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SCOPE OF REPORT 

This repor t  deals with the Hennepin County Park Reserve Board's request 
f o r  l eg i s l a t ive  authorization t o  s e l l  an $8 mill ion bond issue. The Park Board's 
request is s e t  f o r t h  i n  a b i l l  which is now before both Houses of the Minnesota 
Legislature (I% FI 761 and S,F. 716). 

I n  considering t h i s  question, other factors ,  such a s  the organization of 
the Park Reserve Di s t r i c t  and its relationship t o  other governmental agencies both 
within and without the  county inevitably became a pa r t  of our deliberations. However, 
the  recommendations fn t h i s  report  a r e  concerned primarily with the  merits or  darner- 
its of the Park Dis t r ic t ' s  request fo r  additional bonding authority a s  these requests 
have been s e t  f o r t h  in the proposed legislation. 

I n  the course of t h i s  study t h e  Government Organization Committee met with 
M r .  Russell  Zakariasen, chairman of t h e  Hennepin County Park Reserve Board, and Mr. 
C l i f ton  Frensh, the  Park Superintendent. Our subcommit t ee  has held four  addi t ional  
meetings and has met with County Park Board members, Larry Haeg (former chairman) 
and Fred King. The subcommittee was composed of the following members: Mrs. Stanley 
G. Peterson, chairman, Dave Forester, Ralph Forester, J a m s  Hawks, Sal ly  Luther, 
Clement Springer, Allan Saeks and Mrs. W. J. Vaughan. 

The subcommittee report  was reviewed and approved by the Government Organiz- 
a t ion Coxnmittee p r io r  t o  i t s  submission to t h e  Citizens League Board of Directors. 

FINDINGS 

1. Additional land is needed fo r  the Hennepin County Park System. Immedi- 
a t e  action t o  acquire land is necessary i f  the n i s t r i c t  is to preserve some of the 
cauntyls na tura l  scenic resocrces a s  a heritage f o r  fu ture  generations and obtain 
adequate s i t e s  f o r  l e i su re  and recreation. I n  fac t ,  the County Park Di s t r i c t  now owns 
only about 25% of the  amount of land it should have t o  serve the countyts present pop- 
u l a t  ion. 

This is the  overriding factor  i n  t h i s  issue--a fzctoi. which transcends a l l  
other considerations since it is a v i r t u a l  cer ta in ty  that poten t ia l  park s i t e s  which 
have been pre-empted f o r  private development w i l l  never again be available to the pub- 
l i c .  

2. On the  bas is  of national standards and Hennepin Countyts anticipated 
1980 population, the  County Park Board has estimated t h a t  it w i l l  need 12,000 acres 
of county park land by 1980. We believe that t h i s  is a reasonable goal and that  the  
County Park Dis t r i c t  should increase its land holdings t o  12,000 acres. 

3. Since a primary purpose of the land acquisit ion program is the reserva- 
t i on  of land f o r  fu ture  use, we believe t h a t  i t  is proper t o  spread the payment f o r  
the lands over a long period of time. In  our opinion, long-term bonds are the proper 
means f o r  financing an investment i n  the fu ture  such as the acquisit ion of county park 
lands. 



4. We bel ieve  t ha t  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  which has been proposed by t h e  County 
Park B0art.l. is de f i c i en t  in several  respects:  

a. The language in the  proposed b i l l  is somewhat vague. It gives 
t h e  Park Board au thor i ty  t o  i s sue  bonds in the  mount of $8 mil l ion  'Ifor 
t h e  purpose of financing the acqu is i t ion  and betterment of park f a c i l i -  
tiesN. There is no explanation of what is t o  be included under the  term 
nbettermerrtll nor is there any l im i t a t i on  on the sum of money t o  be de- 
voted t o  t h i s  purpose r a t h e r  than t o  land acquisi t ion.  - .  - 
C .. 

b. The b i l l  provides no check whatsoever e i t h e r  by t h e  vo te r s  o r  by 
any other group on the County Park Board's expenditure of t h i s  l a rge  sun 
of  money. Indeed, t he  b i l l  would not even require  the Park Board t o  in -  
form anyone of t he  expenditures it is going t o  make. 

