o n s ,  1951 vs. 1953 and 1954", was a  follow-up on ho.8 t h e  Park Board is 
using t h e  additional. funds authorized by a  public referendum i n  September 
1952. In  addi t ion  t o  ind ica t ing  how +,he Park Board i s  using i t s  funds, 
t h e  repor t  comments on c e r t a i n  budgeting and accounting p rac t i ces  and 
a l s o  on some adminis t ra t ive ,  maintenacce and planning problems. 

The study of budgeting p r a c t i c e s  i s  continuing and t h e  Section has 
evolved a  plan fo r  v i s i t i n g  a l l  parks during t h e  spr ing and summer wi th  
s u f f i c i e n t  frequency t o  enable t h e  Section t o  comment i n  more d e t a i l  on 
Park Boerd operat ions by t h e  f a l l  of  1954. 

This repor t  i s  a  follow-up on some of t h e  planning problems which 
came t o  t h e  Section's  a t t e n t i o n  i n  i t s  e a r l i e r  study. 



I :  PARK SECTION REPORT 017 ACQUISITION, RETENTION AND ~~~~~~~~L 
OF PARK PROPERTY 

A. !deans a v a i l a b l e  - Purchase, condemnation, donat ions ,  exchange, 
t r a n s f e r  and purchase on con t r ac t .  

E . Planning of  a c q u i s i t i o n s  

1. Basic  guide  - Weir r epo r t  

a .  Deficiency i n  neighborhood parks.  
b. ? lan  con t inua l ly  revised.  
c. Plan a  major f a c t o r  i n  determining a c q u i s i t i o n s .  

Vince Day proper ty ,  P r u d e n t i a l ,  e t c .  

2. r(ecognition 'oy park board of v a l u e  o f  coope ra t ive  en t e r -  
p r i s e  a l s o  a  f a c t o r  i n  acqu i s i t i on .  

Board o f  Education, Planning Commission, Engineer ' s  
Of f i ce ,  L ibrary  3oard ,  C i t y  Counci l ,  S o c i a l  Agencies, 
e t c .  

C .  F u r t h e r  d i scuss ion  of means a v a i l a b l e  f o r  purchase of park 
p rope r t i e s .  

1. By purchase wi th  funds provided. 

a .  By Elwell  proceedings. 
b .  Re-investment of proceeds of s a l e s .  
c. Us2 o f  bond funds. 
d. Use of  condemnation. 

2. Donations 

3. Exchange of  p r o p e r t i e s  t o  improve loca t ion .  
4. Transfer  from other  governmental agencies .  
5. Taking t : t l e  by con t r ac t .  

D. E i s t o r y  of Recent n ~ d  Proposed Requests f o r  Cap i t a l  Expenditures.  

3. Ten ta t ive  conclusions and reconmendations on a c q u i s i t i o n .  

11, Betee t ion  

A. Per iod ic  reviein o f  e x i s t i n g  p rope r t i e s .  

R .  Iiandling o f  p r o p e r t i e s  no longer intended f o r  park use. 

1. Those which have never  been used a s  parks 

Prudent ia l  S i t e  
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2. Those wk.ic!-. have been used a s  parks. 

Elwell F i e l d  - Exchange f o r  b e t t e r  property. 

C. Folding of undeveloped property f o r  f u t u r e  development of c i t y  
or because of lack of fuxds. 

Shingle Creek Valley, Bossen F i e l d ,  Renny Park, W .  E. 
A t h l e t i c  F i e l d ,  Diamond Lake, p a r t  of Wirth Park, 
Chicago & 46th S t . ,  Holmes Park, Elwell F i e l d ,  etc. 

3. Tenta t ive  conclusions a s  t o  re tent ion.  

111. Disposit ion 

A. Ueacs of disposal .  

1. Sa le ,  exchsnge, t r a n s f e r ,  reversion. 
2. Sale o r  t r a n s f e r  of  property requires  approval of  

major i ty  of board and of d i s t r i c t  court .  

B. Basic questions asked a t  t i n e  of d isposal .  

1. '"ill propartir be valuable p a r t  of park system? 
2. ' T i l l  property be useful  t o  o ther  governmental agencies? 
3. 7Lrould s a l e  v i o l a t e  neighborhood pat tern?  
4. Are taxpayers' i r t e r e s t s  properly considered? Price? 

Adding t o  C i t y ' s  t a x  base? 

C. P o l i c i e s  on disposi t ion .  

1. Strong re l i ance  on s t a f f  work. 
2. Zecognltion tha5 park needs may change. 
3. Use of d i s c r e t i o n  i n  disposal  i n  l i g h t  of intended use. 

P r ice  - e f f e c t  on t a x  base. 
4. Board slow t o  s e l l  o r  t r a n s f e r .  

e  Park Section has been studying Xinneapolis Psrk Eoard p o l i c i e s  on 
a c q r ~ i s i t i o c ,  re tent ion and d i spos i t ion  of r ea l  e s t a t e  s i r c e  January 1954 i n  
conjucction ;.!ith i t s  gensral  s tudy of the  ldinneapolis park system. This 
par5;Sciilsr t3p i3  was the  su5ject  of th ree  meetings with members of  t h e  Park 
Zosrd's committee oc Designation, J.cquisition and Improvements end members 
o f  t k e  Park s t a f f .  In  addi t ion  severai  members of the  Section made a  tour  
of progcser? ac; ;uisi t iors  on ;Arch 35 with members of t h e  Park Board and 
s t a f f .  The mate r i a l s  l i s t e d  i n  Apfiendix A were studied by members o f  t h e  
Section. Throughotlt our s tud ies  t h e  Park Boerd and s t a f f  have been most 
c o o 2 e r a t i ~ e .  

From these  neet ings  , t h e  t o u r ,  conferences and t h e  documents s tudied,  
t h s  Fark Section has reached c e r t a i n  5enta t ive  conclus ionsas  t o  t h e  acquis i -  
t i a n ,  r e t e n t i o n  end d i spos i t ion  of  r e s l  e s t a t e  by t h e  Kinneapolis Park 
Board. These a r e  ?reser?ted along with c e r t a i n  f a o t s  under t h e  headings 
Acqnisit  im, Retention,  Disposition. 
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AO3.U I S I T  IONS 

- - A. i,eans Avai lab le  ---- 
Lcsl e s t a t e  i s  acquired by t h e  Park Soard i n  t h e  fol lowing ways: 

1. By purchase - from c u r r e n t  park and playground funds ,  bond furids 
o r  s a l e  proceeds. I l l u s t r a t i o n :  Armatage Fark,  18.87 a c r e s ,  
purchased iri 1947. 

2. By colidemnation which il lcludes purchase. I l l u s t r a t 5 o n :  Theodore 
'?firth Park, 78 a c r e  a d d i t i o n ,  purchased by condemation i n  1953. 

3. Ey donction. 
a )  Ir, connection w i t h  t h e  p l a t t i n g  of  property.  I l l u s t r a t i o n :  

Penn 2!1odel V i l l age  Tr i ang le ,  .18 a c r e s ,  donated i n  1950. 
b )  For eleemosynary purposes. I l l u s t r a t i o n :  E l l i o t  Park ,  2.18 a c r e s ,  

donated i n  1883 bg J. S. E l l i o t .  
4. By exchange. i l l u s t r a t i o n :  P a r t s  o f  Holmes Playground and Riain 

S t r e e t  and 7 t h  Avenue N. G. 2laggrounds were purchased w i t h  funds 
rzceived f r o n  p rope r ty  e x z h a n ~ e d  w i t h  Pioneer  Engineering Works. 

