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- Park Board Budgets and Budgeting o= September 1954

£ REPORT (I THE LONG FAYGE CAPITAL IMPROVEIENT PROGRAM FOR TFE

MINNEAFOLJS PARK SYSTEN

INTRODUCTION

The Park Ssction of the Public Fducation and lecreation Committsee of the
Citizens League has, since 1983, boun studylng the operation of the Mimmeapolis
Park System. This study has includsd an examination of the annual opersting bud-
gets, surveys of park facilities, & vsview of ceriain Park Board policies and an
evaluation of the current bond programs.* Over the past ysar, one of the assign-

- ments of the Park Secti_or\ hea been o review the leng range bond progran of the

Pazk Board.

For meny years the Park Beard, through its staff, has had and kept up to date,
a well conceived plen for improvement of the Mirmeapolis Park 3ystem through bond
finaneing. This plan includes detail sketches of the proposed improvements in con-
formance with olear and welledefined cbjectlves, Because of the slity's debt re-
tirement program and the higher priority of schoel and other projects, the Park
Board has maede little progress in getting the bond moneys allecated to it for the
plan to be carried out. Because it now eppearsg that the oity hag more bond leeway
end shouwld be looking to its ompital developmenit, the Clty Council has set up a
Long Range Capltal Improvenents Commitise o review city needs and schedule the
orderly expendlture of capital funds.

Because of the good plamming which hes been dons, the Park staff was ready
with & complete presentation of its program as egoon as the Long Range Capital Im-
provements Committes asked for a stetement of the city'a cap:.tal funds needs for.
parks. - After considering the Park Board's request and requests from other oity
departments, the Long Range Capital Improvements Committee om July 27, 1955, is-
sued its preliminary conclusions regarding a long range bond program for Minneapolis,

The League's Park Section has studied the Park Board's requests end the long
Range Capltal Improvements Commitieets preliminary conclusions carsfully in the
light of our prenous studies and ths surveys our Park Section members have made of
Minneapolis parks, We present in this report cur cwn observations as to the long

- range park needs of the city.

This report is not intended to evaluats how much of the elty's bond proceeds
should be spent for the linneapolis Park System since this can only be done by a
group such as the Long Rangs Capital Improvements Committee, which examines each

4 of the many municipal progrems and balances one against the other. Instead, ths

purpese of this report is to evaluate in & gereral way the priority given to the
varioul asp o1 e rark bond program and to point out some major consideratioans

which jbelieves have been cverlocked in evaluvating this program.

* Previous reports by the Park Section have been made as. follows:

The Operations of the Minneapolis Park System 1951 vs. 1853 and 1954 =~ Nov. 1953
Park Board Poliolises on Acquisition, Retention and Disposition of Real Estate - May 1954
Survey of Minneapelis Park Faocllities -~ Summer 1954

Report on 1955 Park Board Bond Request ~-- March 1555
Survey of Minneapclis Park Facilities ~- Summer 1965
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Cften overlooked is the incrsassd city
tures on the park program. In past years th
lekes end om bullding our fine systom of parks has increased property values and
maintained them at high levels. lony of %hess Improvements were paid for by the
benefitted distriets rathur thaxn by the coity =s a whols, but the oity continues
each year to reap the benefits res ulting from ths relatively high asssssed valua-
tion of thess properties and the proportionally higher texes resulting therefrom.
Capital funds expenditures for parks can thus benefit the olty as s whole and pro-
vide additional tax income for city goverrment and other services,

ity revenue resulting from capital expendi~
8 the «pnay spent on improving this city's
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In conelrgion, Hhi
funds in order %o im@rav& &3
facilities, help combat juv
of thisg eity. This OQMMLE
needs for schoold, I1%3 xai and,; therefore, accepis
with confidence the desisi cn ef the Loug Rf zage Capitel Inprovements Committes in
this regard on the assunption that it has oonsidersd the several factors snumerated
above.

szd for additiopsl bond
3 anal wecreatlonal

8 these meeds TErsus t*

2., The Amount Aliccated to tho in the long Range Capital
inprovements Commitbeels Prelluminary Heport is Not Clear

After studying the Long Renge Cspital Improvenents Committee's preliminary
report, this comnittee believss thebt the amount allocated bs the Minneapolils Park
Progrem is not clearly ast ferth,

The Park Board requested subhorization for a §28,000,000 program over 12 to 15
years to be paid for partly from general obligation bonds and partly from special
assessment. Roughly §3,500,000 of the $38,000,000 is fur parkways with the balance
of $24,500,000 going for improvenment of exlsting parks and playgrounds snd develop-
ment of new pevke and playgrounds.