c. The Park Boardls proposal makes no provision, e i t h e r  by a per- 
missive c lause  i n  t h e  Board's b i l l  o r  by a companion measure, t o  br ing 
t h e  Ci ty  of Minneapolis i n t o  t h e  County Park D i s t r i c t .  Despite the  f a c t  
t h a t  t h e  quant i ty  of the  l and  which the county is  proposing t o  purchase 
i s  based upon t h e  fu tu re  needs of the e n t i r e  countuy, including t h e  resi- 
dents  of the C i ty  of Ninneapolis, t h e  f u l l  burden of  f inancing t h i s  acquis- 
i t i o n  w i l l  f a l l  exclus ively  upon the suburban adrural r e s i d e n t s  of  t he  
county. 

d. The Park D i s t r i c t  has not presented any documentation concerning 
t he  impact of t h i s  proposal upon the D i s t r i c t t s  l imi ted operating and 
development budget. 

e, The Distristls proposal doesnot appear t o  take  i n t o  account 
o ther  r e l a t e d  programs and proposals, such a s  t h e  f ede r a l  grants  f o r  
acqu is i t ion  of parks and open space o r  t he  establishment of new state 
parks. 

1. The Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  should be  given l e g i s l a t i v e  
author izat ion t o  obtain funds f o r  park acqu is i t ion  through an $8 mil l ion bond issue. 
The County Park D i s t r i c t t s  b i l l  should be passed with the  following modifications: 

a. The l e g i s l a t i o n  should s t a t e  t h a t  no pa r t  of t h e  bond i s sue  i n  
excess of a spec i f i ed  percentage of t he  t o t a l  $8 mil l ion may be used f o r  
purposes o ther  than  land acquisi t ion.  I n  the  absence of any plans by t he  
Park D i s t r i c t  o r  d i r ec t i ona l  conclusions on the p a r t  of the Park D i s t r i c t  
concerning i ts  development program, we suggest t h a t  t h e  b i l l  should s t ipu-  
hate t h a t  no more 'than 5$ of t he  t o t a l  bcnd i s sue  can be used for  purposes 
o ther  than land acquisi t ion.  

b. The l e g i s l a t i o n  should require  the  County Park Eoard t o  f o r m l a t e  
and f o m a l l y  adopt, within the  context of the  Dis t r i c  t' s General Plan, a 
bond expenditure program which would ind ica te  t he  approximate loca t ion  and 
s i z e  of t h e  .areas t o  be acquired w i t h  the expenditure of bond funds and 
a descr ip t ion of t h e  development work which would be f inanced by the  bond 
issue.  



c, The leg is la t ion  should require t h e  Park Board to  o f f i c i a l l y  trans- 
m i t  its program a s  described above t o  the  governing body of each municipal- 
i t y  within the  Park District .  However, approval of the  program by the  
municipali t ies should not be required a s  a condition f o r  t h e  expenditure 
of  bond funds. 

d, The l eg i s l a t i on  should require the  Park Board to transmit its bond 
expenditure program t o  the Twin Cities Metropolitan Planning Commission f o r  
evaluation by t h a t  agency. However, approval of the program by MPC should 
not be required a s  a condition fo r  t he  expenditure of bond funds. 

e. The l eg i s l a t i on  should requi re  the Park Board t o  hold a public hear- 
ing o r  hearings on its proposed land expenditure program before s e l l i ng  any 
bonds t o  finance t h e  program, This would give the res idents  of the D i s t r i c t  
an opportunity t o  be heard on t h e  Park Dis t r ic t ' s  proposal. The hearing 
should be  preceded by proper publication of the program and notice of t h e  
hearing . 

f. The Park Dis t r ic t  Board should be required t o  publicize its annual 
budget and to hold a public hearing or hearings on the  budget - pr io r  t o  its 
adoption by the Park Board. 

2, The Park Dis t r ic t  should give f u l l  consideration t o  the  poss ib i l i ty  of 
obtaining 3C$ matching funds through the federa l  governmentls parks and open space 
program for  the  acquis i t ion of park land. By using these funds the County Park D i s -  
t r i c t  could acquire the land it needs with a smaller expenditure of l o c a l  funds. 

