
Siting Public Facilities
A guide for the City of Minneapolis

Prepared by the Department of Community Planning and 
Economic Development

in coordiation with Property Services
September, 2011 





TABLE OF CONTENTS PAGE

5

9

13

23

27

31

33

37

39

1.	 INTRODUCTION

2.	 DETERMINING NEED

3.	 IDENTIFYING POTENTIAL SITES

4.	 ASSESSING AVAILABLE INVENTORY

5.	 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

6.	 EVALUATION METHODS

7.	 IMPLEMENTATION

8.	 FACILITIES CITING CHECKLIST

9.	 RESOURCES





Siting Public Facilities, A Guide for the City of Minneapolis
Prepared by the Department of Community Planning and Economic Development - September 2011
Page -5-

Introduction 

Public facilities are an essential component of a well functioning urban setting. 
The needs of residential, commercial, and industrial land uses are all supported in 
some way or another by public services. Many of these services require publicly 
owned and operated real property for delivery. This document intends to serve the 
City of Minneapolis by outlining key steps in public facility siting as well as recom-
mending tools for streamlining an effective decision making process.

The siting of essential public facilities is often met with a variety of public opinion. 
Uses such as state education facilities, state or regional transportation facilities, 
state and local correctional facilities, solid waste handling facilities, storage or stag-
ing facilities can be particularly difficult to site. Other essential public facilities can 
be less difficult to site such as police, fire and service facilities. Some facilities are 
generally seen as amenities that garner broader community support but immedi-
ately adjoining neighbors may be reluctant to accept such as schools, libraries and 
community centers.

No single successful siting process exists that will serve all situations. There are, 
however, certain elements common to all siting processes. The following steps are 
a guide for determining where essential public facilities could be located. Each 
heading in this document identifies a critical element of the siting process which 
should be addressed.

•	 Determining Need
•	 Identifying Potential Sites
•	 Community Engagement
•	 Evaluation Methods

The identified steps are intended to create efficiencies and avoid duplication 
throughout the siting and approval process while considering the long-term as 
well as short-term costs, providing for effective 
public review, and emphasizing reasonable compat-
ibility with neighboring land uses.

Guiding Principles

The following guiding principles are based on poli-
cies found in the Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable 
Growth. They are intended to establish a framework 
and assist the reader in identifying key evaluative 
criteria to consider while using this document.
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•	 Public facilities are essential to enhancing the quality of life in the City.

•	 The City must continue to strive for resource efficiency by maintaining and 
providing public facilities in an efficient and cost effective manner.

•	 Capital facilities planning must be integrated with fiscal and economic 
impact analysis to determine optimal funding capabilities.

•	 Siting decisions for public facilities should balance Citywide needs against 
local impacts to maximize the benefits and minimize the negative impacts 
of these facilities.

•	 Equitable geographic distribution of public facilities should be considered, 
so that one area of the City does not benefit or suffer from a greater pro-
portion of the impacts associated with public facilities.

•	 Public facility sites must be designed to minimize impact by providing 
visual, noise and other relief measures to mitigate adverse impacts on exist-
ing or planned development.

The Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth provides the basis for these guiding 
principles through adopted City policy. The following policies were identified and 
used as the basis for the work found in this report.
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1.8.3: “Direct uses that serve as neighborhood focal points such as libraries, 
schools, and cultural institutions to designated land use features.”

1.14: “Maintain industrial employment districts to provide appropriate locations 
for industrial land uses.”

1.14.5: “Encourage and implement buffering through the site plan review process 
to mitigate potential conflicts between industrial uses and adjacent other uses.”

5.1: “Coordinate facility planning among City departments and public institu-
tions.”

5.1.1: “Encourage communication and coordination among City departments, 
Hennepin County, Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board, and Minneapolis Pub-
lic Schools to share use of facilities.”

5.1.2: “Explore opportunities for co-location of public facilities where appropriate.”

5.1.3: “Work with all partner agencies including City departments to ensure that 
facility planning is consistent with land use policies of The Minneapolis Plan.”

5.1.4: “Develop cooperative programming that takes advantage of the resources 
and missions of various public institutions.”

Policy 5.6 addresses safety and 
security stating: “Improve the 
safety and security of residents, 
workers, and visitors.” More 
specifically 5.6.4 states: “Main-
tain and enhance a public safety 
infrastructure that improves 
response time to police and fire 
calls, implements new tech-
nologies, provides operation 
and training opportunities and 
facilities and improves com-
munication among public safety 
agencies.”

5.8: “Make City government 
more responsive to the needs of 
people who use its services.”
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5.8.3: “Effectively engage the public when making decisions that create, remove, or 
change a City service, project or policy.”