Lo

The Long Renge Capitel Improvemsats C:mm&%t eg yraport states on psge 7 under

"Six Year Progran Projscts Financed vy Local Taxation®

PParks $6,431,000"

and on page 8 under "Six Year Program Projeets Financed Qther Than by Local Tax
Obligation Bondg™

"Loeal Pearks and Streebs $8,000,000"
(by Speciml Asseszment)

This would suggest = possib¢e six yesr outlay for parks of up to $12,431,000
or over $2,000,00C a year, which would compare favorably with the Park Board’s re-
quest, However, closer examination of the Long Range Capitel Improvements Committee
report shows that of the 86,431,000 only $2,831,000 is allocatasd to park and play-
ground improvement with the balaace of $2,800,000 going for streets and parkways.

As the foxegoing implies, this commitbtee feels strongly that there should be a
clsar ke between funds zpemt for pariways and for playgrounds. They serve

- two enbtirely different functionsi the firvst is primarily for traffic at present,

though we logk to the dey when this may no longer be so, and the sesond a recreation
facility. The nesed for better stresets or paricuays should not be zold under the guiss
of a park progrem or vice verss. Funds spent on perkways should be considered in the
large part, because s5f present usage »f parkways, eg a part cf the over-all city
traffic program. This committee does not wish to question the meed for $2,600,000

to solvs an important traffic prohle¢ on Hiver Road West snd East, but it should be
clearly understood that this does not add materielly to the recreation facilitiea of
the eity, particularly for children, and may to some degree detrast as traffic on
these roads increases as & result of their improvement,

In discussing parkways a differentiation should be drawn betwsen roeds around
lskes and through parks such as Cedar Lake Boulevard and Glenwood Parkway and thor-
cughfares such as parts of River Read West and EZast, Stinson Boulevard end Kings
Highwaye, The first are part of the parks, but the second are principally traffiec
WaySa
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parks and playgrounds

2 the average ovar the next six

rs e 0
festionsd

T”vp‘?"ﬁ’i“*ﬂ

years as compared to the Park Boaprd's reguest of 81,820,000 %o £2,000,000 per yeares
However, the §666,000 is subgtentleily wmore than tho i"'ooﬁﬁo\;, gxeluslive of parkways,
that the Park Board has baen getting cver tvhe pazst ten ysars.

3. Should Bond Funds bs Allocated to Pach Individual Park Project

or by Hajor Category?

Atter having studisd the Minneavolisz
committoe spprosches with considerable hn
one pleyground or particuler park project
to consider, ineluding participation,
offective lucation, {imansing, eis.
be given ©o the best means available at -

ir d

publ

0 2%

Paxk Systeu for the past two years, this
andldty any attenpt to place a priority on
varsus asuother. Thers are many factor

¢ demand, juvenils delinguensy, most
zelding upon financing, e¢onsideration should
the $ime,; such as from curvent funds, bonds,

special agsessments or & combinetiowm. Becauze of the complsx naturs of these con~
siderations, the city has a most compstent staff of treined specialists to do this
type of piamninge This committes questions the abllity of a lay group to get into
%the detalls of such evaluations, This comnlties favors flexible allocations which

will enable ths Park Board and staff to %
thelr finenciel planning. It seens to us
Committee and groups such as ocurs can bo
mendations on pclicy guestions such =z em
or meintenanse vs. vecreation, &3 proper

tale current conditions into account in

-’;aau the Lonz Renpge Capital Improvemsnteg
most helpful in giving the Park Board recom-
}has ging community centers vs. playgrounds
areas for lay decisions, These general

considerations are of much legitimate conecern te citizens and citizen groups.