3. We believe t h a t  the s t a t e  should es tab l i sh  addit ional parks c lose t o  
the metropolitan area. However, we do not believe t h a t  t h i s  poss ib i l i t y  should be 
used a s  a ju s t i f i ca t ion  f o r  e i t h e r  postponing the acquis i t ion of land by the County 
Park Di s t r i c t  o r  diminishings the amount of land the Park Di s t r i c t  should acquire. 

b. We wish to r e i t e r a t e  a long-standing Citizens League r ecomnda t ion  
tha t  t he  C i Q  of Minneapolis should become a p a r t  of the Hennepin County Park Re- 
seme Ristrict .  While t h e  City of Minneapolis has an excel lent  long establ ished 
park system, on a per  capi ta  basis  severa l  scburban communities now own more park 
land than does t he  City of Minneapolis, It is important t o  r ea l i ze  t h a t  the parks 
being acquired by the County Park Dis t r i c t  a r e  of a d i f fe ren t  character than the 
more familiar l o c a l  parks. The county parks fulf i l l  needs which cannot be met by 
loca l  parks and the County Park Di s t r i c t  proposes t o  buy su f f i c i en t  land t o  meet the 
requirements of t he  e n t i r e  county, including the res idents  of Mlmeapolis f o r  parks 
of t h i s  type. 

Fhi le  we firmly believe t h a t  t h e  Ci ty  of Minneapolis should become a p a r t  
of t he  County Park Dis t r ic t  a s  soon as possible, w e  do no t  believe t h a t  the County 
Park Di s t r i c t  land acquisit ion program should be delayed u n t i l  Minneapolis has as- 
sumed its proper respons ib i l i t i es  i n  t h i s  regard, The primary concern is t o  es- 
t ab l i sh  a park system by acquiring land which may be unavailable within a few years, 

However, while it may be somewhat beyondthe scope of t h i s  repart ,  we urge 
the  1963 Minnesota Legislature t o  pass l eg i s l a t i on  which would permit the Ci ty  of 
tlinneapolis t o  become a pa r t  of the  Hennepin County Park Reserve Dist r ic t .  



Eleven years ago, i n  1952, the  Cit izens League and others  began t o  work 
for  the establishment of a c~unty-wide park d i s t r i c t  i n  Hennepin County. The Citizens 
League proposal t o  es tab l i sh  county park d i s t r i c t s  was enacted by the s t a t e  Legislature 
during the 1955 session. I n  1957 the Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  was actu- 
a l l y  formed by the Hennepin County Board. of Coinmissioners following the submission of 
pe t i t i ons  signed by a majority of the c i t y  and v i l l age  councils within the proposed 
d i s t r i c t .  Also, i n  1957 the  Hennepin County Board of Commissioners appointed the  f i r s t  
County Park Board. This Soard now c o ~ s i s t s  of seven members e lec ted  by t h e  voters  re- 
s iding i n  the county outside of t he  Ci ty  of Hinneapolis--three a t  l a rge  and four from 
d i s t r i c t s .  The Board members serve without compensation. 

Purpose 

The purpose i n  establishing the Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  was t o  enable the 
county t o  receive, manage and develop g i f t s  of land. (such a s  Baker Park and Wawatosa 
Island) and t o  purchase sui table  acreages f o r  park development. This purpose i s  de- 
scr ibed i n  the  law a s  "not the establishment of parks and playgrounds of a l oca l  o r  
neighborhood character but r a the r  the  acquis i t ion and development and maintenance of 
large parks, f o r e s t  and other reservations, wild l i f e  sanctuaries,  and of means f o r  
public access t o  h i s to r i c  s i t e s  and t o  lakes, r ivers ,  streams and t o  na tura l  phenomena1' 

Before it may acquire any land within an incorporatec! municipality, e i t h e r  
by purchase or condemnation, the Park Dis t r ic t  Board must obtain the  consent.of the 
governing body of the rmnicipality. Upon the request of a municipality, the Park D i s -  
t r i c t  pursuant t o  contract  may operate l o c a l  park f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  the runicipal i ty .  
If the D i s t r i c t  wishes t o  purchase land within another county, it must first obtain 
the  consent of the County Board of Commissioners of t h a t  county. 