These policies help to establish the guidelines outlined herein as City departments 
move forward siting public facilities.
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Determining Need

A facility siting process should have a list of benchmarks that are identified with 
every project. However, there are unique attributes of some projects that will 
require additional work on the part of the City, or the public agency leading the 
siting process. To determine the scope of a siting process the lead public agency 
must be identified early on. A local municipality is going to have a set of needs and 
requirements that are somewhat different from a state or federal agency. When 
larger systems are at play, such as a regional transportation network, the geograph-
ic scope for facility site selection as well as public outreach widens accordingly.

Project managers should spend time at the beginning of a facility planning process 
by answering the following questions. Is the service provided by the facility needed 
by City constituents? Is the City is the appropriate entity to deliver that service? 
Research done to answer these questions is necessary for completing the public en-
gagement and approval process.

The City eventually needs to convey to residents and property owners that public 
facilities are essential to enhancing the quality of life in the City. An important ele-
ment of communicating this reality is to document the need for a given facility. At 
minimum the following should be done to address this need:

•	 An inventory of existing facilities, their condition, capacity and needed 
improvements

•	 Projection of future demand 
•	 Comparison to other cities, agencies
•	 Discussion of options and alternatives
•	 Possible return on City investment

The proper fiscal and operative functions of the City must be based in facts and 
presented with alternatives. Without this work on the front end of a project, 
obtaining public and political support will be exceedingly difficult. In a time of 
shrinking budgets and demand for greater service efficiency, constituents are ques-
tioning whether the City can or should continue to deliver services in the same 
way as has been done in the past. Without justification of such need, the siting 
process can become bogged down not because of siting requirements and impact 
concerns but because of arguments of whether such a facility is even required.

An excellent example of a thorough needs analysis is Public Works’ Relocation 
Study for Public Works Operations Linden Yards and the Impound Lot for the 
Basset Creek Redevelopment Plan completed in November 2009. The evaluation 
clearly details how the existing facilities function, whether they could be accom-
modated on smaller tracts, alternative means of delivering service, and estimated 
cost of alternatives.
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Identified City Needs

Several public facilities are identified for investment in the near to mid-term 
future. Each project has received varied amounts of technical assessment to deter-
mine their need. While some of these projects may not reach the stage of imple-
mentation, their inclusion in this list is intended to serve as an example of the type 
of facilities the City considers siting.

MPD Property and Evidence Storage Unit
Long term and near term storage of evidence collected by the Minneapolis Police 
Department.

Impound Lot (15-23 Acres)
A relocation analysis has been performed for the current Minneapolis impound 
lot, and several scenarios have been explored. Most concepts concentrate on the 
opportunity to redevelop the current impound lot.

Public Works Storage Yards (18 acres)
Located in the same area as the Impound Lot and Concrete Crushing Operations, 
options are limited for relocation considering the large acreage required for sit-
ing these facilities. An exclusive redevelopment contract is in place for these sites 
that is set to expire in 2014. Until then, relocation of these uses will likely only take 
place as part of a coordination redevelopment effort on the part of the developer 
under contract. At one time Minneapolis-St. Paul (MSP) International Airport 
employed a concrete crushing operation. When the time comes to relocate this 
City use, an effort should be made to determine whether or not the MSP operation 
could accommodate the City’s needs.

Public Works Concrete Crushing Operation (7-10 Acres)
The City’s current crushing facility is located adjacent to the impound lot. Min-
neapolis has not always been in the business of concrete crushing. This service is 
a perfect opportunity for exploring alternate business practices, such as private 
contracting or an intergovernmental partnership (MSP-International).

Mounted Patrol Stable and Pasture (5+ Acres)
This project at one time was seen as a possible joint venture between the City of St. 
Paul, the City of Minneapolis, and the University of Minnesota. However, at this 
time, the project is indefinitely on hold. Co-location with waterworks facilities on 
the northern boundary of the City is a possibility.

Law and Safety Center
The need for Law and Safety Center space is being met largely within the footprint 



Siting Public Facilities, A Guide for the City of Minneapolis
Prepared by the Department of Community Planning and Economic Development - September 2011
Page -11-

of existing City buildings. Renovation of various spaces, along with relocation and 
consolidation of offices is serving to address this need.

Core Business Center
For many years, the City has identified the need to consolidate professional office 
employees in a single location in downtown. Reports have identified various op-
tions, but a specific route has not been chosen at this time. Currently, a new study 
is in progress that narrows down the alternatives. With several leases expiring in 
the coming years, and deferred maintenance of existing facilities becoming more 
important, a decision is likely needed soon on how to move forward. All alterna-
tives identified thus far indicate the best option moving forward is to supplement 
City Hall space with one additional consolidated office location in close proximity.

