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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Since the 1970s, a major revitalization project in 
Minneapolis has produced dramatic changes to the 
Central Riverfront area of the Mississippi River, by 
converting a former industrial area and freight rail 
yard into parks, offices, and upscale housing. 

With the majority of work on the Central Riverfront 
initiative complete, focus has now shifted to the 
northern section of the river, Above The Falls. 
Despite the current influence of industrial uses 
within area, plans call for a transformation similar to 
that seen on the Central Riverfront with the addition 
of park space, residential development, and new 
commercial or light industrial uses.

With planning for the Above The Falls initiative 
underway, the Minneapolis Riverfront Partnership 
(MRP) – a local non-profit that champions the 
continued revitalization of the Riverfront – 
commissioned this study to foster understanding 
and development of Riverfront indicators and help 
guide policy decisions  related to the Above The Falls 
revitalization project. 

To that end, a total of 10 indicators were developed to 
measure the accessibility and 2 indicators measure 
use of the Minneapolis Riverfront. These indicators 
address critical characteristics of Riverfront facilities 
that appear to be correlated with overall use of the 
Riverfront. They are:

Accessibility Indicators
1. Number of access points within each Riverfront 

section
2. Distance between access points
3. Percent of route type within each Riverfront 

section
4. Number of bus routes within network buffers
5. Distance to nearest bridge crossing from each 

access point
6. Population within network travel buffers
7. Percent of land use type within network travel 

buffers
8. Land use frontage along route by river section
9. Number of NiceRide stations
10. Number of public parking lots and stalls within 

the Critical Area

Use Indicators
1. Average daily bicyclist counts and Bike Miles 

Traveled on the River Route
2. Average daily pedestrian counts and Pedestrian 

Miles Traveled on the River Route

In comparing these accessibility indicators with 
the associated measures of use, a picture emerged 
regarding the correlation between certain 
characteristics of the Riverfront and increased 
use. Generally, use of the Riverfront is greatest 
in areas with strong physical connections to the 

rest of the city, dedicated off-street bicycle trails, 
and high density and diversity of transportation 
options. Though the population density in the 
areas surrounding a given segment of the River is 
perhaps the main determinant of use, these three 
characteristics appear to be predictive of use when 
holding constant differences in population.

Given these findings the following recommendations 
are suggested for the Above the Falls area of the 
Riverfront:
1. Increase the amount of off-street bicycle and 

pedestrian trails
2. Develop new physical connections between the 

Riverfront and the rest of the city (particularly 
over Interstate 94 on the west side of the river)

3. Expand the number of transportation options 
– reallocating NiceRide stations would be the 
easiest adjustment

These indicators represent critical high-level 
measures of the accessibility and use of the 
Riverfront, but are not exhaustive of all possible 
explanatory factors of Riverfront usage. The 
recommendations detailed in each section of the 
following indicator pages provide guidance as to 
how these measures can be kept current and further 
refined over time.
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STUDY METHODS
In order to best understand the unique accessibility 
and use of the Minneapolis Riverfront, this study 
combined several different methods including a scan 
of the literature, defining specific terms, consultation 
with MRP, secondary data collection and analysis, 
and use of GIS for mapping and analysis of spatial 
information.

SCAN OF THE LITERATURE
At the outset of the project, relevant scholarly 
literature was reviewed to inform the development of 
the indicators. Within this literature, two significant 
points stood out as particularly important in framing 
this analysis of accessibility and use indicators. 
First was the issue of finding illustrative, precise, 
and duplicable datasets.1 Second was choosing an 
appropriate geography for analysis.

Study and discussion of these works led helped 
narrow a wide field of potential accessibility 
indicators down to the ten presented in this report. 
Per the recommendations drawn from the literature 
review, these ten indicators are the most illuminating, 
in that they give pertinent, real world information 

1 Scheurer, Jan, and Carey Curtis. “Accessibility Measures: 
Overview and Practical Applications.” Urbanet - Curtin Universi-
ty of Technology (2007)

on the state of the Mississippi Riverfront. They are 
precise in that the data are available at a geography 
small enough to directly describe the Riverfront, 
independently from the larger city.  They  also 
can be replicated, as all datasets used are publicly 
available or readily accessible from local agencies or 
organizations.

The second significant issue uncovered in the 
literature review was the selection of an appropriate 
geography in framing this analysis. Because this 
project primarily concerned accessibility via non-
motorized transportation, much of the literature 
review focused on travel time geographies for 
studying bicycle and pedestrian activity. 