5 .  By tr?.nsf e r  frcm c t h e r  governmental agencies. I l l u s t r a t i o n :  
Sassen  FZeld, 40 a c r e s ,  t ransi 'erred from t h e  S t a t e  of 1:ianesota 
i n  1.947, 

5 .  9;. p9.~rc4.,ase on contract;  w i th  funds oh t s ined  from loans  secured 
o c i y  by t h e  p rope r ty  znd a n t i c i p s t e d  revenues the refron, i, e. , 
n o t  g e w r a l  oS?igat;ons of  t h e  c ?  ty .  I l l u s t r a t i o n :  Gross and 
P:sadov;brook Golf Courses. 

L c q c i s i t i o n s  nus t  b e  approved by a f f i r m a t i v e  vo te s  of a t  l e a s t  1 0  of t h e  
Park Boar2's 1 5  members. 

3 .  Plancing of  Acquis i t ion  -..-- 
. - p!!r. C!larles Doel l ,  Park Superintendect  , i nd i ca t ed  t o  t h e  Sec t ion  t h a t  

e a r l y  development of  t h e  park system cen te red  i n  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  and develop- 
m s t  3f a systerr! of parkways connect ing c u r  important  l a k e  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  t h e  
hissFssipL;.i River  and u l t i n a t e l y  e n c i r c l i n g  t h e  c i t y  i n  i s  known a s  t h e  
Grand F.o:mds Parkway System. R e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  was paid t o  t h e  
zcql2.isition c f  proper ty  f o r  neightrorhood parka. This  has  gradual ly  changed 
and i n  1944 t h e  Board of Park Corr~:~issioners engaged t h e  se rv i ces  of  Ur. L. H. 
-<. . ;:e:r., F' ield Sec re t z ry  f o r  t h e  Xational  Recrea t ion  Assoc ia t ion  of Mew York, 
t o  make a park and r e c r e a t i o n  survey of t h e  C i t y  a f  iiIinr.eapolis. A plan has 
becn kep t  u p t o - d a t e  by t h e  Park s t a f f  and it i s  s e t  f o r t h  ic  t h e  f i v e  rec- 
reati_.on surveys l i s t e d  a s  i tem ;jl i n  Appendix A. These stlrveys serve  a s  t h e  
b a s i c  g u i d . 3 ~  t o  t h e  Park Board. and s t a f f '  i n  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of proper ty  t o -  
l a y  f o r  o r ~ e  of t h e  p r i n c i p a l  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  t h e  syst.em i s  t h e  lack  of neigh- 
barhoed p r k s  i n  cer th i l?  a r e a s .  

I fear ly a l l  of t h s  a c q u i s i t i a n s  s i n c e  1941 except, f o r  Ai rpor t  Park,  Shingle  
Creek a c ?  t h e  Y i r t h  Pa.rlc a d d i t i o n ,  have been f o r  neighborhood parks.  Seven 
p r o p e r t i e s  t-i s i t e d  on t h e  t c u r  ( f o r  l t i n e r a r y  see i tem #9 i n  Appendix A )  were 
r e c e z t l 3  &squi red  o r  a r e  be ing  co1:sidered f o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  t o  help round out  
t 5 e  n e i ~ h h ~ r h o o c ?  park s y s t e ~ ,  
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Yeighborhood parks ,  p re sen t  and proposed, c a l l  f o r  an est imated $12,000,000 . 

out  of t h e  $ 2 4 , 0 0 0 ~ ~ 9 0  which t h e  Park S t a f f  lvould l i k e  t o  spend f o r  c a p i t a l  i m -  
p.r~:-~e!.:.e:~;::s over  t h e  ne& 15  years .  (from i tem #5 i n  Appendix A )  The p lans  f o r  . . . c,.. :, .sx.-7 c--. - - . . . - u . . L ~  arie imlsrovements adding up t o  t h e  o t h e r  $12,000,000 r e l a t e  t o  park- - - 
~ 3 ,  s 3 1 2 ~  l a rge  ~ a r k s .  Plans f o r  parkway and l a r g e  park a c q u i s i t i o n s  and devel- 
037.m. . ...... ; l i ;s appear t o  b e  l e s s  ccnp le t e ly  developed t h a n  t h o s e  f o r  t h e  neighborhood 
parks. 

TI-.-.are i s  eviclence t h a t  t h e  Park Boart! a t t e n p t s  t o  a n t i c i ~ a t e  t h e  development 
of  a r z a s  and a c ~ u i r e  proper ty  whi le  it is  s t i l l  r e l a t i v e l y  low priced.  The 
S h l l ~ l e  Sreek ~ r o p e r t y  i n  no r th  IJ inneapolis ,  acqui red  i n  1948, i s  a n  i l l u s t r a t i o n  
of thLs f o r  thov.gh l i t t l e  developed y e t ,  it appears  c e r t a i n  t h a t  t h e  a rea  w i l l  be  
develorseil. 

J-n i l l c s t r a t i o n  of  t h e  Park Board s t i c k i n g  t o  i t s  p l ans  Eay b e  found in i t s  
r e n c s = l  t o  accept  t h e  Vince Dey proper ty  overlcoking t h e  shores of  Lake Calhoun. 
Reg.rclless of t h e  mer i t s  of t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  g i e c e  of p rope r ty ,  which was of fered  
t-: t'.le Psrk Eohrri f r e e  providing it was developed a s  a park w i t h i n  a c e r t a i n  
t l : l e ,  arid t h e  overtones c f  preserving t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  l a k e  shore ,  t h e  Board 
t%.ned it don?? oa t he  recomnendation of t h e  s t a f f  a s  p rope r ty  not  necessary t o  
tile $roSer ,  o r d e r l y  and b e s t  developme~t  of our  park system.* 

There I s  no l n d l c a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  Park Board has  been going i n t o  t h e  r e a l  es- 
t a t e  Luslness  by buying more than  i s  needed and t h e n  r e s e l l i n g  it, a f t e r  develop- 
ment, a t  a p r o f i t .  Most s a l e s  have been of a minor s t r i p  he re  o r  t he re  which 
were so ld  f o r  t h e  convenience cf t h e  owner of ad jo in ing  property.  (See Page 2 ,  
Appe~ldi:; 9 )  

Cooperation wfth Other Agencies 

T!le a b l l i t y  of ~ a r i o u s  sec t ions  of t h e  c i t y  government t o  j o i n t i y  dea l  w i th  
mutual pl-obiems i s  a matte? of o3vious importance. The a c q u i s i t i o n  and d isposa l  
of laxid by t h o  Park Board a s  v e l l  a s  i t s  use whi le  r e t a ined  has a c lose  r e l a t i o n -  
s%? t o  a c t i v i t i e s  of o the r  municipal governmente.1 bodies .  Also some a c t i v i t i e s  
of t L e  Park System a r e  c lose?y  i n t e r - r e l a t e d  wi th  those  of c e r t a i n  s o c i a l  agencies. 
Coopzra-tl.o:~ b e t w e n  t h e  Park Board, Park s t a f f  and o t h e r  agencies  i s  t he re fo re  
aort:;y of' ecmaen5. 