Fire Department Station #11
Consolidation of services provided by Stations #11 and #15 into a new facility 
called Station #11.

As is evident from the facility list above, a significant amount of acreage must be 
identified to locate these facilities. Even more challenging is that many of these 
need to be sited on industrially zoned land. In 2006, the City adopted the Indus-
trial Land Use and Employment Policy Plan. The main purpose of this plan was to 
identify potential for industrial land use change and job growth in the City over 
the long term. A policy recommendation in this plan resulted in the creation of 
seven Industrial Employment Districts. Listed below, they are intended as areas 
where industrial uses will remain for the foreseeable future, and where encroach-
ment of non-industrial uses should be discouraged.

Industrial Land Use and Employment Districts
Humboldt
Mid-City
North Washington Jobs Park
SEMI
Seward/Hiawatha
Shoreham Yards
Upper River
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Figure x.x - Industrial Land Use and Employment Districts

While these areas appear to be a prime opportunity for the location of future pub-
lic facilities, policy direction is not entirely clear on how such a proposal should be 
treated. Policy in the Industrial Land Use and Employment Policy Plan is largely 
silent on the topic of public facilities. The document stresses that tax generating 
job intensive uses be located in employment districts. It should also be noted that 
there are limited numbers of large acreage parcels in employment districts, and 
those that do exist are likely prime sites for private sector redevelopment. As facili-
ties are proposed, it is best that they be considered on a case by case basis, unless 
programmed in a more comprehensive manner.
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Identifying Potential Sites

In a broad sense, there are two primary methods to identify potential sites for 
any project. The first method is a targeted approach whereby, specific site charac-
teristics are firmly established such as site size, site configuration, type of zoning 
required, road access, etc. The second method starts with a broader exclusionary 
approach eliminating areas where a particular use would not be suitable. Perhaps 
the particular facility could be located in a number of different zoning districts, 
buffering of adjacent land uses may not be required, proximity to transit routes is 
necessary, etc. Identifying as many of the site characteristics as possible allows for 
either method to be utilized more effectively. 

The following locational issues should be taken into consideration when essential 
public facilities are proposed to be sited:
	

•	 Equitable distribution of public facilities should occur so that no one area 
assumes more than their fair share. 

•	 Siting issues and potential facility sharing among Cities, the County, the 
State, and Federal agencies need to be explored and coordinated to elimi-
nate duplication, or simply to avoid untimely reviews and delays. 

•	 The siting of some essential public facilities is limited by the nature of the 
facilities’ operational requirements and specified state or federal siting 
restrictions e.g. landfills, solid waste transfer stations, etc.

•	 Specific siting needs for each type of facility and a need to identify design 
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Figure x.x - I2 and I3 Zoning in Minneapolis

requirements and reasonable mitigation techniques should be stated as 
part of any siting decision.

•	 The service area the particular facility is intended to serve should be 
defined so that consideration can be given to user proximity, trip require-
ments for a given service, access to all parts of the service area or other 
criteria which would be important.

Identifying which method to use generally is dependent on how challenging the 
facility will be to locate. A targeted approach makes sense when there are some key 
constraints that will only allow a facility to be located in a limited number of areas. 
For example, the City’s concrete crushing operation can only be located in an I3 
zoning district and has to be accessible from heavy truck routes. As shown below, 
there are few areas of the City where these criteria can be met. If the search would 
be extended beyond I3 districts, a further criterion might be considered such as 
finding a large enough I2 district which would allow for a portion to be rezoned to 
I3 and yet provide adequate buffering around it with I2 zoning. 
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The exclusionary method would be better warranted on those facilities which may 
be considered amenities or certainly those which would be more readily accepted 
in the community. These facilities would include schools, libraries, police facili-
ties or administrative offices. Typically these types of facilities would be serving 
a specific area of the City and thus would be applied within a specific geographic 
service area. Once that area has been defined, criteria such as proximity to transit, 
parcel size for the necessary facility, and any other requirements to narrow the 
possible search area can be applied.

Both of these methods allow a user to identify areas of efficient proximity and 
service coverage. By narrowing the scope of a site search to an area where there 
is a known service gap, the possible field of properties can be winnowed quickly. 
Conversely, in a case where proximity to existing facilities is important, the scope 
of the site search can be narrowed accordingly as well.