Financing 

The Park D i s t r i c t  now has the author i ty  t o  s e l l  bonds t o  finznce land acquis- 
i t i o n  i n  a t o t a l  amount not t o  exceed one-tefith of one percent of the f u l l  and t rue  
value of a l l  taxable property within Hennepin County, excluding the Ci ty  of Minne- 
apolis .  A t  the present time, t h i s  allows the Board to  have approximately $659,000 i n  
bonds outstanding. The Board is now a t  the l i n i t  of i ts present bonding authority. 
The proceeds of the bond s a l e s  have been used t o  purchase options on land, generally 
a t  an option cos t  of 6% of the t o t a l  purchase price. BJ t h i s  means the Board can t i e  
up a parce l  of available and d e s i r ~ b l e  land but  %he cost  of t he  option adds t o  the 
cost  of the  acreage which the Board acquires. 

During the pas t  feu years, the D i s t r i c t  has been paying off  i ts  bonds two 
years a f t e r  t h e i r  sale.  A s  viewed by some people, t h i s  procedure has had the  e f f ec t  
of using bonding author i ty  t o  circumvent the tax levy l imi ta t ion  since the D i s t r i c t  
may and does levy taxes beyond its 18& per capi ta  t ax  l i in i ta t ion t o  pay off  the bonds. 

The present law perpi ts  the Park 3 i s t r i c t  t o  increase i t s  debt limit t o  one- 
half  of one percent of the  f u l l  and t rue  value of a l l  taxable property within the  dis- 
t r i c t  by means of a referendum. Based upon present valuations the  Park D i s t r i c t ' s  
debt l i m i t  could be r a i s ed  t o  approxiinately $3,300,000 by t h i s  means. 

The D i s t r i c t  i s  a l so  authorized t o  levy a t ax  f o r  operating funds i n  an 
amount not to  exceed l8# per cap i ta  based upon t h e  population of t h e  county, exclud- 
ing t he  City of Piinneapolis. This limit,ation does not include the levy needed t o  re-  
t i r e  t he  9 i s t r i c t 1 s  bonds. The present law authorizes the  D i s t r i c t  t o  increase its 
operating levy t o  35$ per cap i ta  by referendum. 



Planning 

A county parks plan prepared by Fel ix  Dhainin and Charles Doell  of t h e  
Minneapolis Park System was adopted by the  Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  
Board i n  1958, This p lan es tab l i shes  a goal of about 12,000 acres  of l and  f o r  park 
reserve d i s t r i c t  purposes. The goal  is  based upon the  an t ic ipa ted  population in- 
creases  in the county by t h e  year 1980. The plan designates general  a r ea s  within 
the  county a s  des i rable  locat ions  f o r  future  park s i t e s .  Although some of t he  a reas  
which were recommended in  the  1958 d i s t r i c t  p lan s ince  have been el iminated because 
of increased land cos t s  o r  the  i n a b i l i t y  t o  obta in  municipal consent f o r  t h e  acquisi-  
t ion,  the  plan has not  been revised o f f i c i a l l y  s ince  i ts adoption i n  1958. However, 
the law requires  t he  d i s t r i c t  t o  revise  i ts  plan every f i v e  years and therefore t h e  
plan w i l l  be updated during 1963. 

Land Acquisition 

I n  1958 Baker Park on Lake Independence was t rans fe r red  t o  the  ju r i sd ic t ion  
of the  Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  by the I inneapol i s  Park Board which had 
managed the  park u n t i l  t h e  county was ready t o  assume respons ib i l i ty  f o r  t h e  park. 
Since t h a t  time t h e  Park 3 i s t r i c t  has acquired various parcels  of land and t h e  D i s -  
t r i c t  now has about 1,800 acres  un6er ownership or  un4er contract .  