A s i g n i f l c s n t  a s p e c t  of Park Board a c q u i s i t i o n s  s ince  1941 i s  t h e  po l i cy  of 
devel.opir,g park s i t e s  i n  conjunct ion wi th  t h e  school s i t e s  and i n  cooperation with 
the  Ecard  of E6usation. Such developments a r e  i l l u s t r a t e d  by  t h e  Waite Park S i t e  
and Armatage Par!: S i t e  a c q u i s i t i o n s  i n  1947, Kenny Park S i t e  i n  1948, Cleveland 
School ?layground S i t e  i n  IS49 and Holmes School S i t e  i n  1353. This j o i n t  devel- 
opme:lt c-f f ' a c i l i t i e s  i s  most advantegeous from t h e  s tandpoin t  of both users  and 
tax??ayers. Some o f  t h e  pa rks ,  such a s  Armatage, w i l l  include a regional  a t h l e t i c  
. f i e l d  2 s  well  a s  a neighborhoed playground. 

Future devzloplnent of parks a t  school s i t e s  may be  financed i n  p a r t  with 
f e s e r a l  h n d s  a t  Ear r i son  and Frankl in  Schools. These moneys would be  made a v a i l -  
a b l s  thrcugh t h e  Eousing and Redevelopmeat Aut'nority wi th  which t h e  Park Board 
arid s t a f f  a l s o  work c lose ly .  

* This  a c t i o n  by  t h e  Board ltres subsequently reversed and t h e  Board d id  agree t o  
t a k e  t h e  pro2er ty  i f  it was donated by t h e  County Board ?or park purposes. 
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The Park Eosrd eEd s t a f f  seen t o  have good working re la t ionsh ip  wi th  t h e  
City P l a ~ n i n g  Co;mission, the  Ci ty  Engineer's Office and wi.th t h e  s o c i a l  agen- 
--.- ---. - 
c l s s  a33  s e t t l e x e n t  houses. A study by the  Group '!vorl+ and Recreation Division -- - 
or" t h e  '2omz1.mity Relfare  Council resul ted  i n  t h e  Prep Report,  a jo in t  statement 
c l s r i f y i n g  t h e  r e l a t i v e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of governmental and p r i v a t e  agencies 
i n  t h e  f i e l d  of recreat icn .  

I n  general ,  t h e  statement develops t h e  p r inc ip le  t h a t  t h e  Park Board w i l l  
no5 g ive  primary recognit ion t o  soc ia l  need i n  locat ion of i t s  f a c i l i t i e s ,  but  
5;:rjt-eed w i l l  attempt t o  d i s t r i b u t e  f a c i l i t i e s  mainly on a geographical and popu- 
l a t i o n  coccentrat ion b a s i s .  

The Park Boardf s r e la t ions  seem t o  be l e a s t  good with t h e  Ci ty  Council. It 
i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  t e l l  a t  t h i s  t i n e  whether t h i s  i s  s c l e l y  an outgrowth of  t h e  
contro.versy over t h e  continued operat ion of Ryan and Riverside Baths o r  has o the r  
bas i s .  

The Park Roard recent ly  leased one of i t s  bui ld ings  a t  WeSber Park i n  nor th  
Mlnaeai?olis t o  t h e  LiSrary Board f o r  use a s  a branch l ib ra ry .  This represents  
tile second co:nhined'use of l i b r g r y  and park f a c i l i t i e s  except f o r  branch l i b r a  r- 
i e s  i n  some of t h e  schools b u i l t  with parks adjoining. The o t h e r  such j o i n t  use 
i s  Longfellow branc!l l i b r a r y  i n  Xinnehaha S t a t e  Park. 

C. Fv.rtb.e~ discuss ion of means avai lable  f o r  purchase of park proper t ies .  

1. By purchase wi th  funds provided by 

a )  Elwell Proceedings 

As t o  acqu i s i t ion  and development of parks through t h e  use of 
Elv:ell proceedings -&erein t h e  surrounding property i s  assessed and 
pays GTer a period of years a l l  c r  a por t ion  of t h e  cos t  of  such 
acqu i s i t ion  and/or d e v e l o p ~ e n t ,  t h e  property owners have an oppor- 
t u ~ i t y  t o  express t h e i r  corsent  o r  d issent .  Generally, t h e  Park 
Bcard has  followed t h e  wishes of t h e  majori ty i n  t h e  neighborhood 
even though it i s  no t  required 50 do so. 

-- ~ 3 i l e  no completely uniform way of f inancing t h e  acqu i s i t ion  of 
neighborhood parks has been followe2, app l i ca t ion  of  t h e  Elwell law 
has been t h e  t y 2 i c s l  and most usual means. It should perhaps a l s o  
S e  noted t h a t  some l o c a l i t i e s  lack neighborhood parks because t h e  
res idex t s  have been u n ~ r i l l i n s  t o  underwrite expansion of t h e  Park 
Szrsten by paying t h e  added t axes  which would be assessed aga ins t  
them un le r  t h e  E l w s l l  law. Some quest ions a l s o  have been ra ised  
s s  t o  t h e  f a i r n e s s  cf the  present  method of sca l ing  Elwell assess-  
ments i n  re la t ior i  t o  t h e  proxini ty  of t h e  proposed park s i t e .  

Exarnples of neigh5orhood a;?proval a r e  i'laite Park, Armatage, 
Icenay and t h e  Chicago Bvexue and 46th S t r e e t  playground. Residents 
of a nor th  Minneapolis area reoently turned down Elwell proceedings 
which would have given them a neighborhood park,  so t h e  Park Board 
and s t a f f  have not  proceeded fur ther .  S imi lar ly  t h e  lack of unan- 
i n i t y  on a playgrousd a t  P i c o l l e t  and 60th S t r e e t  i s  slowing down, 
ax6 p e r h a p  stogpizg developments a t  t h i s  locat ion.  
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b )  Reinvestment of t h e  Proceeds of  Sa l e s  

Some ques t ion  may b e  r a i s e d  a s  t o  t h e  p o l i c y  of t h e  Park Board 
of g e n e r a l l y  r e i n v e s t i n g  t h e  proceeds of t h e  s a l e  of park p rope r ty  
i n  o t h e r  proper ty  i n  t h e  genera l  v i c i n i t y  o f  t h e  proper ty  sold. For 
example, t h e  Park Board promised t o  use t h e  proceeds from t h e  s a l e  
of  t h e  Brotvnie Lake p rope r ty  t o  t h e  P ruden t i a l  L i f e  Insurance Com- 
pany f o r  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  and/or development of o t h e r  park p rope r ty  
in t h a t  genera l  a r ea .  (AS a  r e s u l t  of t h a t  o f f e r  and without  o t h e r  
l e g a l  b a s i s ,  s o  f a r  a s  we can  f ind ,  t h e  c o u r t  o rder  approving t h e  
s a i e  d i r e c t e d  t h e  Park Board t o  use t h e  funds  i n  an  a rea  w i t h i n  13 
n i l e s  of t h e  land  sold.) While t h i s  p o l i c y  and p r a c t i c e  may p a r t i -  
a l l y  s a l v e  t h e  f e e l i n g s  o f  t h e  owners o f  t h e  ad j acen t  p r o p e r t i e s  who 
u s u a l l y  o b j e c t  t o  t h e  s a l e ,  we have some doub t s  a s  t o  whether it i s  
a  sound pol icy .  Since t h e  proceeds belong,  i n  r e a l i t y ,  t o  t h e  whole 
community, it can b e  s t r o n g l y  argued t h a t  t h e y  should b e  used f o r  
t h e  community's most p re s s ing  need o r  needs f o r  park f a c i l i t i e s ,  re -  
g a r d l e s s  o f  l o c a t i o n .  