Site Requirements

What are the key factors in locating facility types? The attributes listed below are 
the most often cited in facility location decision processes. Again, these attributes 
reiterate the apparent conflict between public and private development. Many 
private developers analyze the same attributes that are listed below; a site that is 
desirable for a public facility is almost always going to be desirable to the private 
sector. This makes demonstrating need for a given project all the more important.

Site size
Site configuration
Characteristics that make it difficult to site
Infrastructure needs
Land use issues
Zoning
Environmental issues
Transportation issues
Economic issues
Social/political acceptance
Cost

The table on page 16 from the Industrial Land Use Study is an example of iden-
tifying transportation access associated with the various industrial employment 
districts. As is readily apparent each industrial area has its own unique transpor-
tation access advantages. From a technical standpoint, by clearly identifying the 
characteristics required for a facility, the earlier candidate sites can be identified or 
eliminated from consideration.



Siting Public Facilities, A Guide for the City of Minneapolis
Prepared by the Department of Community Planning and Economic Development - September 2011

Page -16-

Figure x.x - Transportation Access Example

Targeted Process

This methodology requires that the site characteristics are determined to a certain 
level of specificity such that it reduces the number of possible sites to a manageable 
number for more in-depth review. Most likely, the key determinants are going to 
be site size, existing zoning, surrounding land use, future development plans and 
transportation access. The outcome of the first round of analysis, however, simply 
suggests that the sites may be suited to the particular proposed development. It 
doesn’t yield a final outcome. Illustrated below is an example of this process, focus-
ing on future land use criteria found in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
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In Activity Centers...
In Neighborhood Commercial 

Nodes...

Along Community Corridors... Along Commercial Corridors...

Imagine that for this exercise we are attempting to locate a use that has minimal 
negative external impacts, and needs to be easily accessible to the public. Perhaps 
you would start by identifying lands that are...



Siting Public Facilities, A Guide for the City of Minneapolis
Prepared by the Department of Community Planning and Economic Development - September 2011

Page -18-

The end result is an eligible area to start a search for land acquisition, shown below 
in white.

Figure x.x - Example of Targeted Approach
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Exclusionary Process

Dependent on the type of facility being sited there are numerous exclusionary fac-
tors that can limit a search area. These may include floodplains, wetlands, shore-
land areas, steep slopes, critical areas, land uses, and population density as well as 
other criteria. At times, exclusionary criteria might include proximity to schools, 
parks or other amenities. Similarly, a facility may need to be sited in close proxim-
ity to public transit or unique utility system elements. The key is to eliminate as 
much unsuitable land as possible from the search area. Thus, defining site consid-
erations and especially exclusionary siting factors as early as possible can save both 
time and resources.

If a site is being selected for an industrial use, such as short term storage, this 
method will likely result in a larger number of initial sites for consideration than 
using a targeted approach. An example of the approach is illustrated below. You 
might start by excluding...

Bodies of Water and Adjacent
Areas... Park and Open Space...
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Activity Centers... Industrial Employment Districts...

Transit Station Areas...

The end result can then be mapped against all remaining Industrial Zoning in the 
City, as seen on the opposite page.
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Figure x.x - Example of Exclusionary Approach
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Assessing Available Inventory

City staff and consultants have periodically attempted to compile a comprehensive 
database of City and/or publicly owned property. The most recent evaluation, City 
of Minneapolis Urban Land Capacity, completed in 2010 identifies 196 acres of 
vacant industrial land. Of these there are 326 parcels identified as being larger than 
20,000 square feet. 

Figure x.x - Royalston Maintenance Facility - Courtesy of archalliance.com

The Near North/Upper River and Mid-City/SEMI areas each have approximately 
214 acres of vacant industrial land. It can be expected that any site selection pro-
cess looking for industrially zoned land of any significant parcel size will yield a 
greater number of potential sites in these areas. Selecting one site after another in 
these districts, however, could be received negatively. Realistically though, this is 
simply the likely result of a search with large lot size and industrial zoning require-
ments. If it is desirable to avoid concentrating all future large scale services in these 
areas, a greater investment in site agglomeration should be considered.

Many of the sites identified as vacant in these areas are actually likely used for 
outdoor storage or similar uses. To be clear, there are very limited quantities of 
vacant land in these areas, and what does exist is in scattered sites. Land acquired 
for public use in these locations, and for the most part throughout the City, will 
likely need to displace current productive uses. This of course should occur within 
the parameters identified in this document.

In an earlier 2006 Industrial Land Use Study and Employment Policy Plan, the 
Minneapolis Assessor’s office and GIS Services generated a database indicating 
that there are 3,984 acres of industrial zoned land in the City of which 631 acres 
are vacant. This study further identified publicly owned industrially zoned land 
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within the City. The combined total acreage of industrial zoned land held by all 
public entities is 273 acres of which 127 acres are owned by the City.