Minneapolis 

From the  time of t he  Park C i s t r i c t ' s  establishment, t h e  Ci t izens  League has 
cons i s ten t ly  maintained t h a t  Winneapelis should be a pa r t  of t h e  Hennepin County Park 
Reserve Dis t r i c t .  But, f o r  p o l i t i c a l  reasons, it was necessary t o  exclude Minneapolis 
from t h e  D i s t r i c t  i n  order t o  secure  passage of the  l eg i s la t ion .  I n  1959 the Legis- 
l a t u r e  passed a b i l l  t o  p e r n i t  Yinneapolis t o  become a pa r t  of t he  Park D i s t r i c t .  
The County Park Board, the Hennepin County Board of County Commissioners and the Minne- 
apo l i s  Park Board a l l  approved of Minneapolis' inclusion but t h e  City Council turned 
it down and there fore  the  c i t y  did not become a pa r t  of t k e  Park D i s t r i c t  , Proposed 
l e g i s l a t i o n  which would have permitted the Ci ty  of Xinneapolis t o  become a p a r t  of 
the  Park D i s t r i c t  f a i l e d  t o  w i n  approval i n  the  1961 Piinnesota Legislature.  A spec ia l  
law would now be required t o  - p e r m i t  Minneapolis to become a p a r t  of the Park District. 

RESUM3 OF LEGISLATICIN PRCPOSEI) El THE 03UIJTY PAEK DISTRICT 

I n  order to obta in  f'unds t o  accelera te  i ts  land acquis i t ion program the  
Hennepin Countjr Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  has introduced a b i l l  i n t o  the 1963 Minnesota 
Legislature to  increase the  D i s t r i c t ' s  bonding authori ty.  The b i l l  would: 

1. Authcrize tho Coimty Park Bcard t o  s e x  general  cb l iga t icn  bcnds t o  
t h e  amount of $8 mil l ion f o r  the purpose of !'financing t he  acquis i t ion  and betterment 
of park proper t ies  and fac i l i t i e s I1 ,  and 

2. Terminate t h e  D i s t r i c t  s ex i s t i ng  bonding author i ty  except t h a t  the 
D i s t r i c t  could use i ts  ex is t ing  author i ty  f o r  the purpose of rescinding its outstand- 
ing obligations. The bonds o u t s t a n ~ n g  would not be counted a s  p a r t  of t h e  $8 mil l ion 
bond issue which would be authorized by t h i s  b i l l .  

The Park D i s t r i c t  has estimated t h a t  the payments on an $8 mill ion i s sue  of 
25-year bonds a t  .4$$ i n t e r e s t  could be met with a m i l l  levy of two mills o r  less .  
The t o t a l  i n t e r e s t  co s t  estimated by t h e  D i s t r i c t  is $5,909,000, 



DISCUSSION OF FINM NGS &ID REEOI!4IGNDATIONS 

County Park Lands Are Needed 

Commonly accepted nat ional  standards state t h a t  each municipality should 
provide 10  acres  of municipal parks f o r  every 1,000 persons l iv ing  within t he  munici- 
pa l i ty .  Within Hennepin County, Edina with 26.2 acres  per  1,000 persons, Bloomington 
with a r a t i o  of 16.9, Brooklyn Center with 11.9 and Minneapolis with 11.5 acres  of 
parks per 1,000 persons a l l  exceed t h i s  standard. Some of the  other suburbs, such a s  
l i ichf ie ld  with 8.9 acres  per 1,000 persons and St. Louis Park with a r a t i o  of 8.1, 
a re  very close t o  meeting t h e  standard.(l)  

National standards a lso  c a l l  f o r  10 ac res  of county, metropolitan o r  region- 
a l  parks f o r  every 1,000 persons i n  addi t ion t o  t h e  acreage needed f o r  l oca l  park pur- 
poses. County o r  metropolitan parks a re  q u i t e  d i f fe ren t  from the  more fami l ia r  l o c a l  
parks. Whereas l o c a l  parks generally a r e  in tensely  developed, smaller parks located 
c lose  t o  the  homes of users,  county parks general ly  are  large,  na tura l  rec rea t iona l  
a m a s  which require l i t t l e  development. I n  short ,  county parks a re  more i n  t h e  nature  
of na tura l  preserves which permit the urban resident t o  enjoy a c t i v i t i e s  such as camp- 
ing, hiking, f i sh ing  o r  boating. (2)  