c )  Use of Bond Funds 

The gene ra l  philosophy t h a t  seems t o  p r e v a i l  i n  government t h a t  
a l l  c a p i t a l  a c q u i s i t i o n s  of  any consequence should be  f inanced from 
bond fimds seems t o  be  s o m e ~ ~ h a t  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  Park Board's opera- 
t i o n s .  While long range c a p i t a l  expendi tures  a r e  c l e a r l y  a  l e g i t i -  
mate and perhaps t h e  o c l y  l e g i t i m a t e  use f o r  bond funds ,  t h e  poss i -  
b i l i t i e s  o f  f i n a n c i n g  some p r o j e c t s  ou t  of c u r r e n t  ope ra t ing  funds 
should be  c o n s t a n t l y  k e p t  i n  mind. I t  has been suggested t h a t  in -  
t e r e s t  on t h e  bonds should come o u t  o f  c u r r e n t  budgets a s  a  d e t e r r e n t  
t o  excess ive  bond r e q u e s t s  from governmental departments. It is en- 
couraging t o  no te  t h a t  approximately $100,000 i n  opera t ing  funds i s  
planned f o r  c a p i t a l  development i n  1954. 

d )  Use o f  Condemnation 

The choice  between o u t r i g h t  purchase and purchase through con- 
demnation appears  t o  be made on t h e  b a s i s  of  whether o r  n o t  a  p r i c e  
t h a t  can  b e  defended as  reasonable can be  a r r i v e d  a t .  I f  s o ,  con- 
dstmation may be  avoided. Condemnation i s  u s u a l l y  necessary  where 
many s e l l e r s  are involved. I n  a l l  c a s e s  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  o f  a  r e g i s -  
t e r e d  a p p r a i s e r  i s  obtained t o  guard a g a i n s t  t h e  payment of  more 
than  t h e  p rope r ty  i s  worth. 

2a. Donations - by P l a t  

One of t h e  r e a l  problems of  t h e  Park Board a r i s e s  from t h e  prac- 
t i c e  of r e a l t o r s  and promoters of donat ing t o  t h e  Park Board t h e  ir- 
r e g u l a r  odds and ends which develop when a n  a r e a  i s  p l a t t e d .  These 
t r i a n g l e s ,  c i r c l e s ,  squares ,  e t c . ,  a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  of  l i t t l e  use a s  a  
park e i t h e r  f o r  s cen ic  o r  r e c r e a t i o n  purposes.  The i r  maintenance and 
p o l i c i n g  i s  expensive and troublesome, y e t  it i s  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  
Park aoa rd  t o  r e f u s e  them, f o r  t h e r e  i s  no o t h e r  agency any b e t t e r  
equipped t o  handle them and w i t h  45 such a r e a s  under one-half a c r e  i n  
s i z e  a l r e a d y  o w ~ e d  and under c a r e  by t h e  Board, it i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
e x p l a i n  why o t h e r s  should n o t  be added. 
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Fron a  l e g a l  s tandpoin t  t h e  Board cannot b e  compelled t o  t a k e  them 
a116 it appears  t h a t  t h e  Board should t r y ,  and h a s  t r i e d ,  t o  s tand  f i rm  
on t h i s ,  un l e s s  t h e  a r ea  meets c e r t a i n  d e f i n i t e  s tacdards .  Once a  p l a t  
i s  accepted showing t h e  p rope r ty  a s  belonging t o  t h e  Park Board, t h e  
Board appears  t o  b s  s t u c k  wi th  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  c a r e  of t h e  
property.  I f  it l a t e r  g i v e s  up t h e  p rope r ty ,  it probably r e v e r t s  t o  
those  who owned t h e  p rope r ty  a t  t h e  t ime it was p l a t t e d .  

The only  r e c e n t  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  t h i s  t ype  which has  come t o  our  
a t t e n t i o n  i s  Penn h10del V i l l age  Tr i ang le  c o n s i s t i n g  of  .18 a c r e  do- 
c a t e d  t o  t h e  Park Board i n  1950. I n  t h i s  c a s e  t h e  Board i n s i s t e d  
t h a t  t h e  t r i a n g l e  b e  improved and embell ished and it a l s o  received 
t .$63 a year  f o r  t e n  years  f o r  t h e  maintenance of  t h e  t r i a n g l e .  This  
lxas more %\an had been r equ i r ed  of e a r l i e r  dooors. L i t t l e  progress  
has been made i n  reducing t h e  number of such a r e a s  f o r  which t h e  Park 
Board i s  respons ib le .  

2b. Donations - eleemosynary 

The donat ions of va luable  o r  s u b s t a n t i a l  t r a c t s  of p rope r ty  t o  t h e  
Park Board vary  g r e a t l y  a s  t o  t h e i r  c h a r i t a b i e  motivat ion.  I n  some 
cases  a  l a r g e  p a r c e l  may be  given t o  t h e  Park Board a s  a  p a r t  of a  
devel.opnent because t h e  pa rce l  has  topographic o r  sub-surface condi- 
t i o n s  which makg it unsu i t ab l e  f o r  bu i ld ing .  The hope t h a t  t h e  Park 
Board w i l l  even tua l ly  f i l l  i n  t h e  swamp o r  dredge p a r t  of it t o  make 
a l ake  o r  grade t h e  c l i f f s  i n t o  a  l e v e l  p l a y  a r e a ,  prompts t h e  pro- 
moter t o  suggest  t h a t  t h e  a r e a  be o f f e r e d  t o  t h e  Park Board. I f  t h e  
Park Board a c c e p t s ,  p rospec t ive  buyers  can t h e n  be  promised t h a t  some 
day t h e  land  w i l l  probably be inqroved. 

The forecoing  i s  no t  s a i d  c r i t i c a l l y ,  s i n c e  t h e  arrangement us- 
u a l l y  works o u t  we l i  i n  t h e  long run. The Park Board gene ra l ly  should 
expect  t o  5uy o r  be  given cheap land  and it is  t h e  body respons ib le  
f o r  beau t i fy ing  o u r  c i t y  by improving and enhancing i t s  n a t u r a l  f ea tu re s .  

Donations of  t h e  kind descr ibed  above a r e  t o  be  c o n t r a s t e d ,  how- 
eve r ,  w i t h  t h e  donor of a  park s i t e  who owns l i t t l e  o r  no ad jo in ing  
~ r o p e r t y  afid who i s  motivated s o l e l y  o r  mainly by t h e  d e s i r e  t o  beau- 
t i f y  t h e  c i t y ,  e l imina te  a  b l i g h t ,  p reserve  a  geographical  o r  h i s t o r i -  
c a l  land mark o r  provide r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s .  Dor-ations o f  t h i s  
k ind  t o  t h e  Perk Eoard hsve been extremely r a r e  and f a r  be-hveen. The 
only major donat ion of t h i s  kind was made by C. C.  Viebber who gave 
+150,000 t o  $170,000 f o r  a  bu i ld ing  and t h e  IVebber Baths i n  Tebber Park 
a s  a  memorial t o  h i s  son,  and J. S. E l l i o t  who donated t h e  land f o r  
E l l i o t  Park. 

3. Exchange 

The recent  t r a n s f s r  of p r o p e r t i e s  w i th  Pioneer  Engineering Works 
lvher*eby t h e  l a r k  Board exchanged a  l i t t l e  used park f o r  two p i eces  of 
p rope r ty  i n  much b e t t e r  l o c a t i o n s ,  i l l u s t r a t e s  an  exchange o f  proper ty  
b e n e f i c i a l  t o  a l l .  

4. Transfers  from o t h e r  Governmental Agencies 

The l i s t  (1tem 1 0  Appendix A )  of p r o p e r t i e s  acqui red  i n  t h e  p a s t  
20 years  shows t h i s  t o  b e  an  important  source of proper ty  f o r  t h e  Park 
Boa r d  . Included a  r e  : 
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1936 john C. Bohanan F i e l d  - 8.4 a c r e s  - (formerly a p a r t  of t h e  
work house s i t e )  - t r a n s f e r r e d  from C i t y  Council. 