It is apparent from the large discrepancy between the two studies, 631 acres vacant 
industrial vs. 196 acres, that different methodologies were used to create each land 
use inventory. It is likely that the 2006 evaluation includes zoned areas that are not 
generally included in parcel area (such as rail and road rights of way), or proper-
ties that are actively used for outdoor storage but are listed by the assessor’s office 
as vacant. The actual useable inventory is likely very close to the 2010 land capac-
ity project. What this shows is that our industrial areas are well served with ample 
transportation options, but overall, the opportunity for ongoing industrial redevel-
opment is fairly limited.

There are always other attributes to consider, but for the most part City needs for 
siting public facilities can generally be categorized by site size:

1-2 acre sites	 libraries, police precincts, fire stations
2.5-5 acres	 equipment, materials storage
5-10 acres	 parks, co-located facilities, storage, stable
10+ acres	 impound lot, railcar storage

Certain uses will only be located within certain zoning districts. Equipment and 
materials storage will be relegated to industrial districts. Larger projects such as 
impound lots and railcar storage will most likely occur in industrial districts as 
well. Libraries, parks, and other amenity types of facilities can be sited in a wide 
variety of settings and zoning districts. In each instance, large tracts of land can 
either be eliminated or targeted dependent on the type of facility being sited.

While zoning is indeed an important determinant in siting decisions, it should be 
noted that there are areas of the City that may have land use policy that is either in 
conflict with existing zoning or supports zoning that currently does not exist on a 
given property. This further complicates site identification, but is a consideration 
that should be present nonetheless, especially if existing stock of properties with a 
given zoning designation are not easily acquired.
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What About a Different Approach?

In the process of developing these guidelines, it became evident that finding suit-
able properties of industrial zoned land would be challenging. It also was apparent 
that obtaining an equitable distribution of properties would be difficult. Lastly, 
looking for individual properties to relocate facilities one at a time was not going 
to be very cost effective. 

It also became apparent that some advantages would be gained if the City (and 
partners) could acquire and develop an institutional campus to accommodate fu-
ture facilities and at the same time design and develop the site such that some less 
intrusive uses may serve to buffer less desirable uses. This may take more than one 
campus since requirements for public works storage and an impound lot would 
be somewhat different. A materials storage facility, for example, would not have 
to be located near a transit route while this would be extremely important for an 
impound lot.

An added advantage is that the City could begin acquiring parcels over time and 
thus have available appropriately zoned land when needed. A conceptual site 
plan could be designed to best situate given facilities so that impacts to surround-
ing land uses would be mitigated to the greatest extent possible. This approach 
requires a funding mechanism that currently does not exist at the City of Min-
neapolis. Acquiring land ahead of forecasted facility expansion needs should be 
weighed against the future cost of land and the interim reduction in tax revenue 
lost through public ownership of that land.
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Surplus Properties

Since it can be difficult to find property for various public facility needs, the City 
must consider whether to retain existing property even though the current facil-
ity on the parcel may be obsolete, difficult to maintain or inadequate for current 
needs. The City may elect to demolish the current structure if it can’t be rehabbed 
to fit current requirements. On the other hand, the City may wish to explore the 
viability of short to mid-term leasing of these properties until the property is re-
quired for an alternative public use. 

The City should develop a set of criteria to evaluate whether the property may in 
fact be repurposed or whether it makes more sense to sell and reintroduce the 
property to the tax rolls. The criteria used for site selection outline in this docu-
ment could be used as a model for making such decision. This effort should take 
place in the form of a comprehensive evaluation of publicly owned properties and 
facilities. Improve intergovernmental coordination would go a long way toward 
reducing development and operating costs for real property, especially in the Min-
neapolis area, where the number of local government entities is higher and more 
concentrated than in many other major metropolitan areas. This work also serves 
to answer the first and most important step of a siting process – determining the 
need for a given service and/or facility.

A collaborative departmental relationship should continue to address the long-
term use of surplus property. While properties should be considered for future 
use as public facility sites, opportunities for returning publicly owned property to 
the private sector should be strongly considered. Public Works and CPED have 
worked together on these situations in the past. Examples include 165 Glenwood 
and Snelling Yards properties. An additional opportunity for redevelopment of 
current public property exists at the Old Fire Station 14 site in North Minneapolis.