Many studies use a standard distance of a  1/2 mile, 
with the assumption that this represent average or 
maximum distances most Americans will choose 
to walk.2 However, given the unique nature of the 
Riverfront, users walk at different speeds and may 
be willing to travel farther than average in order to 
access Riverfront facilities, thus it was decided that a 
1/2 mile (roughly a 12-minute walk) would be more 

2 Miller, Harvey. “Measuring Space-Time Accessibility Bene-
fits within Transportation Networks: Basic Theory and Compu-
tational Procedures.” Geographical Analysis 31.1 (1999)

appropriate for this analysis.3 Furthermore, because 
of Riverfront geography and since accessibility 
depends on the mode of transportation, the seven 
areas or “buffers” of analysis used in this study 
represent distances traveled along the street and bike 
networks. This method results in a more accurate 
representation of  people’s route choice preferences 
and decision making than buffers created with 
straight line or Euclidean distances (circular areas 
with a radius of a specific length extending from a 
point). The seven buffers are discussed further in the 
following pages.

The decision to avoid using qualitative measures 
that affect accessibility such as perceptions of crime 
was deliberate. An accurate collection of this type 
of data was beyond the scope of work. Additionally, 
arguments against using qualitative measures due 
to the inherent challenge in defining and comparing 
such measures across areas of the river were found 
in the literature.4 

3 Smitten Group, et. al. Downtown Minneapolis Park Space 
Initiative: Final Report. Rep. Minneapolis: McKnight Founda-
tion, 2008.
4 Witten, Karen, Daniel Exeter, and Adrian Field. “The Quality 
of Urban Environments: Mapping Variation in Access to Com-
munity Resources.” Urban Studies 40.1 (2003): 161-77.
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TERMS AND DEFINITIONS
In order to make any comparisons between sections 
of the river, analysis of cyclist and pedestrian traffic 
along the Riverfront or to make recommendations for 
moving forward, several aspects of the study needed 
to be defined.

• ACCESSIBILITY: Generally, this is the ability to or 
the ease with which one may reach a destination. 
For this study accessibility specifically refers to 
the number of people who can reach the defined 
access points within a certain period of time (12, 
24, 36 minutes) by walk, bike, NiceRide, and car.

• USE: Broadly, use is how people visit the river. 
However, for this study, use refers to the number 
of people (both bicyclists and pedestrians) that 
were counted by the City of Minneapolis during 2 
hour periods between 2009 and 2012 at specific 
locations throughout the city with a few along the 
River Route. Thus, these counts represent traffic 
levels in terms of “average daily bicyclists and 
pedestrians” using the River Route.

• RIVER ROUTE: Defined as the most logical route 
that a cyclist or pedestrian would take to travel 

parallel to the River. This shapefile includes the 
sum of streets and on street bikes lane lengths 
which cyclists use, the adjacent sidewalk lengths 
that pedestrians use, and the  off-street trails 
which are utilized by both parties. For more detail 
about the creation and use of the River Route 
please refer to page 49.

• ACCESS POINT: Specific places along the 
Riverfront where a pedestrian, cyclist or motorist 
can access the River Route from the normal 
street grid of the city. These points were derived 
from intersections of the Mississippi River Trail 
shapefile. Points were chosen based on both real 
world observation and through map services such 
as Google Maps and ESRI aerial base maps. For 
more detail about the creation and use of Access 
Points please refer to page 50.

• CRITICAL AREA: The “Critical Area” as defined in 
the 2006 Mississippi River Critical Area Plan drafted 
by the City of Minneapolis is the main geography 
of this study. It is an area extending “roughly 1000 
feet on each side of the river but adjusted to follow 
roads and other major landmarks”. 
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CONSULTATIONS WITH MRP
The MRP, directed by Kathleen Boe and several board 
members, provided guidance during several meetings 
throughout the four months of this project. A tour 
of the Above The Falls section of the Riverfront was 
organized and lead by MRP representatives which 
resulted in a better understanding of the local 
geographies, land uses and the path of the River 
Route.  MRP then helped define the travel network 
distances. Usually travel distances are defined as 
circle buffers of certain radius. An example is the 1/2 
mile distance used by the National Park Service. This 
study however defines travel distance by travel time 
along road network. In order to stay consistent with 
the work that the National Park Service had already 
undertaken, this study creates seven unique buffers 
that represent the distance traveled by three different 
transportation modes in 12-minute increments (the 
buffers are described later on in this report). 

SECONDARY DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS
The main two forms of data used in this study were 
Geographic Information System (GIS) shapefiles 
depicting attributes of interest (i.e. land use type, 
demographics, etc.) that correspond with point, 
lines and polygons and Excel files. The following is 
the comprehensive list of data used in this study and 
where each was procured.