This comuittes notes that the Long R

ange Capital Improvements Commitiee has

attempted some examination amd evaluation of each project listed by the Park staff,

with the result that priority ratings bas
undoubtedly was s helpful guide in &lloca
ices, such as between parks and sewe

8y
fiably throw out small projects vhich ccu
priority than completing ewery detail of
should be allocated by major categordes,
timing of these projects up, to sxperts.
on the Le:ng Range Committess first report
Piaygrmmd_s

Commumity Centers

Regional Athletic Fields

Sgenic Parks and Picnis Arsas
Beaches, Bathhouses & Swimming
Ssrvice Bulldings & Other Facil
Parkways

The figureas sbove are an arbitrary breskd
mended projscts. Assuming the projects &
whet park functions were to be promotsd f

The need for new and reconditioned c
evaluation™ by the Long Range Capitel Imp

ad cn a formula were assigned. VWhile this
ting funds among various unrelated serv-

we queation the use of the formuls method
in deciding the priority of park projects.

For exemple, such & method may uwnjusti-
1d be more oritical and sheuld have higher
a2 program in a large park, e believe funds
leaving the particular projects locaticn and
A possibls llgbing of sush cetegories based
would read as follows:

%1,670,000
585,000
1,027,000
59,000
490,000
2,600,000

$5,431,000

own of the Long Range Committeets recom-
re properly oslassified, such a listing showz
i”ﬂvn

Pocls
ities

cmmunity center buildings was "deferred fron
vovements Committee. Since we are quite

Page 6



convinesd of the walus of and necd
funds for them,weull have to come
in capital funds allvcated to park:

vie wondsr whethesr
they an inorease

rovements o;mittee selacted
by the Parl: staff, such as
w40

In several instanoes the Long Renge Caapi"‘a‘i e
riority

zh priority, such as Sumnsr Field.
83
i

projects which we undsrstend svs given low p:
Stevens Square and everwokw projeats given h'?

Thie committed, from its studies thus far, is impressed with the ability of the
Park staff and believes thet the lLong Range Gap:? tal Improvements Committee should
g0 slow in disregarding the stafi?s recommsndations,

This committee noted that in the case of Rehabilitation for Existinz Scheels
($3,000,000), Extension of Storm Drein System {$2,950,000) end Resurfacing end
Paving Losal Streets ($4,724,000), the Long Range Capital Improvements Committes
did mot sinzle out specific schools or storm drains or streets that should be given
priority. We believe that this same princlipls should hsve been applied to the park
progran.

Finally, this comnittes csu,.ﬁ:i
roflect and encrosch upon the author
tives of the citizens on such na -b
stivity must be balanced sgainst an

2 whather such detalled examination does not
ity of the Park Board, the elected representa-
» Certainly, in general i{eruu, one muniecipal
“her aud an over-all prcgram evolved. How-
ever, when saveral eleeted bodies und ay 2d gommissionsg all become involved in
the details, the proper perspective is by responsibility is 4iffused and deci=
sions may be influenced to a greater extant by pelitical pressuras.

4, Many Reoommended Projects Could be at Least Partially Financed by
' Speeial Assessment ’

This committee feels that insufiieisnt \:*mphasis has been placed on finanecing
local park improvements through special assessments az provided in the Elwell pro-
ceedings. Several of ths projects recommended by the Long Range Capital Improve-
ments Committes could be financed in whole or part by speclal assessments ageinst
the local community. Some of thess projests could be Shingle Cresk, Bohanon Field,
Bossen Field and Windom Park,

A QA

The Elwell proceedinge should be usedjeven if only a pcrtiﬁn of the expenditures
can be shared by the neighborhood as—wmebbeswof prineipla. Experience has shown
that where the neighborhood must muster lecal suppoert for & park project and help
pay for it, a greater incentive exlists for use of these facilitiess, In economically
depressed aroas where a large portica of the residents are net home owners, it is
resognized that the Elwell procesdings are diffiecult Yo carry cut. In many cases,
for social reasone, the emtire oity uuwst share the tax burden even though individual
owners of adjoining propertles will b2 specially benefitted. Such may be the case
of projects llke Stewart Fileld, Bobttinsau Fileld and Peavey Field.