Siting Public Facilities, A Guide for the City of Minneapolis
Prepared by the Department of Community Planning and Economic Development - September 2011
Page -27-

Community Engagement

Despite the unpopularity of many types of public facilities, early public involve-
ment is more likely to lead to a successful outcome. If the public is convinced that 
a facility is needed and that it must be located or relocated in the community, the 
actual siting process may be less subject to delays.

The extent of community involvement may vary depending on the level of interest. 
Relatively low impact facilities such as office space may not demand a great deal of 
community input. Other more controversial facilities may require more extensive 
input, first on recognizing the need, defining citizens concerns, identifying alterna-
tives, defining site criteria, and perhaps developing suitable mitigation strategies.

Even with human resources in house who have the technical capabilities, there 
may be times that an outside consultant should be hired to bring an atmosphere of 
objectivity to the siting process. Such an action obviously requires funding which 
may or may not be available. 

When there is an expectation that a given facility may be difficult to site a com-
mon approach is to form a siting committee which includes stakeholders from the 
various City departments, the specific community being served, different jurisdic-
tions involved and members of the public. Such a committee could define neces-
sary site features or exclusionary criteria, weight ranking criteria and rank sites. 
The existing Capital Long Range Improvement Committee (CLIC) at the City of 
Minneapolis could serve in this capacity for most projects, perhaps meeting as a 
sub-committee with representatives from geographically diverse areas. In addition, 
the City’s Facilities, Space, and Asset Management Committee should play an of-

The City has adopted Guide-
lines for Community Engage-
ment that should be consulted 
and adhered to throughout 
the process. (http://www.
ci.minneapolis.mn.us/ncr/
docs/2011FinalCPPGuidelines.
pdf)
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ficial role in the public process, perhaps acting to make official recommendations 
to the CLIC sub-committee.

In any event the public participants should have a chance to be actively involved. 
Members should be encouraged to discuss relevant concerns, raise questions or 
objections freely, pose alternatives and help set priorities. Members should also 
be regularly provided with detailed and timely information, and be allowed and 
encouraged to share results of each meeting with their constituents both to dis-
seminate information and to encourage wider participation.

Committee members should be selected to provide a geographic balance across 
the area being served by the facility. As in all undertakings the composition should 
reflect the stakeholders of interest and should represent a balance by gender, race, 
culture, community and agency personnel.

Ideally, the public participation process should allow for at least three public meet-
ings. The first would clearly identify the problem, the need for a facility and the 
process being used to identify a site. However, without identifying specific areas 
or sites themselves, participation from the community is likely to be light. By first 
selecting smaller search areas determined by the previously outlined targeted and/
or exclusionary approach, participation may be more robust.

The second meeting should focus on discussing a number of alternative sites and 
explain how they were identified. Stakeholders should leave this meeting under-
standing the criteria used to identify sites, and how City staff will continue to 
winnow the list of possible locations. As the selection process becomes more geo-
graphically specific, it may be necessary to host multiple meetings for each step of 
the process. Neutral site meetings may give neighborhoods with greater resources 
an advantage in voicing their opinion on a given project. Meeting with neighbor-
hoods on their own terms and locations is advisable at this point. Still, with dwin-
dling staff resources, opportunities to combine these meetings should be explored.

The final meeting should announce the preferred final candidate site(s). Further 
reiteration of the approval process is important at this time. While staff should 
explain in detail the approval process at all stages of the siting process, it becomes 
more important as the process reaches its end. Ultimately there will be varying de-
grees of success in gaining stakeholder support for a project, but following a robust 
community engagement process, remaining issues should be clearly identified and 
easier to present to decision makers.
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Mitigation Measures for Host Neighborhoods

Many of the facilities that Minneapolis needs to site are unwelcomed in neighbor-
hoods. Considering the need for Industrial zoned land and the geographic distri-
bution of such land, the City may need to consider entering into neighborhood 
host agreements or offer offsetting amenities. Minimally, provisions will need to 
address operating hours, restrictions on vehicle access routes, patrolling of access 
routes for any litter or other problems – these are issues that are usually already 
required by the Minneapolis Zoning Ordinance. These provisions may also call for 
specific site plan and design measures such as additional landscaping, additional 
site buffering, noise walls or other site specific design measures which would help 
to alleviate negative or perceived negative aspects of a facility. The most recent ex-
ample of this approach in action is at the newly completed Hiawatha Maintenance 
Facility, which incorporates public art into the site design.

In private development projects throughout the City of Minneapolis, public as-
sistance is often accompanied by a development agreement that outlines local 
benefits required of a developer. A similar outcome and arrangement could be had 
for public projects. For example, consideration might be given to support neigh-
borhood safety initiatives, or the City may also evaluate whether preference could 
be given to neighborhood applicants for internships, job training or employment 
opportunities at a given facility.