1541 Frank H. Peavey F i e l d  - .5  acres .  
Northeast  A t h l e t i c  F i e l d  - p a r t  of 36.58 ac re s .  
7;Jold Chamberlain F i e l d  - p a r t  o f  40 a c r e s  - donated by t h e  S t a t e .  

1947 Chicago Avenue and 46th S t r e e t  - playground s i t e  - p a r t  of 8.4 
a c r e s  - t r a n s f e r r e d  from t h e  S t a t e .  
Bossen F i e l d  - 40 a c r e s  - t r a n s f e r r e d  from t h e  S t a t e .  

1948 Kenriy Park - 9.52 a c r e s  - one-half rece ived  by S t a t e  deed. 

The t r a n s f e r s  from t h e  S t a t e  a r e  made up e n t i r e l y  of t a x  f o r -  
f e i t e d  lands. They a l l  r ep re sen t  t r a n s f e r s  w i thou t  c o s t  t o  t h e  Park 
Board, b u t  a r e  c o ~ d i t i o n e d  t h a t  t h e  p rope r ty  must b e  used f o r  park 
purposes o r  it w i l l  r e v e r t  t o  t h e  S t a t e .  

The amount of t a x  f o r f e i t e d  lands  w i t h i n  t h e  c i t y  has  diminished 
t o  t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  t h i s  would n o t  appear  t o  b e  a n  important  source o f  
park proper ty  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  

The C i t y  Council made t h e  one t r a n s f e r  t o  t h e  Park Board i n  1936 
and more r e c e n t l y  has been t r y i n g  t o  g e t  t h e  Park Board t o  t a k e  t h e  
Ryan and Rivers ide  Baths,  which t h e  c i t y  had operated f o r  many years  
up t o  1952, when t h e  Park Board took  over  t h e i r  ope ra t ion  temporari ly .  
Both b a t h s  a r e  c losed  a t  p resent  and a t tempts  by  t h e  c i t y  t o  s e l l  Ryan 
Bath has been unsuccessful .  

5. Taking T i t l e  by Contract .  

This  has  been a p a r t i c u l a r l y  u s e f u l  device  f o r  enabl ing t h e  Park 
Board t o  buy golf courses  wi thout  having t o  ask f o r  t he  issuance of 
general  o b l i g a t i o n  bonds. Under t h i s  method of  a c q u i s i t i o n ,  purchase 
i s  made on c o n t r a c t  w i t h  funds secured only  by  t h e  p rope r ty  and an- 
t i c i p a t e d  revenues therefrom. To o u r  knowledge t h i s  method has  n o t  
been used except  f o r  revenue producing p r o p e r t i e s  such a s  gol f  courses.  

D. Kis to ry  of Recent and Proposed Requests f o r  Cap i t a l  Expenditures 

On Novenber 27, 1953, a memorandum was addressed t o  t h e  Board of Park 
Commissioners by t h e  Superintendent  of Parks e n t i t l e d  "Long-Range C a p i t a l  
Expenditure Xequirements". These requirements were d iv ided  i n t o  those  f o r  
neighborhood and r e c r e a t i o n  u n i t s  and f o r  parkways and l a r g e  ?arks.  Each 
c l a s s i f i c e t i o n  was i n  t u r n  d iv ided  i n t o  those  considered t o  b e  fo ore most", 
"Intermediate"  and "Remote" w i t h  a l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  t o  be  accomplished i n  
1 5  years .  This  memorandum summarizes a s  fo l lows:  

Requested Cap i t a l  Expenditures  f o r :  

Foremost In t e rmed ia t e  Remote To ta l  - 
Neighborhood Park and $2,337,000 $6,932,000 $2,884,565 $12,153,565 

Recreat ion Uni t s  

Parkways and Large Parks * 4,659,lCO 3,939,000 1,300,000 

Approximate To ta l  * $7,000,000 $9,000,000 $8,000,000 $24,000,000 
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* &!any i tems  a r e  shown under "Parkv~ays and Large Parks" a s  c o s t  "not 
est imated".  This  accounts f o r  t h e  f a i l u r e  of t h e  above f i g u r e s  t o  reach 
t h e  "Approximate Tota l"  shown on t h e  l a s t  l i n e  which i s  quoted from t h e  
.idmc randum. 

Of t h e  suns requested only  #401,000 i s  f o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  of new Park 
property.  The remainder i s  f o r  improvement of e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s .  

The bond reques ts  of t h e  Park Board and t h e  amount a l l o t t e d  dur ing  
t h e  p a s t  f i v e  years  has  been a s  fol lows:  

Amount Requested Amount Allowed 

1951 1,173,000 323,000 
(storm damage) 75,000 75,000 10/1/51 

The annual average c a p i t a l  expenditure  required t o  meet " ~ o n g - ~ a n g e  
Bond Requests* i s  $1,60C,000. 

- 
D. Ten ta t ive  Conclusions and Recommendations a s  t o  Acqu i s i t i on  

1. The Park s t a f f  i s  l ~ e l l  aware t h a t  a community i s  dynamic, and t h e  park 
system must be  dynamic t o  keep up wi th  it. The i r  planning a t tempts  t o  
t a k e  i c t o  account  populat ion t r e n d s ,  zoning (p re sen t  and ~ r o p o s e d )  , land 
use ,  n a t i o n a l  s tandards f o r  municipal pa rks ,  age groupings, l e i s u r e  time 
p a t t e r n ,  suburban development, f m c t i o n a l  and p r a c t i c a l  u se ,  ease  o f  
maintenance and o t h e r  f a c t o r s .  

2. The P ~ r k  Board and s t a f f  a r e  n o t  proceeding wi th  a c q u i s i t i o n s  on a ran- 
don b a s i s  b u t  a r e  proceeding on t h e  b a s i s  o f  comprehensive p lans  which 
a r e  b e h g  kept  up-to-date. This  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t r u e  a s  t o  neighborhood 
parks  5 u t  no t  a s  t r u e  a s  t o  parkways and l a r g e  parks. A survey end plan 
f o r  park l~ay  and na jo r  park development i s  now underway by t h e  Park s t a f f .  

"'{e have n o t  reviewed t h e  p lans  i n  d e t a i l  and do no t  have t h e  exper t  know- 
ledge o r  ex9erience t o  comment on t h e  p lans  a t  t h i s  t ime except t o  s t a t e  
+ h a t  ';hey seem quit.e extensive and we a r e  conserned a s  t o  t h e  Park 
Eoard 's  a b i l i t y  t o  opera te  end n a l n t a i n  such an  ex tens ive  system a s  i s  
eilvisxged on i t s  p resent  budget o r  on any budget which t h e  c i t y  might 
a u t h o r i z e  f o r  parks and s t i l l  keep it conmensurate w i t h  o t h e r  c i t y  op- 
e r a t i o n s .  Our s t ady  of budgeking procedures ,  which i s  cont inuing ,  may 
enable us  t 3  determine whether o r  no t  i n  our  opinion adequate  a t t e n t i o n  
i s  Se lng  given i n  t h e  planning and a c q u i s i t i o n  of new f a c i l i t i e s  t o  t h e  
c o s t  o f  zke year-to-year maintenance and opera t ion  of  such f a c i l i t i e s .  

