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Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting #12 

Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board 
Minnehaha Parkway Regional Trail Master Plan  

Monday February 10, 2020, 6:00 – 8:00 pm 
Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Recreation Center 

CAC members present:   
Cory Schaffhausen, Devin Olson, Francesco Marraffa, Frank Burton, Jim Tincher, Jessica McKenna, 
Jonathon Heide, Lesley Lydell, Martha Grant, Mary McKelvey, Michael Torres, Richard Duncan, Richard 
Nyquist, Ryan Seibold 
 
CAC members absent:  
Betsy Brock, Bill Shroyer, Caitlin Ross, Michael Jischke, Rebecca Johnson 

Approximately 26 members of the public attended the meeting

Staff, consultants, and speakers present:  
Adam Arvidson (MPRB), Madeline Hudek (MPRB), Bryan Harjes (Consultant-HKGi), Jody Rader 
(Consultant-HKGi), Sarah Evenson (Consultant-HKGi), Tiffany Schaufler (MCWD) 

1. Summary on Common Questions Regarding Water Resources 
Tiffany Schaufler with Minnehaha Creek Watershed District provided a summary on the common 
questions that have been reviewed over the past 20 months of the master plan. Through that summary, 
Tiffany provided responses to the following questions: 

• Is the Minnehaha Creek system well enough understood to know what improvements will have 
the greatest positive impact? 

• Will the proposed improvements create any additional impact on the surface and groundwater 
issues some have experienced in this area? 

• Will these conceptual improvements help alleviate some of the flooding issues caused by 
increasing rainfall? 

• Do we need to be creating more capacity in this creek corridor, or can we just control it all 
upstream? 

 
2. Lynnhurst 
CAC Comment 

• Residents have concerns about the fishing pier being accessed by tour buses. Suggests 
parking spaces on the east side of the northbound Minnehaha Pkwy segment south of the 
intersection would be better than the location of the existing parking bays 
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• Consider commercial permitting for things like kayaking and fishing tours to reduce their 
impacts along the Creek 

o (Staff) MPRB limits the amount of equipment that permitted rental agencies are 
allowed. The issue that is occurring currently is with an outfitter that is not 
permitted and should be. 

• Comment suggesting that the long bridge is not necessary and should remain as it exists 
today 

• Comment in favor of maintaining the concept as its shown, with the extended bridge, which 
allows for habitat connection and additional flood storage. The existing bridge can be left in 
place until work takes place on the tributary, and can be replaced at that time 

• Lynnhurst Focus Area recommended with 1 opposed 

3. Segment 2 & Nicollet Hollow 
CAC Comment 

• The picnic area on the west side of the segment will be removed and the sledding hill at 51st 
will be maintained without impact by trails. 

• Please consider removing, or use extreme caution around suggesting interpretation about 
the plane crash. 

• Please include amenities in the flats (area along the creek between Humboldt and Emerson) 
even if there is not picnicking there 

• Include that the CAC places emphasis on flood mitigation and water quality in the plan. 
Wants that to be the priority and not prioritizing space for amenities like picnic tables 
(especially where there is space for large natural resource improvements) 

• Mature trees are essential to the parks and do a good job improving habitat/water quality. 
Please include guiding principles and language about preserving trees in each segment 

• Segment 2 and Nicollet Hollow were recommended unanimously by the CAC 

4. Segment 3 
CAC Comment 

• Clarification about the natural surface trails that when they are designed, there will be an 
additional process to determine where exactly they go and select a surface type 

• The CAC needs to make a determination on the frontage road on the northwest side of 
Cedar/Minnehaha Parkway that is considered for elimination because it is MPRB property- 
no City involvement needed 

• Bike tunnel would go under Cedar and that is a County Road so the County would have to be 
involved in that process 
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• Suggestion that at Cedar and the Parkway where the concept shows a closed frontage road 
south of the gas station, many would rather have just the eastern portion of the frontage 
road closed and maintain the western portion for access to the gas station without having to 
go to/from Cedar.  

o Not concerned about the gas station having a second access in the context of this 
long-range plan 

o Disagrees with public comment that eastbound cars must take a double left if on the 
Parkway and trying to access the gas station. You could take a 2- block detour, 
which is not an excessive ask. 

o I went by that gas station today and understands that it’s a little bit more difficult to 
cross Cedar than to use the frontage road, but they did not actually find it too 
difficult. It may not be a gas station in the future, and this is a 30- year plan. We 
should not be planning for this particular business. The corridor would benefit from 
the extra greenspace. 

o I don’t view the frontage road as just serving the business- I view it as serving the 
residents of the community 

•  There have been several near drownings at the sledding hill west of Bloomington on the 
south side where it goes into the creek. Suggest that the Park Board plant soft bushes there 
to stop kids from sliding into the creek. 