• MRP provided a City of Minneapolis Mississippi 
River Critical Area GIS shapefile that formed the 
basis of the following analysis. The Critical Area 
is roughly 1,000 feet on each side of the river 
but adjusted to follow roads and other major 
landmarks. From it, the six Riverfront sections 
used throughout this study were identified 
and used to compare indicators of accessibility 
and use across areas of  the Minneapolis River 
corridor. 

• The City of Minneapolis, Department of Public Works 
(DPW) provided bicyclist and pedestrian count data 
for 439 count locations throughout the city. These 

counts were taken at a variety of times throughout 
the summer months. The City of Minneapolis has 
an internal algorithm to extrapolate these counts 
to an annualized daily average. The data primarily 
formed the foundation for the indicators of use. 
Additionally, DPW provided bike network data 
which facilitated the River Route’s creation and 
informed the network travel buffers.

• NiceRide bike station information including station 
location and trip records (origin and destination) 
were provided by NiceRide Minnesota.

• 2010 population and demographic data were 
downloaded from the U.S. Census website. 
Population was calculated by selecting Census 
blocks within or immediately adjacent to the 
boundaries of the Critical Area.

• Bus schedules obtained from Metro Transit’s website 
were crucial in creating the bus route information.

• All other information including TIGER, land use, road 
centerline shapefiles and tables were downloaded 
from the MetroGIS Datafinder website.

GIS MAPPING AND ANALYSIS
All mapping was done exclusively using ESRI’s ArcMap 
10.1. In addition to basic ArcMap features, network 
analyst was used heavily in the creation of network 
travel buffers.

City of Minneapolis Mississippi 
River Critical Area 
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MAP 3 : 36-minute Walk BufferMAP 2 : 24-minute Walk BufferMAP 1 : 12-minute Walk Buffer

DESCRIPTION OF NETWORK TRAVEL BUFFERS
Network buffers are a means of analyzing actual 
street network distance versus simply measuring 
straight line distance as the bird flies. It gives a much 
more accurate picture of how a pedestrian, bicyclist, 
or driver would use the existing street network. They 
also measure how long it would take to travel a cer-
tain distance given a time constraint. 

In this study, the three modes of travel chosen were 

walking, biking, and driving. Each comes with an as-
sumption of an “average” speed. For walking, the 
speed chosen was 2.5 miles per hour, based on an 
average walking speed used by Trust of Public Lands1. 
For biking, 12 miles per hour was chosen. Driving 
was split into two categories: local roads, and pri-
mary and secondary roads. Local roads assume a 30 
miles per hour speed limit and primary and second-

1 Trust for Public Land: http://www.tpl.org/

ary roads assume a 60 miles per hour speed limit. 
Choosing set times to analyze the street network is 
also necessary. 12 minutes, 24 minutes, and 36-min-
utes corresponded well with mileage. For instance, 
a 12 minute walk, at 2.5 miles per hour, corresponds 
to a 1/2 mile. Therefore, 24 and 36 minutes would 
be equal to 1 mile and 1 1/2 miles respectively. The 
colored areas in the maps above show areas that are 
accessible via the road network within 12, 24, and 
36 minutes by walking. 
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MAP 4 : 12-minute Bike Buffer MAP 6 : 36-minute Bike BufferMAP 5 : 24-minute Bike Buffer

The dots on the maps represent access points to 
the river from the road network. In all, there are 89 
access points along the Riverfront in Minneapolis. 
Each access point has its own network buffer, as 
shown in Maps 1-7. Map 8, on the following page, 
shows all seven buffers that were calculated with 
lines dissolved within each buffer section for a 
cleaner visualization.  As one can see, the buffer that 
reaches the furthest along the road network is the 
12-minutes by Car buffer (shown in lavender in Map 
8). The bright green buffer in the middle represents 
the 12-Minute by Walking buffer and is the smallest 
of all seven buffers. 

Speed 12-Minute Distance 24-Minute Distance 36-Minute Distance
Walking 2.5 mph .5 miles 1.0 mile 1.5 miles
Biking 12 mph 2.4 miles 4.8 miles 7.2 miles
Driving 30/60 mph 6 - 12 miles N/A* N/A*

TABLE 7 : Assumed Speed and Distances of Travel Modes

*The Driving buffer, in the 24 and 36-minute were deemed to large for the study area of this project. A car can reach 5 different counties within a 12 minute drive of the 
access points along the Mississippi River in Minneapolis. 