The princlple of local assessments for parks has been trad’tiomliy followed
in Minneapolis. It may come &s & surprise to meny thet from about 50% to 100% of
such projects as lake Harriet Boulevsrd, Stimson and St. Anthony Boulevards, Webber
Park, Minnehaha Parkway and Glenwnod-Comden and Victory Memorial Boulevards, to name
but a few, were pald for by specinl assessment againat the berefitted districts,
This committee recommends that ths Park Beard take the lead in urging the use of
special assessment procedures wherever possible. The funds resulting from special
assessments should be in addition te the Ltotal funds recommended for parks and play=-
grounds by the Long Range Capital Improvements Committee. If our suggestion of
allocation by categoricas (see Sectiocn 3) were followed, the Park Beard would have
the incentive to request the use of apsciel assessments to cover a preportion of

the work on its.proposed projects.
prop projects Page 7



He Iunzufficieant Abtes p hag I

wbio the Bffect of the Bond
Pregram on fAnmual Operating O

This commitise could fi@i
ineresse or decrsase in anrval operat
of the Long Range Capitel Imp aﬁewa~t

_

uo rai suy consideration of the possibie
shich would result from the adoption
anitteets bond progrsm. This applies to
is was Purtlhier confirmed at a mget-
mbe?s befers the Park Section,
14 be deveioped. This committes
sonsidered without due regard to

all projects considsred and not Jjust ;
ing of Loang Renge Capital Improvenme:
though all presant sgreed trat sueh
feels thet ne capata; Im

the annual costd for mein inln, +he adlu: o

Insofar as parks are cmneerned, is commibtes Lslieves that the bond progrem
will result in some increzse in annusl opsrating costs; but the aextemt of this in-
-erease sould not be ascertained., Sone projects will rssult in operating cost de-
creases becauvse of more efficient use of fasilitlies, others will result in increasss
because of expansion in the wark praogram, This committes recommends tha’s the Long
Rengs Capital Improvemsntis Committes ¢ Park Beard for a thorough study of the
nat effect on operating coats befors gctisn is taken on the bend program and
that priority be given to projectz v 11 deereass meintonence and ocperating

costs.

8. Guperal Commemnts

Cn the whole, this commlttee was impressad with the difficulty of the task
facing the Long Ramge Capital Improvements Committee. From our experience in only
one segmermt of this city's activities, we feit that the Long Range Capital Improve-
ments Comnitise has approached the problem sincersly, diligently and effectively.

To balance one municipal need against ancther is an arduous and diffisult task.
. n

The concept of task forces to contiaune study-is_each area before final action

is teken, is heartily endorsed by this committee.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Psark Scctlion of the Citigens League draws these conclusions from its sur-
veys end its study of the proposed long range capital improvement program as 1tq{4tf—
fects the Minneaspolis Park System.

1. There is nesd for additional faecilities for the Minneapollis Park System
which must come from bond finsnsing.

2. The judgment of the Long Range Capital Improvements Committee in recom=-
mending $3,831,000 as the oity hand funds aveileble for parks ard play-
grounds over ths next six ysers is accepted.

3. Expenditures for parkways shouid be consldered separatelv and not as
part of the park and playground nrogramo

4. The Long Range Capitel Improvements Committee should refrain from ap-
proving individual park projects, bubt should instead concern itself
with overall programmlng, leaving the deteails to the Park Board and
itz staff.

5, More consideration should be given te the use of spscial assaessments
agalingt benefitted districts, and prejscts should be reviewed with this
in mind.

Page 8
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8,

)

The effset of the park bond pregrem on epnual opersting costs ghould
be considered ard should be teken into account and snnounced before
the bond program is approved.