•  We should make a point in this plan to request additional research (ongoing studies) on 
flooding to help understand potential impacts of implementation items.  

o Specifically, groundwater to surface water interactions 

o It’s important to remember that this is a 30-year plan, and we should allocate funds 
to research as designs and implementation come up  

• Concept was recommended unanimously by the CAC with the understanding that text 
suggesting continued groundwater/surface water research be included in the plan 

Community Comment 
• Agree that closing the whole frontage road at Cedar is a bad idea. People coming eastbound 

on the parkway who want to access the gas station would have to take a left and another 
left. May create backups. Support removal of the east segment of the frontage road. 

o Resident who lives near the gas station would like to keep the frontage road the 
way it is now. Helps to minimize congestion. Worries that the intersection will 
become more congested with a new housing complex going up nearby. 

o Attendee reiterates point about 48th St and Cedar being a useful frontage road 
(study to see traffic impacts of Bergen development before considering removal) 
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• Member of the Hiawatha Golf Course CAC also believes water coming into this area needs to 
be reduced and is concerned about the EPA’s guidance on constructed wetlands having 
negative impacts on nearby properties  

o Tiffany Schaufler of MCWD noted that the EPA guidance referenced was specific to 
northeastern part of the United States and therefore was not applicable in 
Minnesota, and that Minnesota has its own guidance. The proposed concepts are 
working to reduce the footprint of surface water elevation.   

• Attendee had a discussion with USGS about trans evaporation and wetlands being 
important, but still has concerns about water being brought closer to homes. Can you model 
surface and groundwater runoff together to understand impacts? 

o Tiffany Schaufler of MCWD commented that the proposed BMP concepts are not 
bringing water closer to homes than what already exists today as the BMPs would 
be placed in the current floodplain footprint. Understanding the surface and 
groundwater interactions is something that is currently being studied and is 
something that will continued to be studied. More data is available every day and 
that data will be used to inform future project designs and understand water 
elevations.  

5. Segment 1 + Penn-Newton-Morgan Focus Area 
CAC Comment 

• Suggestion for a different shape for the BMP east of Penn and that the launch not be shown 
near Morgan 

• Suggestion for bike trails west of Lynnhurst to Morgan to be on-street, as this area seems 
narrow for two trails, and additional impervious surface.  

o 51st seems like parkway in character, perhaps bikes could be on street as a shared 
use street and then just have a ped trail  

o There is a natural surface walking path there, maybe put a bike path, but leave the 
pedestrian path as a natural surface trail 

o Clarification that residents would need to clear sidewalk if pedestrians are directed 
to use the sidewalk across the street 

o Thinks only having one trail would create more problems than it would solve 
(walkers and bikers would both just use the trail) 

o Could the ped trail be on the north side of the creek? Could be useful to Burroughs 

o Suggestion for an option for the trail to continue west from Lynnhurst on the north 
side of the creek. 

 (staff) MPRB has no property on the north side of the creek near the Logan 
bridge (no opportunity for trails here) 
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 (staff) Space for a path west of here was studied and not deemed feasible 

o Residents would like to see one paved path, one natural surface trail 

 (staff) Would have to sign that path as a multi-use path because peds will 
use the bike trail 

o It’s a safety issue not to have a paved path for peds or to have a multi-use trail 

o Hope that more people continue their travels on the creek west of Lynnhurst, 
whether that be biking or walking. Hard for people to access a thin, slippery, muddy 
trail. Need to formalize the natural paths, and see a paved path where possible for 
as long as possible. Like the path extending to the tennis courts paved.  

• Clarification that west of Morgan, trails will be natural surface only.  

o Users who couldn’t use the natural surface trails and bikers would use sidewalks and 
City streets to get around the creek district. However, access points like the Penn 
Ave overlook would still allow those users to experience the creek within this area. 

• Add interpretation where creek crosses into Minneapolis (general CAC agreement) 

• Label the York outfall 

• Cul-de-sac near Morgan: residents would like to ensure that the roadways are not impacted 
in size if trails/a new bridge is built 

• Clarification about trail surface at Penn-Newton-Morgan.  

o (staff) Natural surface west of the creek, paved ped trail east of the creek, on-street 
bike trail. 