DESCRIPTION OF NETWORK 
TRAVEL BUFFERS CONTINUED
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MAP 7 : 12-minute Car Buffer

MAP 8 : All Network Buffers

Smallest to Largest
1. 12-Minute Walk

2. 24-Minute Walk
3. 36-Minute Walk
4. 12-Minute Bike
5. 24-Minute Bike
6. 36-Minute Bike
7. 12-Minute Car

TABLE 7 : Buffers Ranked by Size

Above is a map of all the network travel buffers used 
to analyze the data throughout the remainder of this 
report. The largest of which (12-minute car ride) ex-
tends into four counties (Hennepin, Ramsey, Anoka, 
and Dakota) and contains  over 1.3 million people. 
Initially, 24 and 36-minute car ride buffers were go-

DESCRIPTION OF NETWORK 
TRAVEL BUFFERS CONTINUED

ing to be created and included in this study, but the 
4.5 hours of computer processing time required to 
create the 12-minute car buffer and the massive 
area that it alone covered justified the decision to 
not produce any larger buffers.



RIVERFRONT OVERVIEW
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Since the incorporation of the City of Minneapolis in 
1867, the Mississippi River has been crucial for the city’s 
growth and prosperity. Now, after nearly 150 years of 
industrial influence, there is an immense opportunity 
for redevelopment and revitalization of the Riverfront. 
Several areas of the Riverfront already attract many 
people each year, but several areas also have been 
neglected due to underutilization of industrial land 
adjacent to the river.  

To allow for greater specificity and comparison within 
this analysis, the Critical Area was partitioned the into 
three sections at the Plymouth and Washington Avenue 
Bridges, of which each was split along the river. This 
created the six Riverfront sections used throughout 
this study: Above The Falls East, Above The Falls West, 
Central Riverfront East, Central Riverfront West, Lower 
Gorge East and Lower Gorge West. 

RIVERFRONT OVERVIEW

MAP 9 : Six Sections of the Riverfront

The river sections are compared as characteristics 
of east and west sections and as a summed total of 
all six sections in the following topics on land use and 
demographics. For continuity in analyzing land use and 
demographics among the six separate sections of the 
river, only census blocks and selected parcels that were 
either within or immediately adjacent to the critical area 
boundary were used for this project. 

Lastly, the Above The Falls section has been widely 
discussed over the past few years because of its 
immense potential for redevelopment. This paper 
focuses this section of the Riverfront because the 
Central and Lower Gorge sections are largely developed.
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Land use varies widely in the Critical Area of the 
Mississippi River. Table 1 displays six general 
categories that have been simplified by land use 
type. Each category is made up of sub-categories.  
Maps 10-12 and Table  1 and 2 present land use 
by River section based on data from the City of 
Minneapolis which was current data at the time this 
report was conducted.

The Riverfront area is naturally a great fit for park 
and recreational space. While there is over 500 
acres of park and recreation space among the six 
sections, the Lower Gorge West section dominates 
in this category (Map 10). It contains 278 of the 507 
acres, or 54.8%. Most of this space is counted in 
Minnehaha Park, but Lower Gorge West also contains 
a large amount of parkland directly adjacent to the 
Riverfront and along the bluffs.

Residential uses occupy 21% of the Critical Area. 
The Lower Gorge West is dominant in the residential 
category, at 47.8% of the total residential acres (Map 
10). Neighborhoods adjacent to the Lower Gorge 
West section are dominated by residential uses, 
mainly single family homes.  

Residential is comprised of low-density housing, 
medium-density housing, high-density housing, very 
high-density housing, and congregate living sub-
categories. Industrial is made up of general industry 
and light industrial. 

Commercial land use occupies the least amount of 
area along the Critical Area of 7%.  The west side 
of the Riverfront presented the greatest amount 
of commercial land use, consisting of 82.4% of the 
total commercial acres.  The Above the Falls West is 
dominant in the commercial category, at 39.9% of 
the total commercial acres (Map 11). 

TABLE 1 : Land Use Statistics for Critical Area

Land Use Code Parcels Minimum 
(Acres)

Maximum 
(Acres)

Total 
(Acres)