Also ,  c u r  s tudy  of Park Eoard ope ra t ions  a t  t h e  many parks t h i s  summer 
may enable us  t o  make some f u r t h e r  c o m ~ e n t s  on t h e  Park Board's p l ans  
f o r  f u t u r e  development of t h e  system, a s  we l l  a s  maintenance and opera- 
t i o n  c f  t h e  p re sen t  system. 
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... 4. ire r a i s e  q u e s t i o n s  a s  t o  t h e  p o l i c y  o f  l i m i t i n g  t h e  use  o f  t h e  p roceeds  
o f  a s a l e  o f  pa rk  p r o p e r t y  t o  t h e  v i c i n i t y  o f  t h e  p r o p e r t y  s o l d .  

- - . :re a s k  t h a t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of more c a p i t a l  o u t l a y  from c u r r e n t  o p e r a t -  
i n g  f u n d s  b e  a lways k e p t  i n  mind. 

6.  Ye b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  dona t ing  of p l a t t e d  odds  and ends  t o  t h e  Park  Board 
shou ld  b e  d i scouraged  and some e f f o r t  t o  reduce t h e  number o f  such 
p i e c e s  no7!{ h e l d  shou ld  b e  made. --. 

From t h e  t a x p a y e r s  s t a n d p o i n t  t h e  p o l i c i e s  o f  t h e  Park Board a s  t o  t h e  
r e t e n t i o n  of ? r o p e r t i e s  a r e  of a lmos t  e q u a l  importance a s  p o l i c i e s  on  a c -  
q u i s i t i o n .  I s  t h e  Park  Board r e t a i n i n g  under  i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  and o f f  t h e  
t a x  r o l e s  p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  no l o n g e r  i n t e n d e d  f o r  pa rk  use? Does it 
have much undeveloped p r o p e r t y ?  Are t h e  pa rks  l a r g e r  t h a n  t h e y  need be?  

The Park S e c t i o n  h a s  a t t e m p t e d  t o  g a t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  which would b e  
h e l p f u l  i n  answer ing  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s .  It i s  n o t  ready  w i t h  f i n a l  conclu-  
s i o n s  a t  t h i s  t i f i e  and  w i l l  n o t  b e  u n t i l  a  more d e t a i l e d  s t u d y  o f  pa rk  
o p e r a t i o n s  i s  completed. However, it may b e  h e l p f u l  t o  s t a t e  t h e  t e n t a -  
t i v e  c o r ~ c l u s i o n s  developed t o  d a t e  a s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  t o u r ,  mee t ings ,  
r e p o r t s ,  e t c .  , t o  which t h e  S e c t i o n  h a s  been  exposed. 

I. P e r i o d i c  Review 

The Park s t a f f  seems t o  be  w e l l  a c q u a i n t e d  w i t h  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  a l l  
p r o p e r t i e s  h e l d  a n d ,  a s  i s  mentioned i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n ,  o p e r a t e s  
g e n e r a l l y  on a planned program o f  development. T h i s  means t h a t  t h e  
3 o a r d  and s t a f f  have made d e c i s i o n s  a s  t o  f u t u r e  developments so t h a t  
it i s  r e l a t i v e l y  c i e a r  whe ther  p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  p r e s e n t l y  n o t  i n  
u s e  shou ld  b e  r e t a i n e d  and a l s o  whe ther  pa rk  use  of c e r t a i n  p r o p e r t i e s  
i s  tc b e  d i s c o n t i n u e d .  P r o p e r t i e s  a r e  reviewed p e r i o d i c a l l y  b y  t h e  
s t a f f  and f i e l d  i n s p e c t i o n  t r i p s  f o r  Board members a r e  a r r a n g e d  from 
t i m e  t c  t ime  t o  pe rmi t  them t o  view p a r t i c u l a r  p r o p e r t i e s  i n  c o n n e c t i o n  
w i t h  a c t i o n  on s t a f f  recommendations. 

8. I r o p e r t i e s  No Longer In tended  f o r  Park Use 

P r o p e r t i e s  no l o n g e r  i n t e n d e d  f o r  pa rk  use  i n c l u d e  p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  
have never  Seen used f o r  pa rk  purposes  and p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  have been 
b u t  a r e  no  l o n g e r  t o  b e  used f o r  p a r k  purposes .  

I n  t h e  f i r s t  c a t e g o r y  t h e  Park Board and s t a f f  pu t  t h e  Bro-mie  
Lake p r o p e r t y ,  which was s o l d  t o  t h e  P r u d e n t i a l  L i f e  Insurance  Company. 
Located a t  t h e  edge  o f  t h e  c i t y ,  i n  a n  a r e a  i s o l a t e d  b y  t h e  r a i l r o a d  
and highways and  in a n  a r e a  whit-h i s  s e r v e d  b y  e x c e l l e n t  park  f a c i l i -  
t i e s ,  t h e  Park s t a f f  d i d  c o t  p l a n  any  improvement f o r  t h e  Brovmie Lake 
a r -a .  Except f o r  i t s  s c e n i c  v a l u e ,  t h e  p r o p e r t y  was l i t t l e  used.  

In t h e  second c a t e g o r y  i s  -- 
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Elwell  F i e l d  - 9th  S t r e e t  and 5 t h  Avenue S. E. This  p i ece  of 
p rope r ty  was used f o r  about  10  years  a s  a  park b u t  it was always con- 
s idered  a  poor l o c a t i o n .  Recent ly it was so ld  t o  Bu t l e r  Nanufactur- 
ing  Ccmpany a s  a  p a r t  of a  t r a n s a c t i o n  which enabled t h e  Park Board 
t o  acqu i r e  p rope r ty  f o r  Holmes Playground a t  3rd Avenue S. E. between 
4 t h  and 5 t h  S t r e e t s ,  and t h e  new El-~tel l  F i e l d  a t  9 th  Avenue and 4 t h  
S t r e e t  S. E. I n  t h e  opinion of t h e  Park Board and s t a f f ,  t h e s e  parks 
w i l l  serve t h e  a rea  b e t t e r  t h a n  t h e  o l d  Elurell Fj.eld did.  

The Park Board has  n o t  g e n e r a l l y  followed t h e  p r a c t i c e  of  l i s t -  
ing  o r  a d v e r t i s i n g  i t s  "surplus" p r o p e r t i e s  f o r  s a l e .  For s a l e  s igns  
have been put  on some t r a c t s  without  p a r t i c u l a r  success.  

I n  our  conferences w i t h  t h e  Park s t a f f  t o  d a t e ,  we have n o t  
found t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  many p a r c e l s  of p rope r ty  owned by t h e  Park Board 
which a r e  no t  intended f o r  park use. We have made no a t tempt  a s  y e t  
t o  reach independent conclus ions  a s  t o  whether o r  n o t  t h e  Park Board 
has much p rope r ty  whtch we b e l i e v e  should 'be  disposed of. 

We concluded i n  our  f i r s t  r e p o r t  and s t i l l  a r e  of t h e  opinion 
t h a t  t h e  Park Board i s  having a  d i f f i c u l t  t ime ca tch ing  up and keep- 
ing  up on t h e  maintenance of t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  it p r e s e n t l y  owns and op- 
e r a t e s .  

C. Undeveloped Proper ty  

Undeveloped p rope r ty  includes proper ty  t h a t  has n o t  been improved 
a t  a l l ,  such a s  t h e  Shingle  Creek Val ley  a r e a ,  aossen  F i e l d ,  Kenny 
Park ,  p a r t  of X. E. AthleSic F i e l d ,  t h e  south end of  Diamond Lake, t h e  
80-acre a d d i t i o n  t o  mi r th  Park and t h e  playground a t  Chicago and 46th 
S t r e e t ,  Hoimes Park and Elwell  F i e l d  and a r e a s  which have been i m -  
proved b u t  a  r e  n o t  used p a r t i c u l a r l y  o r  aimed a t  any p a r t i c u l a r  park 
use ,  such a s  some o f  t h e  t r i a n g l e s ,  t h e  southwest co rne r  o f  Lyndale 
Fa-mstead and p a r t  of Columbia Park. 