A t  the  present t i ne ,  t h e  County Park District owns only 1,800 acres  of land, 
including land which t h e  D i s t r i c t  does not y e t  own but has a contract  t o  purchase. 
The county population is now over E00,000 people. On t h e  ba s i s  of  the  standard of 
10 acres  per 1,000 people, t h e  county should there fore  have about 8,000 acres  of coun- 
t y  park--approximately four  and one-half times more than the  1,800 acres  the County 
Park D i s t r i c t  now owns. Based upon population project ions  fo r  Hennepin County, the  
County w i l l  need 12,000 acres  of county parks by the  year 1980 i f  the county is t o  
meet t h i s  standard. 

bJhile t h e  appl icat ion of nat ional  standards t o  a pa r t i cu l a r  l o c a l  circum- 
stance might be quea t i~ned ,  we do not have m y  reason t o  believe t h a t  the  standards 
are too high. Actually t h e  need for  parks may well  increase in  t h e  future,  not  only 
because there  w i l l  be more people but al9o because people w i l l  probably have more 
time t o  use parks, 

Because of Hennepin Cpuntyls r ap id  growth the County Park D i s t r i c t  is  faced 
with sp i ra l ing  land values and t he  pre-emption of po ten t ia l  park s i t e s  by development. 
Delay i n  the  County Park Dis t r$c t l s  land acquis i t ion  program w i l l  probably mean t h a t  
the  D i s t r i c t  w i l l  be unable t o  obtain some of the  choice park s i t e s  it should have. 
Once t h e  land has been developed, i t  w i l l  be unavailable f o r  park purposes. 

We s t rongly believe t h a t  the Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  should 
acquire addi t ional  county park lands and t h a t  the D i s t r i c t  should be provided with  
the funds necessary t o  accelera te  i ts land acquis i t ion program. 

(1) Based upon 1960 populations and 1962 park acreage data as reported by t h e  PIinne- 
so ta  Natural Resources Council in Natural  Resources of Minnesota: 1962, p. 20. 

(2) For a more complete ciiscussion of t h i s  type of park see  Twin C i t i e s  Metropolitan 
Planning Commission, Metropolitan Parks ( ~ u n e ,  1960). 



Park Acquisition Should Be Financed by Bonds 

The acqu i s i t ion  of land f o r  park purposes i s  an investment i n  the  fu ture .  
It c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  purchase or" a comodi ty  which is  genera l ly  considered t o  be a good 
investment and one which probably w i l l  no t  deprecia te  i n  value. One of the  purposes 
of the  investment i s  the  preservat ion of a naCuural resource f o r  use i n  years  t o  come. 
Because of these  fac tors ,  we believe t h a t  t h i s  is t h e  type of  program which should be 
financed by a long-term bond issue.  

The County Park D i s t r i c t  has estimat;ed t h a t  a t  its cur ren t  r a t e  o f  l a n d  
acqu i s i t ion  it would take the  D i s t r i c t  up t o  25 years  t o  buy 12,COO acres  of  land a t  
cur ren t  market prices.  Aside from the f a c t  t h a t  t h e  program probably never could be 
accomplished at t h i s  r a te ,  such a program would be more expensive i n  the  long run. 
The Park D i s t r i c t  has est imated t h a t  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of 10,000 acres  would c o s t  about 
$16 mil l ion  i f  these  purchases were made over the  next  1 0  t o  15 years  whereas, i f  the  
purchase were made immediately the acqu i s i t ion  would c o s t  about $8 million. 

The proposed Leg i s la t ion  Should Ee t?odif i e d  

While we f u l l y  agree t h a t  the  Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  should 
be authorized t o  s e l l  an  $8 mil l ion  bond issue ,  we  be l i eve  t h a t  the  D i s t r i c t ' s  pro- 
posed l e g i s l a t i o n  should be arended i n  s e v e r a l  important respects .  F i r s t ,  t h e  l e g i s -  
l a t i o n  should p lace  a l i m i t a t i o n  upon t h e  percentage of t h e  t o t a l  bond i s s u e  which 
may be used f o r  purposes o the r  than  l and  acqu i s i t ion ,  It is our opinion t h a t  t h e  
most c r u c i a l  f a c t o r  i n  t h i s  i s s u e  i s  the  acqu i s i t ion  o f  t h e  necessary land while it 
is s t i l l  obtainable a t  a reasonable price.  Park development o r  t'bettermentll programs 
should no t  be allowed t o  usurp t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  funds, 