Percent 
of Total

Parks/Open Space 124 0.11 76.43 506.96 25%
Low-Density Housing (HL) 1481 0.04 12.39 289.80 14%
Medium-Density Housing (HM) 233 0.02 2.83 40.34 2%
High-Density Housing (HH) 38 0.04 3.69 28.65 1%
Very High-Density Housing (HV) 9 0.22 1.67 8.10 0%
Congregate Living (CL) 14 0.08 41.68 57.86 3%
Residential 1775 0.02 41.68 424.75 21%
General Industrial (GI) 12 0.10 5.35 30.21 1%
Light Industrial (LI) 157 0.07 15.32 381.87 19%
Industrial Total 169 0.07 15.32 412.08 20%
Vacant (CP) 50 0.04 3.02 22.53 1%
Vacant (HO) 4 0.05 0.37 0.61 0%
Vacant (NONE) 256 0.00 9.67 131.79 6%
Vacant Total 310 0.00 9.67 154.93 8%
Commercial 176 0.01 22.58 150.34 7%
Cultural/Entertainment (CE) 13 0.12 2.22 10.72 1%
Mixed Use (MU) 31 0.07 3.92 13.17 1%
Public/Institutional (PI) 72 0.03 66.94 266.93 13%
Transportation/Utilities 34 0.08 69.16 116.21 6%
Other Total 150 0.03 69.16 407.03 20%
Total 5108 2056.09 100%

LAND USE
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MAP 10 : Land Use for Lower Gorge Area MAP 11 : Land Use for Above The Falls Area
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MAP 12 : Land Use along Central Riverfront 
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Riverfront Sections Residential 
(Acres)

Commercial 
(Acres)

Industrial 
(Acres)

Vacant 
(Acres)

Other 
(Acres)

Parks/Recreation 
(Acres)

Total 
(Acres)

Percent of 
Total Acres

Above The Falls East 39.31 33.00 136.36 16.33 77.51 14.20 316.71 15.35%
Above The Falls West 7.11 39.93 236.19 43.58 6.81 58.53 392.15 19.00%
Central Riverfront East 60.63 25.79 11.10 27.12 144.51 66.87 336.02 16.28%
Central Riverfront West 47.80 33.84 27.77 45.22 25.22 64.04 243.89 11.82%
Lower Gorge East 67.06 9.15 0.00 21.76 51.27 25.83 175.07 8.48%
Lower Gorge West 202.84 8.63 0.66 8.24 101.71 277.50 599.58 29.06%
Total East Riverfront 167.00 67.95 147.46 65.21 273.29 106.89 827.8 40.12%
Total West Riverfront 257.75 82.40 264.62 97.05 133.74 400.07 1235.63 59.88%
All Riverfront Sections 424.75 150.34 412.08 162.26 407.03 506.96 2063.42 100.00%

TABLE 2 : Land Use Statistics for Six Sections along Riverfront

“Other” is made up of several land use types 
including mixed use, cultural/entertainment, 
public/institutional, and transportation/utilities. 
Commercial and Parks/Recreation only had one land 
use type, and were not further comprised of more 
sub-categories. 

The greatest acreage of vacant land is in the Central 
Riverfront West section (Map 12), closely followed 
by Above The Falls West (Map 10). Vacant land is an 
important measure because it represents potential 
for redevelopment. While the Central Riverfront 
West section has greatly changed over the past 

decade, there is still land available for redevelopment 
(Table 1 and 2).  
The first vision listed in the Above The Falls Plan, 
drafted by the City of Minneapolis, is to “develop a 
regional park amenity and support compatible new 
development along Minneapolis’ upper Riverfront.”  
The vacant land in this area is largely left over from 
industrial parcels and could be contaminated poten-
tially complicating the redevelopment process. Soil 
and site remediation, though expensive, would be 
largely beneficial and could incentivize redevelop-
ment throughout the area. 

LAND USE (CONTINUED)
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Riverfront Sections Total 
Population White % White African 

American 
% African 
American

American 
Indian/ Alaska 

Native

% Amer. 
Ind. / AK 
Native

Asian % Asian
Two or 
More 
Races

% Two 
or More 

Races
Above The Falls East 1,454 815 56.05% 347 23.87% 36 2.48% 74 5.09% 53 3.65%
Above The Falls West 650 235 36.15% 218 33.54% 40 6.15% 88 13.54% 28 4.31%
Above The Falls Total 2,104 1,050 49.90% 565 26.85%  76 3.61% 162 7.70% 81 3.85%
Central Riverfront East 5,334 4,149 77.78% 329 6.17% 26 0.49% 453 8.49% 148 2.77%
Central Riverfront West 5,879 4,592 78.11% 281 4.78% 24 0.41% 660 11.23% 128 2.18%
Central Riverfront Total 11,213 8,741 77.95% 610 5.44% 50 0.45% 1,113 9.93% 276 2.46%
Lower Gorge East 6,430 4,799 74.63% 949 14.76% 39 0.61% 261 4.06% 173 2.69%
Lower Gorge West 6,271 4,976 79.35% 173 2.76% 20 0.32% 793 12.65% 159 2.54%
Lower Gorge Total 12,701 9,775 76.96% 1,122 8.83% 59 0.46% 1,054 8.30% 332 2.61%
Total East 13,218 9,763 73.86% 1,625 12.29% 101 0.76% 788 5.96% 374 2.83%
Total West 12,800 9,803 76.59% 672 5.25% 84 0.66% 1,541 12.04% 315 2.46%