Thes Long Renge Capital Improvemsnts Committee of the City Council is

to be eommended for its waltable comtributlon to the community.

d’

Page 9



Alvin Go Ar-.dersen
Paul W, Anderson
Thomsas M. Beokley
Allen Benzick

Lloyd Esoth

Allen D, Brosius
Douglas Bronder
Mrs. Jdobn 3ystrem
Harcld Chucker

Mes.o Arﬁcld Church
Mprs. John Crimmins
Mys. John Dean
Edwin S. Elv:éll, Jr,
Richard Erickson
George ?rey

Mrs. Edwin Furru

0. D. Gay

Terry Hanold

Welter S, Harris, Jr.
E. A. Johnston

¥rs, Tranols Johnaton

James Johunston

Mrs. Harry Jordan

Dr. Leslle S, Keyes

John Livingston, Chairmaen
George G. Magnuson
Robert Museman

Gecrze W. FHslson

C. M. Osbrum

L., T. Pattosk

Mys, Felix Perry

Rayv Scott

Rev, Charles li. Sexton
Mr. % Mrs, Raymond Skove
Mrs, William Steven
Mrs. Mervin Sukov
George Titus

Gedney Tuttle

R, As Vanstrum

Thomes F. Warer

Peul F. Werler

Charles F. Wrlght

Page 10



1. Report and Reeonmnm
to the City Douneil

2. Minoriry Rsport o

3. Proposed Long Renge Capital
(prepsred for the Long Range

4, Official City Plam of
Plann;nb Commission),

» Minnehaha Park Systenm, 1883-1844

. Index of Pobaut
Council of Hemn

teg De Duall, Superintendent of Parks,
8, Neighborhsod Perlk sud Reovestinsn Center, Wovember 10, 1953, Board of Park Come
. el g '~'S T
9. Long Range Improvement Progyem, Septenber 9, 1953, by ¥, X. Dhainin, Boaprd of
Park Commissicners, Vinneapolis,
10. Capital Needs for Parks and Regreation, Hovember 12, 1553, Board of Park Com-

miseioners, Minneapolis.

Citigens League Reporis

le The Operaticns of the Minnsapolis Park System 1951 vse. 1953 and 1954

Ze Park Beard Policies on Aoquisitlon, Retention and Dispogition of Real Estats
q E ,

&8s Survey of Minneapolis Park Facilities ~- Summer 1854 and Supmer 1358

4, Park Boayd Budgets ard Budpgeting

8 Statement of Taxatlon and Borrowing Polley for Hinnsapclis bv the Tazation
and Finance Coimlttes

Paze 11



Exodect

Wirth Iari

Sumner Fiseld
Bryant & Dupont ¥,

Horth Commons

Frlwell Parls
KEnox & 36%h Av,N,

Shingle Creek
Oliver & Siet I,

Bohanon Field
Bryant & 49%h Av, U,

Webber Park

APPEND] 4

Reconmendation of Long Range Capital
Improvements Committee and Park Board

Long Range Capital Long Range ~ Park Board Program
Joprove. Commiftes, B .. Prlopity

$500,000 1 19255 Bonds=~~$50,00C for
nodarn $oilets

116,000 I

$ 25,000 150,000 T .3.955 Bonds - 53125,; 0G0
860,000 I New CC, etc.

3593009 3599600 1 (althovgh playground might be II)

105,000 105,000 T~

118,000 43,000~1 & II $75,000 (with Shingle Creek and pool improvements)
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¢G¢ Questioned

1955 bonds - $15,000

1955 bond - $15,000

Rogional athlotic field

$40,000 ok now from propexty
espessments - need $100, 000 more.

1955 bond - $60,000 (redo bath)

$15,000 (£411 for meadow)
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TOTAL POPULATION
CITY OF MINNCAPOLYS
1950 521,718
1940 492,370
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A DISTRICT MAP

SHOWING THE BOUNDARIES OF THE DISTRICTS
STUDIED 'N PARK AND RECREATION SURVEYS

BOARD OF PARK COMMISSIONERS
MINNEAPOLIS - MINN.

CE.OOELL~ SUPERINTENDENT JF. K. DHAININ-LUAND. ARCH. ADM.

K.8.RAYMOND - DIR . OF RECR.

E.BRADDOCK ~ENGINELER

AUGUST 1952
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