The development of some of  t h e s e  p r o p e r t i e s  i s  be ing  a c t i v e l y  
c a r r i e d  ou t  now i n  accordance wi th  p l ans  discussed w i t h  t h e  Sec t ion  
by t h e  Park Board s t a f f .  This  p a r t  i nc ludes  p a r t  o f  Peavey F i e l d ,  
Kenny Park,  t h e  Rolmes Park,  t h e  playground a t  Chicago and 46th and 
t h e  new Elwell  F ie ld .  

P a r t  of t h e  undeveloped proper ty  i s  awa i t i ng  t h e  development of  
new r e s i d e n t i a l  d i s t r i c t s .  This  i nc ludes  t h e  Shingle  Creek Val ley  
a rea  and Bossen Fie ld .  

And p a r t  o f  t h e  undeveloped p rope r ty  remains undeveloped f o r  
l ack  of funds o r  because p lans  a s  t o  i t s  b e s t  use have no t  been agreed 
upon. This  inc ludes  t h e  a d d i t i o n  t o  Yiirth park,  p a r t  o f  Columbia Park, 
p a r t s  of Peavey and Stewart  F ie ld .  

D. Ten ta t ive  Conclusions a s  t o  Reten t ion  

1. The Park Board does n o t  appear t o  be  holding many p rope r t i e s  o r  
p a r t s  of p r o p e r t i e s  which a r e  n o t  i n  u se  o r  intended f o r  use f o r  
park: puryoses. 
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2. Som5 t r a c t s  may be l a r g e r  than  a r e  needed. The Board has shown 
a  wi l l i ngness  t o  reduce t h e  s i z e  of a  p a r t i c u l a r  holding when 
requested t o  do so by a  buyer and t h e  s t a f f  recommends it. It 
i s  no t  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  Board and s t a f f  have taken  l eade r sh ip  i n  
considering t h e  reduct ion i n  s i z e  of  c e r t a i n  holdings. 

3. Proper t i e s  a r e  reviewed p e r i o d i c a l l y  f o r  poss ib l e  r ev i s ion  i n  use. 

4. The Park Board has  d iscont inued t h e  use of and a c t u a l l y  disposed 
of  c e r t a i n  lands  which had l o s t  much of t h e i r  value a s  park prop- 
e r t y .  

DISPOSITION 

A. &leans of Disposal 

Beal e s t a t e  i s  disposed of by t h e  Park Board i n  t h e  fol lowing ways: 

1. By s a l e  -- i l l u s t r a t i o n :  Brownie Lake proper ty  so ld  t o  Pruden- 
t i a l  L i f e  Insurance Company i n  1952. 

2. By exchange v f ~ t h  p r i v a t e  p z r t i e s  -- i l l u s t r a t i o n :  Pioneer En- 
g ineer ing  Company. Exchange o f  p a r t  of N. E. A t h l e t i c  F ie ld  
f o r  p a r t  of  Iiolmes Park s i t e  i n  1953. 

3. Ey exchange wi th  o t h e r  governmental agencies  -- i l l u s t r a t i o n :  
1.57 a c r e s  a t  Armatage Park exchanged w i t h  t h e  Board o f  Educa- 
t i o n  i n  1951. 

4. By t r a n s f e r  t o  o ther  governmental agencies  -- i l l u s t r a t i o n :  
land from Glenwood Camden Park:vay t r a n s f e r r e d  f o r  s t r e e t  use - 
1.46 a c r e s  i n  1948. 

5. By reversion t o  t h e  S ta t e .  (where it i s  decided t h a t  t a x  f o r -  
f e i t e d  lands acqulired f o r  park purposes a r e  no t  t o  b e  so used 
t h e y  r e v e r t  t o  t h e  S ta t e . )  

A s a l e  o r  t r a n s f e r  of park proper ty  r equ i re s  t h e  approval of a  ma jo r i ty  
of t h e  3oard and t h e  approval of t h e  D i s t r i c t  Court.  The cour t s  normally 
approve 3c3rd a c t i o ~  a s  a  l e g i s l a t i v e  func t ion  i f  t h e  Board has used reason- 
a b l e  d i sc re t ion .  The va lue  received must b e  wi th in  reason and an a p p r a i s a l  
i s  customari ly obtained a s  a  guide i n  accept ing  o r  r e fus ing  an  of fer .  

Howard JIoore , t h e  Board' s S e s r e t a r y  and Ass i s t an t  Attorney,  s t a t e d  t h a t  
he could no t  r e c a l l  a  case  where t h e  c o u r t  had blocked a t r ansac t ion  which 
t h e  Board had approved. 

B. Ques t i .ms  Asked a t  Time of Disposal 

The b a s i c  ques t ions  asked before  a  dec i s ion  i s  reached a s  t o  d ispos i -  
t i c n  a r e :  

1. I s  t h e  property now, o r  i f  r e t a ined  1 , v i l l  it b e ,  a  valuable p a r t  
of t h e  park system? This involves  t h e  same f a c t o r s  which a r e  
considered i n  acqui r ing  p rope r ty  a s  described i n  t h e  f i r s t  
s e c t i o n ,  page 11, paragraph 1. 
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2. ':Tould t h e  p rope r ty  b e  u se fu l  t o  o t h e r  governmental  agenc ies?  

3. I f  a  s a l e  i s  c a l l e d  f o r  

a )  W i l l  t h e  i n t ended  use  o f  t h e  pu rchase r  v i o l a t e  t h e  
neighborhood p a t t e r n ?  

b )  Are t h e  t a x p a y e r s t  i n t e r e s t s  b e i n g  cons ide r ed  a s  t o :  

1) g e t t i n g  t h e  h i g h e s t  purchase p r i c e  o b t a i n a b l e  
c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  a- d e s i r a b l e  u s e  o f  t h e  premises?  

2 )  add ing  t o  t h e  c i t y ' s  t a x  base? 

A r e c e n t  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of a  r e f u s a l  t o  d i s p o s e  o f  pa rk  p r o p e r t y  d e s p i t e  
some 2 r e s s u r e  t o  do s o  i s  found i n  t h e  Gateway proper ty .  The Chamber o f  
Co;xnerce i s  s e r i o u s l y  cons ide r i ng  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  an  o f f i c e  b u i l d i n g  
and o f f e r e d  t o  n e g o t i a t e  w i t h  t h e  Park Board f o r  t h e  Gate-my proper ty .  
The Pa& Eoard and s t a f f  d e s p i t e  c o n s i d e r a b l e  c r i t i c i s m  f o r  t e a r i n g  down 
t h e  o l d  Gateway b u i l d i n g  and some p r e s s u r e  t o  s e l l  t o  t h e  chamber o f  Corn- 
merce,  s tood  f 3 s t  i n  t h e i r  conc lus ion  t h a t  p r e s e n t  and f u t u r e  demnds  w i l l  
make s n  open space  f o r  t h e  l i g h t  and a i r  more d e s i r a b l e  t h a n  a b u i l d i n g  
a t  t h e  conf luence  of  Wico l l e t  and Hennepin Avenues. 