All Riverfront Sections 26,018 19,566 75.20% 2,297 8.83% 185 0.71% 2,329 8.95% 689 2.65%
City of Minneapolis 382,578 244,086 63.80% 71,098 18.58% 7,601 1.99% 21,553 5.63% 16,687 4.36%

In 2010, the total population for the six sections 
of the Critical Area was roughly 7% of the nearly 
383,000 residents of Minneapolis. The Lower Gorge 
sections had the most people with a population of 
12,701, followed by the Central Riverfront with a 
population of 11,213. Above The Falls section had 
the fewest people, 2,104 inhabitants. 

DEMOGRAPHICS - TOTAL POPULATION

TABLE 3 : Demographics of the Total Population within the Critical Area

A difference 804 people was identified between the 
eastern and western sections of the Above The Falls 
section with 650 people living within the west section, 
and 1,454 people in the east section. The main 
reason is that the largely residential neighborhoods 
west of Interstate 94 are not included because the 
Critical Area for the Above The Falls West does not 
extend beyond I94 (see Map 13 on page 19).

Slightly more people live in the eastern sections 
than the western sections of the Riverfront 
(13,218 and 12,800 respectively). This is interesting 
because more of the total Critical Area is located on 
the western side of the river due to the geographic 
boundaries of Minneapolis (see Map 13 on page 
19). 

Source: 2010 Decennial U.S. Census
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DEMOGRAPHICS BY RIVERFRONT SECTION

[0 10.5 Miles

Legend
Above The Falls, East

Above The Falls, West

Central Riverfront, East

Central Riverfront, West

Lower Gorge, East

Lower Gorge, West

Above the Falls East: 
Demographics

Race:
56% White

24% African American
5% Asian

15% Other

Above the Falls West: 
Demographics

Race:
36% White

34% African American
6% American Indian

14% Asian
10% Other

Central Riverfront West: 
Demographics

Race:
78% White

5% African American
11% Asian
6% Other

Lower Gorge West: 
Demographics

Race:
79% White

3% African American
13% Asian
5% Other

Lower Gorge East: 
Demographics

Race:
75% White

15% African American
4% Asian
6% Other

Central Riverfront East: 
Demographics

Race:
78% White

6% African American
8% Asian
8% Other

Riverfront sections tend to be less diverse (four 
of the six sections) than Minneapolis as a whole. 
Above The Falls, in total, had the lowest percentage 
of white population in the six sections, the highest 
percentage of African Americans, American Indian/
Alaska Natives, and those of two or more races. 

The White and Asian populations are higher than the 
city average in four of the six sections. Conversely, 
African American and American Indian/Alaska Native 
populations are lower than the city average in four 
of six sections. The category representing those of 
two or more races was below the city average in all 
six Riverfront sections. 

Asians are also more likely to live on the west side 
of the river (12.04% in all West sections vs. 5.96% in 
all East sections) whereas African Americans are the 
opposite (5.25% in all West sections vs. 12.29% in all 
East sections). 

DEMOGRAPHICS - RACEMAP 13 : Geographic Breakdown of Race Along the Riverfront
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The Hispanic and Latino populations make up 
roughly 10% of the city’s population (as seen in Table 
4). These groups are under-represented in all six of 
the city’s Riverfront sections. Their numbers are 
closest to the city average in the Above The Falls East 
and West sections (8.80% and 6.31%, respectively). 

The area of least representation is the Lower Gorge 
West section, where Hispanics and Latinos only 
account for 2.12% of the total population.

DEMOGRAPHICS - ETHNICITY Riverfront Sections Total 
Population

Hispanic 
/ Latino

Percentage 
of Total

Above The Falls East 1,454 128 8.80%
Above The Falls West 650 41 6.31%
Above The Falls Total 2,104 169 8.03%
Central Riverfront East 5,334 222 4.16%
Central Riverfront West 5,879 179 3.04%
Central Riverfront Total 11,213 401 3.58%
Lower Gorge East 6,430 204 3.17%
Lower Gorge West 6,271 133 2.12%
Lower Gorge Total 12,701 337 2.65%
Total East 13,218 554 4.19%
Total West 12,800 353 2.76%
All Riverfront Sections 26,018 907 3.49%
City Total  382,578 40,073 10.47%