Both of these approaches could potentially add costs to a given project. Consid-
eration should be given to whether or not these investments might reduce future 
City costs related to investigating complaints about a given public facility. Of 
course direct neighborhood compensation does not have to be the first step in 
negotiation. There are mitigation measures that have a positive impact on fis-
cal solvency, such as reasonable hours of operation, and one time investments in 
screening of noxious activities.
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Evaluation Methods 

Regardless of which method is applied to initiate a site search, the ultimate goal 
is to reduce the number of sites for further evaluation to a manageable number. 
Typically a numeric ranking system would then be employed to differentiate the 
capabilities and suitability of the various parcels. Not all criteria are necessarily 
going to be equal in importance so consideration should be given to weighting the 
criteria used in evaluation and ranking.

Evaluation of sites for any given facility or use is usually based on assigning 
weighting factors to each essential site element. The assignment of values to each 
factor may be done by a selection committee, staff, or combination of citizens, staff 
and technical experts. Determining the importance of each factor can be accom-
plished through public meetings, surveys, websites and other forums for develop-
ing consensus among the various stakeholders. A possible scale might be as fol-
lows:

	 1 = not very important
	 2 = somewhat important
	 3 = important
	 4 = very important
	 5 = essential

Each selection factor should be evaluated according to established criteria and 
ranked on a simple scale. Such ranking scores may be:

	 0= unacceptable
	 1= poor
	 2= fair
	 3=good
	 4= excellent

By then using a site evaluation matrix a score can be rendered for each site depen-
dent on the importance of the criteria and by the extent of its assigned importance. 
The highest score would indicate the most desirable site for the facility.

It is worth noting that a selection process may want to stop short of identifying a 
particular site or top sites and identify perhaps somewhere between 6-10 sites that 
may be suited and need further exploration at a later time. This would be particu-
larly true if a study is done in a time frame where actual selection and acquisition 
is still several years away. Identifying a top site(s) prematurely could lead to devel-
opment speculation and ultimately drive acquisition costs significantly higher than 
would otherwise occur. 
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For the public to be able to review and comment on proposed essential public 
facility location, construction, and operation, a certain amount of quantifiable 
information needs to be in the hands of the public. The following is a suggested 
minimum list of evaluation criteria needed for public consumption. More detailed 
and specific information may be needed depending on the type of public facility 
being proposed.
	
Evaluation criteria should be consistent in the treatment of siting essential public 
facilities and should recognize the need for compliance with local, state, and fed-
eral regulation. Evaluation criteria should consider more than one site. 

Evaluation criteria should include impacts on:

•	 Natural features and critical areas 
•	 Existing land use and development in adjacent and surrounding areas 
•	 Existing Comprehensive Plan designations for surrounding areas
•	 Existing Small Area Plans 
•	 Present and proposed population density of surrounding areas 
•	 Environmental impacts and opportunities to mitigate environmental im-

pacts 
•	 Availability of needed infrastructure (i.e.; roads, power, sewer, etc.)
•	 Spin-off (secondary and tertiary) impacts 
•	 Effect on the likelihood of associated development being induced or pre-

cluded by the siting of the facility. 
•	 Acquisition/demolition/rehab costs
•	 Buffering of various land uses
•	 Adjacent property during construction
•	 Traffic
•	 Other criteria specific to the facility

This information can be used for a variety of purposes throughout the site selec-
tion process, and it should be considered a top priority to collect this information 
to guide and inform all stakeholders.
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Implementation

Given the many land use, fiscal, political, and procedural issues that the public 
facility siting process encounters, the following steps should be considered to im-
prove efficiency and effectiveness of City efforts in both the long and short term.

Integrate a robust fiscal impact analysis when programming for 
capital facilities. Determine costs and impacts early on in the 
siting process to demonstrate the project’s impact on the City’s bot-
tom line.

Often times the City’s siting process is not allowed to fully demonstrate the cost 
of providing services to the public. While this recommendation is not necessar-
ily intended to encourage or discourage development of a given site, it is rather 
intended to demonstrate to the public and elected officials the true cost of provid-
ing a service. By addressing this issue early in the process, questions about fiscal 
responsibility can be answered easily as the project progresses.

The location of planned public facilities must be guided to where 
they will be compatible with adjacent land uses and accessible to 
the public as appropriate.

By following the basic land use and zoning evaluation described in this document 
on the front end of a project, this step should be fairly simple to implement. This 
does not guarantee an easy time identifying appropriate properties, but it will help 
in public engagement and review by elected officials if the site selection process is 
soundly grounded in adopted City policies and regulations.