• Recommendation for a CAC 13 if this segment needs more discussion (bridge at Morgan and 
trail routing still being discussed) 

o Would like a focused plan with just this topic if there is a CAC 13 

o In favor: 6  Opposed: 4  Abstain: 1 

• No recommendation at this time, schedule a 13th meeting (However, this segment and focus 
area were unanimously recommended later in the meeting) 

Community Comment 
• Concern about the integrity of the thin berm near 5121 Morgan Avenue. The bridge would 

need a large footprint in order to get over the floodplain. Trees will be lost and the berm will 
be impacted. Would rather see the path that bike traffic already takes be formalized (going 
east at 52nd) or adjusted to use existing bridges and a path below the sledding hill. 
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o Clarification that this berm was constructed to protect this block of homes from 
surface water flooding, however, the homes are generally located below the surface 
water elevation of the creek which means their basements are likely located within 
the water table. Additionally, some of the homes are in the current 100-year 
floodplain boundary and some of the homes are located in the former channel 
location of the creek.  

• Would like to emphasize that the homes in this area are very sensitive to water levels. Think 
that designs need to consider BMPs and tree removal very carefully. Study the effects of 
surface and groundwater first, then decide on the least impactful approach. 

• Question about the SE corner or the park near Morgan Avenue- why is the sidewalk shown 
extending outside of the study area? Two trees will need to be removed and there is a utility 
pole. 

• If there’s an alternative to removing mature and healthy trees, it should be selected. Saving 
trees should be a priority. 

• Adding bridges and having trails that encroach into the floodplain makes it hard to ensure 
that you don’t add to the flood risk. Thinks that there are elements of this plan that should 
reduce the flood risk, however do not use those floodplain benefits areas to justify impacts 
elsewhere. 

o  (staff) Clarification that this plan’s intention is to not impact the floodplain and it is 
not suggesting that is justifiable to impact the floodplain just because mitigation 
measures exist 

CAC Comment 
• Suggestion to put the bridge crossing slightly south of where it is proposed currently (south 

of the sledding hill) to avoid impact to the berm 

• Proposal to approve this segment with the caveat that proposed bridge at Morgan not 
impact the berm or the road/cul-de-sac access. 

o Like the idea of a trail going on the west side of the creek toward the tennis courts. 
Would be good to have alternates shown in the plan (if bridge where it is shown is 
not feasible or has too many impacts, then trail to the west) 

• At Xerxes, the bike path would benefit from staying on Upton to 52nd, staying off 54th (which 
is too busy) 

• Reiterate that natural flow for bikes is to move west to east rather than crossing over the 
creek to the north. Would be better for bikes to stay on the south side of the creek. Or use 
52nd to Logan, but this does not feel like a Creek experience.  

o Concern about tree impacts if paths are put on the south side of the creek west of 
Logan 
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• Motion to recommend approval of Segment 1 with 2 paved paths on the south side of the 
creek west of Lynnhurst and an exploration of alternatives for the trails/bridge at 
Morgan/Logan (to be considered in detailed design) and added signage/interpretation at 
Minneapolis border 

o Unanimous approval of concept by CAC (no 13th CAC meeting) 

6. Portland at the Parkway 
CAC Comment 

• Discussion about immediate improvements at the Y-intersection. Question posed about 
clarifying willingness from the City to move forward with this?  

o (staff) First we have to adopt a master plan, and then improvements can be made. 
The City was not able to move forward with a pilot study last summer. The City is, 
however, on board with the proposed 3-way stop. 

• Acknowledgement that the medians at Portland do improve pedestrian safety. However, 
they don’t believe that the median at 4th and the Parkway improves pedestrian safety, only 
impedes driver movements. Proposes that it be removed from the concept. 

o (staff) Clarification that we are working to improve ped/bike safety at all crossings. 
By limiting turning movements, especially at closely spaced intersections, traffic 
patterns are clarified. While that particular median doesn’t have direct crossing 
impacts, if traffic is allowed to turn there, safety is impacted elsewhere.  

o CAC members acknowledges that even though driving will be impacted by that 
median, it will greatly improve safety for kids from Washburn and for other bikers 
and pedestrians. Happy to drive an extra block.  

o After discussion, initial CAC member opposed to median agrees that keeping the 
median is fine. 

• Portland and the Parkway Focus Area is recommended unanimously by the CAC  

Prioritization 
• Adam to send out a memo showing prioritization exercise results 
• Priorities will be in the draft document for people to comment on during the 45-day public 

comment period 


	Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting #12
	Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board
	Minnehaha Parkway Regional Trail Master Plan
	CAC members present:
	CAC members absent:
	Staff, consultants, and speakers present:
	1. Summary on Common Questions Regarding Water Resources
	2. Lynnhurst
	CAC Comment

	3. Segment 2 & Nicollet Hollow
	CAC Comment

	4. Segment 3
	CAC Comment
	Community Comment

	5. Segment 1 + Penn-Newton-Morgan Focus Area
	CAC Comment
	Community Comment
	CAC Comment

	6. Portland at the Parkway
	CAC Comment

	Prioritization