TABLE 4 : Ethnicity Percentage by Riverfront Section
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DEMOGRAPHICS - OCCUPANCY STATUS

TABLE 4: Housing Occupancy Status 

Riverfront Sections Housing 
Units Occupied % Occupied Vacant % Vacant Own w/

Mortgage
% Own w/
Mortgage

Own Free 
and Clear

% Own Free 
and Clear Rent % Rent

Above The Falls East 787 702 89.20% 85 10.80% 215 30.63% 41 5.84% 446 63.53%
Above The Falls West 241 214 88.80% 27 11.20% 85 39.72% 26 12.15% 103 48.13%
Above The Falls Total 1,028 916 89.11% 112 10.89% 300 32.75% 67 7.31% 549 59.93%
Central Riverfront East 2,710 2,495 92.07% 215 7.93% 639 25.61% 199 7.98% 1,657 66.41%
Central Riverfront West 4,409 3,829 86.85% 580 13.15% 1,624 42.41% 353 9.22% 1,852 48.37%
Central Riverfront Total 7,119 6,324 88.83% 795 11.17% 2,263 35.78% 552 8.73% 3,509 55.49%
Lower Gorge East 2,705 2,616 96.71% 89 3.29% 997 38.11% 516 19.72% 1,103 42.16%
Lower Gorge West 1,035 934 90.24% 101 9.76% 171 18.31% 74 7.92% 689 73.77%
Lower Gorge Total 3,740 3,550 94.92% 190 5.08% 1,168 32.90% 590 16.62% 1,792 50.48%
Total East 6,202 5,813 93.73% 389 6.27% 1,851 31.84% 756 13.01% 3,206 55.15%
Total West 5,685 4,977 87.55% 708 12.45% 1,880 37.77% 453 9.10% 2,644 53.12%
All Riverfront Sections 11,887 10,790 90.77% 1,097 9.23% 3,731 34.58% 1,209 11.20% 5,850 54.22%

Roughly 90.8% of housing units in the six Riverfront 
sections were occupied in 2010, leaving the remain-
ing 9.2% vacant (Table 5). Of the occupied housing 
units, 34.6% were owned with a mortgage, 11.2% 
were owned free and clear (no debt owed), and 
54.2% were rented units. 

Lower Gorge East’s total rate of home ownership 
(housing units with a mortgage plus housing units 
owned free and clear)  was 57.8% compared to 

42.2% who were renting housing units in that River-
front section. 

The highest rate of renters occurred in Lower Gorge 
West, with a rate of 73.8% renters to just 26.2% 
home owners. Renters were the majority in all River-
front sections at a rate of 54.2% to 45.8%. However, 
three of the six Riverfront sections had total home 
ownership rates greater than 50%. 

TABLE 5 : Housing Occupancy Status 
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ACCESSIBILITY
Accessibility is defined as the number of people that 
can reach the defined access points within a certain 
period of time (12, 24, 36 minutes) by walk, bike, car,  
and transit.  The access points identified through 
this research form the basis of the analysis in this 
report. They represent locations where people can 
gain access to the Mississippi River trail system – 
or the closest roadway adjacent to the river in the 
absence of a designated trail – from the rest of the 
regular street grid. This collection of river trails and 
next-best bicycle/pedestrian streets is identified in 
this report as the River Route, or simply the Route.

The reason for identifying and mapping these access 
points and route was the need for two continuous 
bicycle/pedestrian routes (one on each side of the 
river) to be able to compare accessibility and usage 
measures across the different parts of the Riverfront 
area. The ten indicators are listed to the right.

ACCESSIBILITY INDICATORS
1. Number of access points in each Riverfront 

section
2. Distance between access points (average 

segment length in feet)
3. Percent of route type within each Riverfront 

section
4. Number of bus routes within network travel 

buffers
5. Distance to nearest bridge crossing from each 

access point (miles)
6. Population within network travel buffers
7. Percent of land use type in network travel buffers
8. Percentage of land use type frontage along each 

Riverfront segment
9. Number of NiceRide stations within network 

travel buffers
10. Number of public parking stalls within Critical 

Area
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1. NUMBER OF ACCESS POINTS WITHIN 
EACH RIVERFRONT SECTION 
IMPORTANCE: This indicator is a measure of the 
number of access points, defined as an intersection 
of the road network with a segment of the Riverfront 
trail network, along the route within each of the six 
river sections that are accessible by pedestrians, 
bikes and cars (Table 6). This also creates a measure 
of density in the form of access points per mile 
of route in each section (Table 7). Thus, people 
traveling within sections of the river with a higher 
density of access points have a greater number of 
places where they can access the River Route than 
do people traveling in river sections with lower 
densities of access points. In a sense, it’s a measure 
of how porous the route is.