While we f u l l y  agree t h a t  t h e  parks should be developed as soon a s  poss ib le  
in order t h a t  t h e  people of Hennepin County may start t o  r e a l i z e  some enjoyment from 
t h e i r  investment, we bel ieve  t h a t  t h e  development program can be deferred more r e a d i l y  
than can t h e  acqu i s i t ion  program. Once t h e  land i s  owned by the Park D i s t r i c t  it can 
be developed at any time, but  once the  land has been used f o r  same other  purposes, it 
can never be obtained f o r  parks. 

I n  t h e  absence of any documentation from the  Park D i s t r i c t  about the b e t t e r -  
ment program which t h e  D i s t r i c t  hopes t o  f inance from the  proceeds of  t h e  bond issue ,  
we have been unable t o  gauge t h e  percentage of the t o t a l  bond i s sue  which should be 
ava i l ab le  f o r  non-acquisition purposes. Therefore, we have a r b i t r a r i l y  suggested a 
f igure  of not  more than 5% of t h e  t o t a l  bond i s s u e  as t h a t  amount which t h e  D i s t r i c t  
should b e  permitted t o  use f o r  purposes o the r  than l and  acquis i t ion .  I n  t h e  absence 
of f u r t h e r  information, we do no t  bel ieve  t h a t  t h i s  f i g u r e  should be any higher s i n c e  
t h e  primary purpose of the  bond i s s u e  i s  and should be land acquis i t ion .  

To the  ex ten t  t h a t  t h e  E s t r i c t  can reduce its l a n d  acqu i s i t ion  cos t s  by 
the use of f e d e r a l  funds o r  o ther  means, add i t iona l  money would be ava i l ab le  f o r  
development purposes. If t h i s  occurs o r  some other  f a c t o r  develops i n  f u t u r e  years  
the Legis la ture  could inc rease  t h e  percentage which the  Dis%r ic t  could use f o r  pur- 
poses o ther  than land acquis i t ion .  

A poss ib le  v a r i a t i o n  of t h e  above recormendation would be t o  prohibi t  the  
D i s t r i c t  from expending any bond funds f o r  purposes o t h e r  than land acqu i s i t ion  u n t i l  
such time as t h e  D i s t r i c t  has completed t h e  purchase of 12,000 acres  of park reserve 
land. 

A f a c t o r  which dis turbed us more than any o t h e r  i n  our considerat ion o f  the  
Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t ' s  proposal i s  t h e  absence o f  any check upon t h e  



expenditure of t h e  money by the Park D i s t r i c t  Board. If the  Park Board had a f i r m  
program f o r  t h e  expenditure of t h e  funds t h e  Leg i s la tu re  and t h e  people of the  county 
would be able  t o  review t h a t  program p r i o r  t o  t h e  enactnlent of l e g i s l a t i o n  authorizing 
the D i s t r i c t  t o  s e l l  the  bonds. However, t o  the  b e s t  of our knowledge, the Park D i s -  
t r i c t  does no t  have a program of t h i s  nature.  Therefore, once the  Park D i s t r i c t  Board 
has obtained author iza t ion t o  s e l l  the bonds it would have complete d i sc re t ion  over 
the use of the funds w i t h i n  the broad l i m i t s  p resc r ibed  i n  t h e  Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  
Act. 

Af te r  considering many p o s s i b i l i t i e s  we came t o  t h e  conclusion t h a t  the  
Park D i s t r i c t  Board should not  be required  t o  ob ta in  approval f o r  i t s  expenditure 
proposals  o ther  than  t h a t  which is given by the Legislature.  However, we do bel ieve  
t h a t  t h e  people and t h e  governmental u n i t s  wi th in  the  D i s t r i c t  should be  given the 
oppor tuni ty  t o  review t h e  Park D i s t r i c t ' s  proposal and t o  express t h e i r  views on 
these  proposals  before the D i s t r i c t  expends any proceeds of the  bond issue .  To ac- 
complish t h i s  we have recommended t h a t  the Park G i s t r i c t  be requ i red  t o  adopt a more 
s p e c i f i c  plan and c a p i t a l  expenditure program, t o  pub l ic ize  t h e  program and t o  hold 
hearings p r i o r  t o  t h e  issuance of t h e  bonds. 