Public facility sites must be designed to reduce impact on adjacent 
properties by providing visual, noise and other relief measures to 
mitigate adverse impacts on existing or planned development.

This should be standard practice in facility development, and for the most part is 
done very well by the City. Communicating these efforts to stakeholders is also im-
portant, especially in an effort to demonstrate the positive aspects of being located 
near a public facility. Business districts in particular can benefit greatly from the 
increase in employment and traffic brought by public facilities.
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The City should begin a proactive acquisition strategy to reserve 
and acquire land for future facility needs in anticipation of long 
term demand preferably through outright purchase or through 
long term lease agreements. New funding mechanisms should be 
explored and implemented.

The City has a list of known facilities that it wishes to locate or relocate within 
a certain time frame. While reluctant to take private land off the tax roles pre-
maturely and also creating a larger problem of property maintenance and man-
agement, the City will need to evaluate whether some of this acreage should be 
acquired while it still is available. Given the distribution of industrial land within 
the City, and the need for future site locations, a major challenge is achieving 
geographic fairness so no one area of the community bears the burden of negative 
impacts related to public facilities.

While determining sites for facility location can be challenging, the larger chal-
lenge can be the length of time that a candidate site may be available. If the site is 
already under public ownership, that tends to be less of a concern. Unfortunately, 
the City doesn’t have a lot of vacant acreage in inventory waiting for public facili-
ties to be relocated on. The City often finds itself in the position of looking at sites 
in private ownership. The need for relocating a facility may not match the avail-
ability of funds at a particular time. Thus, a siting process may identify a site but it 
may not be available by the time funding is available for acquisition. 

The City should evaluate whether or not to create a funding mechanism for acqui-
sition and initial site planning for public facilities. Such a fund might be construct-
ed as a revolving loan strictly limited to site selection, preliminary site develop-
ment schematics, site evaluation and earnest money deposits to initiate real estate 
acquisition. The state of Delaware has such a program (Advanced Planning and 
Real Estate Acquisition Fund) allowing for initiating projects for state facilities. 
Once capital funds are appropriated for the project, the advance funds are then 
paid back to the revolving fund. MnDOT Aeronautics has a similar fund set up 
for construction of hangars at general aviation airports providing low cost loans to 
communities with funds paid back to the revolving account over a 20 year period. 
MnDOT highways has an advance funding program whereby state and local funds 
can be used for advanced construction prior to receipt of federal funds. Once fed-
eral funds are received the advance funds are then paid back.
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Expand computerized inventories of materials stored, length of 
storage time and expand capabilities whenever possible to perform 
online transactions for all public service transactions in order to 
reduce physical facility needs.

Strengthening the City’s public land inventory process should result in better 
service delivery for a number of departments. This effort will fall short however 
if other public agencies do not also participate. Any facility siting process should 
include an analysis of publicly owned property that would be appropriate for a 
particular facility’s use. Standard naming conventions, searchable attributes, and 
programming plans are essential for making this tool useful.
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Facilities Siting Checklist

The follwing items should be completed and documented as necessary when initi-
ating and completing a public facility siting process.

TASK
Determine and demonstrate need
•	 Will the facility fill an existing service gap?
•	 What is the appropriate entity to deliver this service?
•	 Project future demand
•	 Consult with other government agencies for potential service overlap
•	 Determine service area
•	 Develop alternatives to public delivery of the service through cost-benefit analysis.
•	 Conduct Fiscal Impact Analysis of project based on assumed project parameters - 

update before approval process when specific sites are identified
Identify potential sites
•	 Determine site criteria:

•	 Site size/configuration
•	 Infrastructure needs
•	 Environmental constraints (proximity to various land uses, negative/positive im-

pacts)
•	 Infrastructure needs (roads, power, sewer, etc.)

•	 Employ a targeted or exlusionary approach as outlined in this document
•	 Consult with CPED staff on land use and zoning
•	 Create and execute a public outreach plan in consultation with the department of 

Neighborhood and Community Relations
•	 Develop list of potential sites, evaluate based on site criteria above, and the following:

•	 Acquisition, demolition, rehab, holding costs
•	 Need for buffering and mitigation from adjacent, existing, and planned uses
•	 Public input
•	 Traffic impacts
•	 Zoning code and Comprehensive Plan requirements

Approval Process
•	 Route land sale/acquisition form in preparation for City Planning Commission re-

view, as required by state statute
•	 Present options/recommendations to FSAM, CLIC, and the City Planning Commis-

sion
•	 Determine and acquire necessary City Council approvals
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