C. P o l i c i e s  on  D i s p o s i t i o n  

It i s  o u r  t e n t a t i v e  co nc lu s ion  t h a t  t h e  Board and t h e  s t a f f  a r e  gu ided  
more by p o l i c i e s  on t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  of p a r k  r e a l  e s t a t e  t h a n  t h e y  have been 
ge t t i r i g  c r e d i t  f o r .  Among t h e s e  p o l i c i e s  seem t o  be :  

1. S t rong  r e l i a n a e  a s  t o  s t a f f  recomiiendations on t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  
o f  f u t u r e  use. 

2. Recogni t ion  t h a t  c i t i e s  change and park  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  n o t  
i ~ v i o l a t e .  

3. The Board can  and should u se  d i s c r e t i o n  i n  choos ing  among 
2 r o a p e c t i v e  Suyers  based on  

a )  in tended  u s e  
b) p r i c e  
c )  e f f e c t  on t a x  base  

4. The Zoard should  b e  slow t o  s e l l  park p r o p e r t i e s  o r  t o  t r a n s f e r  
p r o p e r t i e s  t o  o t h e r  governmental agenc i e s .  
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Appendix A - m a t e r i a l s  s tud ied  by Sec t ion  members i n  connect ion 
wi th  t h e  p repa ra t ion  of t h i s  repor t .  A l l  m a t e r i a l s  
a r e  Park Board m a t e r i a l s  un le s s  otherwise ind ica ted .  

1. Recrea t ion  Surveys b y  t h e  Minneapolis Park Board f o r  North D i s t r i c t ,  
South D i s t r i c t ,  South Cent ra l  D i s t r i c t ,  Southwest D i s t r i c t  and 
Northeast-Southeast  D i s t r i c t .  Dated 1947 o r  l a t e r .  

2. "Long Range Improvement Program" by F. K.  Dhainin, Park Board Land- 
scape A r c h i t e c t ,  da ted  September 9 ,  1953. 

3. "S ta tus  and Deficiency Reports  - Neighborhood Park and Recrea t ion  
Uni t s  and Park~rays and Large Parks" dated November 10 ,  1953. 

4. "Capital  Beeds f o r  Parks and Recreat ion" dated November 1 2 ,  1953. 

5. "Long-Range Cap i t a l  Expenditure RequirementsN dated November 7 ,  1953. 

6. "A Suggest ion f o r  1954 Bond Request1' by  Char les  E. Doel l ,  Superinten-  
d e n t ,  t o t a l i n g  $1,222,000, da ted  December 8 ,  1953, 

7. "1954 Bond Request of Board of Park ~ommissioners"  da t ed  January 6,  
1954. T o t a l s  $1,307,000 of which $85,000 i s  t o  b e  pa id  from s p e c i a l  
assessment bonds, 

8. "Statement t o  Ways and Means Committee, C i t y  Counci l ,  i n  r e  1954 Bond 
Requests", dated January 20, 1954. 

9. "Field in spec t ion  T r i p  Outline" da ted  tharch 25, 1954. 

10. "Lis t ing  o f  Land Acquired and Disposed of  by  t h e  Board of  Park Com- 
miss ioners  During t h e  Pas t  20 years". Prepared by  t h e  C i t i z e n s  League. 
Undated . 

11. "A Report  on t h e  Operat ions o f  t h e  Minneapolis Park System 1951 vs. 
1953 and 1954" da ted  November 1953. F i r s t  r e p o r t  of t h e  Park Sec t ion  
of t h e  Publ ic  Education and Recrea t ion  Committee o f  t h e  C i t i zens  League. 

12. "The Prep Report" Re la t ive  Functions of Pub l i c  and P r i v a t e  Agencies 
i n  t h e  Provis ion  of Recrea t ion  Services .  Prepared by t h e  Group ' o r k  
and Recrea t ion  Div is ion  of t h e  Community Welfare Council and publ ished 
i n  June 1953. 

13. "Future of Kinneapolis  Parkways and Boulevards" dated March 10 ,  1952. 
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LISTIKG OF' LAND ACQUIRED 
BY THE BOARD OF PARK CO~ISSIONEBS 

1933 through 1953 

Pa rk - 
Theodore 'iVirth Park 

Method of  Acquis i t ion  Acreage 

Purchased by Condemnation 8 7 

h'olmes School S i t e  Purchased 1.71 

Hi View Park S i t e  Purchased S t a t e  t a x  deed 3.74 

Penn Xoclel V i l l age  Tr iangle  Donated .18 

Cleveland School Playground S i t e  Purchased .78 

l a  i n  S t - ree t  W. E. Playground S i t e  Purchased by Condemnation 1.23 

ICenny Park purchased 
S t a t e  deed 

Shingle  Creek Va l l ey  Purchased by Condemnation 57.89 

Airpo-rt Park Transfer red  from S t a t e  40 

Amatage Park Purchased 18.87 

Chicago Ave. & 46th S t .  Playground Purchased by Condemnation 
S i t e  & Transfer red  from S t a t e  8.4 

Frank H. Peavey F i e l d  Purchased by Coademnation 2.757 

Waite Park Purchased by Condemnation 8.3 

Frank H. Peavey F i e l d  Received from S t a t e  .5 

Nortiiea s t  A t h l e t i c  F i e ld  Donat ion  from S t a t e  & Purchase36.58 

'?lold Chamberlain F i e l d  Donation from S t a t e  & Purchase 

Dianond Lake Donated 82.07 

Pear l  Lake Donated 28.96 

John C. Bohanon F i e l d  Trans fe r r ed  from C i t y  Council 8.4 
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LISTING OF LARD 

RELUSED BY THE BOARD OF PARK COMGISSIONERS 

1933 through 1953 

Year 

I953 

Park Di spos i t i on  Acreage 

Kenwood Parkway 
H i l l s i d e  Tr iangle  
Sheridan F i e l d  

Sa le  - $660.00 
Exchange wi th  School Board 
Exchange wi th  School Board 

Elwell F i e l d  
K enivo o d Pa rk 
Biawa t h a  Park 
?Birth Park 

S a l e  - $55,000 
S a l e  - $12,100 
Sa le  - $4,000 
S a l e  - $190,000 

Armatage (Penn & 56th)  Exchange w i t h  School Board 
Kenny Park Sa le  - $200 
S t .  A ~ t h o n y  Blvd. S a l e  - $1,200 
Keriwood Pa r h a  y S a l e  - $700 
Cedar Lake - Reserve Blk. 40 Roadway 
St. Anthony Blvd. Sa le  - $100 
biinnehaha Parkway Ro a dvra y 

Einnehaha Parkway 
Bryn Mawr Meadows 

S t r e e t  
Sa le  - $500 

Powderhorn Lake Park 
River  Road Eas t  
Hiawa tha  Lake Park 
Kenny Park 
St inson Blvd. 

Sa le  - $550 
Exchange and S t r e e t  
S a l e  - $300 
S a l e  - $200 
Sa le  - $300 

Minnehana Parkway 
G l  enwc o d Camden Pa rkway 
River  Road Eas t  

S t r e e t  
S t r e e t  
Exchange 

Lake Kokomis 
I J i~nehaha  Creek Eas t  

S a l e  - $150 
Exchange 

Lake Pokomis 
!b!irLnehaha Pa rkvray 

S a l e  - $2,500 
Sa le  - $450 

Minnehaha Parkway S a l e  - $925 

Kidway Tr iangle  
Basse t t s  Creek 

S t r e e t  
Exchange 

Minnehaha Parkway 
Lake Nokomis 

S a l e  - $500 
Sa le  - $150 

Columbia Park Exchange 

(Appendix B) Page 1 6 ~ .  