We have a l so  recomnended t h a t  the  Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  
should be required  t o  submit its plans and c a p i t a l  expenditure program t o  t h e  Twin 
C i t i e s  Metropolitan Planning Commission f o r  evaluat ion by t h a t  agency before i s su ing  
any bonds. We be l i eve  t h a t  the  14PC as an o f f i c i a l  agency charged with the  responsi- 
b i l i t y  o f  cocrd3nating planning wi th in  the  metropoli tan a rea  should be  given an op- 
por tun i ty  t o  review a program with a s  much p o t e n t i a l  impact upon a rea  development a s  
the establishment of t h e  Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  has. However, approval 
of the  Park District plans by MPC should not  be required a s  a condit ion f o r  t h e  i ssu-  
ance of the bonds. 

Minneapolis Should Become a Par t  of the County Park D i s t r i c t  

I n  a 1959 repor t  t h e  Ci t i zens  League s t a ted ,  "The object ives  o f  t h e  Re- 
serve D i s t r i c t  s e t  for+,h in the  c rea t ive  a c t  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  subsequent long-range plan  
adopted by the  Hennepin County Park Reserve D i s t r i c t  c l e a r l y  ind ica te  t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  
of Minneapolis w i l l  share i n  the benef i t s  equal ly  along with those res iden t s  of  sub- 
urban Hennepin County. It is t o  the benef i t  of a l l  c i t i z e n s  of  Hennepin County and 
e s p e c i a l l y  those wi th in  t h e  densely populated areas  t o  preserve a c c e s s i b i l i t y  t o  Zakes, 
f o r e s t s  and o t h e r  n a t u r a l  and h i s t o r i c  s i t e s  w i t h i n  a reasonable d is tance  of t h e  c i ty .  
It i s  the re fo re  urgent  t h a t  Plinneapolis r e s i d e n t s  jo in  now with suburban res iden t s  i n  
the  fo res igh ted  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of acquiring, f inancing arid plannin a county-wide park 
reserve  system whi le  l and  of t h e  proper type is still  available." ( 5 )  

It has long been the  contention of t h e  c i t y  o f f i c i a l s  opposed t o  Minneapolis' 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  Park D i s t r i c t  t h a t  t h e  Ci ty  o f  Himeapolis has met its own park 
needs and the re fo re  does no t  need to  become a p a r t  of  the County Dis t r ic t .  We agree 
t h a t  Minneapolis has a marvelous park system, the  lands  f o r  which were reserved by a 
handfbl of fo res igh ted  c i t i z e n s  many years  ago. However, a s  pointed out  e a r l i e r ,  some 
of t h e  suburban communities which a r e  a p a r t  o f  the County Park D i s t r i c t  own more park 
land p e r  cap i t  a than does the  C i t y  of tlinneapolis.  The type  of f a c i l i t y  which w i l l  
be developed by t h e  County Park D i s t r i c t  i s  considerably d i f f e r e n t  from most of  t h e  
parks in the  Ninneapolis' park system. Although Minneapolis has severa l  parks which 
could be c l a s s i f i e d  a s  regional  parks ins tead o f  l o c a l  parks, the City of Minneapolis 
f a l l s  f a r  s h o r t  of meeting its t o t a l  needs f o r  f a c i l i t i e s  of t h i s  type. Certainly,  

( 3 )  Ci t i zens  League of Minneapolis and Hennepin County, City and County Parks 
Committee Report, February 1959, p.2. 



Minneapolis res iden ts  t ~ i l l  use the county parks and the County Park System plans con- 
template use by the res iden ts  of F'linneapolis. In  fac t ,  a survey has shown t h a t  a 
la rge  percentage of t h e  users  of the  county's Baker Park a re  res idents  o f  Minneapolis. 
We have a l so  been t o l d  t h a t  the Minneapolis Recreation Department even uses Baker Park 
i n  its organized day camp prograin. 