It was assumed that the greater the porosity the 
higher the usage numbers would be because users 
would have more ways to easily access the River 
Route. The findings support this assumption.

DATA: These access points were identified via both 
in-person field studies and use of Google Maps 
(https://maps.google.com/). The River Route used to 
define points of intersection was constructed with a 
combination of bike trail shapefiles, street centerline 
shapefiles from the City of Minneapolis and the Critical 
Area shapefile provided by MRP.

FINDINGS: The Above The Falls West section has the 
lowest access point density with 2.9 access points per 
mile, far below the average of 5.8 access points per mile 
for the other five segments of the river. This difference 
is mostly the result of the proximity of Interstate 94 to 
the River Route. Seven bridges cross Interstate 94/394 
in the 4.5 miles between the Plymouth Avenue Bridge 
and 53rd Avenue North at the northern extent of the 
city border. This severely limits the overall accessibility 
of this stretch of the river.  One shortcoming of this 
dataset is that it includes only formal access points, for 
the sake of simplicity in analysis. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: It is clear that a variety of 
informal access points exist, such as direct access from 
buildings along St. Anthony Main. Identifying and 
categorizing such informal access points would add 
valuable depth to further studies of the Riverfront.

 Accessible By: 
 Pedestrians  Bikes  Cars 

Total Number of 
Segments out of 89  89  86  76 

MAP 14 : Access Point Locations in Critical Area

TABLE 7 : Access Points Accessible By Mode

Riverfront Sections
Total Number 

of Access 
Points

Access 
Points Per 

Mile

Above The Falls East 20 8.7
Above The Falls West 13 2.9
Central Riverfront East 12 5.0
Central Riverfront West 12 5.0
Lower Gorge East 13 6.2
Lower Gorge West 19 3.9
Total 89 4.7

TABLE 6 : Number of Access Points in Critical Area
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2. DISTANCE BETWEEN 
ACCESS POINTS (AVERAGE 
SEGMENT LENGTH IN FEET)
IMPORTANCE: The Distance Between Access Points 
Indicator shows how far a user would have to travel 
along the River Route from one access point to 
the next. This was deemed an indicator because 
some users may prefer to avoid using sections of 
the Riverfront where access point density is low, 
requiring them to choose to travel farther to exit the 
River Route or turn around. 

DATA: Segment lengths were calculated as the 
distance along the designated River Route, between 
two adjacent access points. As such, represented 
values are network, rather than Euclidean, distances. 
These values were determined using the “Calculate 
Geometry” tool in ArcMap.

FINDINGS: The longest overall average distance 
between access points (1,964 feet) is found within 
the Above The Falls West river section (Table 8). This 
is higher than the 1,044 foot average for the other 
five segments. This above average measure mirrors 
the access point density indicator in that it is also 
a measure of the porosity of the River Route. In 
essence, there are fewer places to either gain access 
to or leave the River Route within the Above The 
Falls West River section.

RECOMMENDATIONS: Given the static nature of 
the River Route and access points, this dataset does 
not require updating as frequently as other datasets 
included in this study. Changes in segment length 
should be updated as changes in the Riverfront 
Route occur.

MAP 15 : Central Riverfront Access Points & Segments MAP 16 : Lower Gorge Access Points & Segments
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3. PERCENT OF BICYCLE ROUTE TYPE WITHIN EACH 
RIVERFRONT SECTION
IMPORTANCE: This indicator identifies which type of 
primary bicycle facility is present on each segment 
along the route: 

• A grade-separated trail out of the automobile 
right-of-way (off-street)

• A striped bicycle lane in the automobile 
right-of-way

• An automobile right-of-way with no separate 
bicycle designations. 

While there is some variation in quality within each 
of these facility types, it was determined that most 
or all of the segments on the River Route fall into 
one of these categories.
 
DATA: Route type values were identified via both in-
person field studies and use of Google Maps. While 
this measure incorporates only the three trail type 
values listed above, the River Route shapefile from 
which these values were derived also includes fields 
indicating other characteristics of the trail, such as 
whether it is paved. Though a variety of other trail 
characteristics could be analyzed, this route type 
variable was chosen for its simplicity.

FINDINGS: The majority of the River Route consists of 
off-street trails – 74% of the total length throughout 
the city – making it difficult to determine precisely 
the effect that the facility type has on usage (Table 
8). However, it is clear that those sections of the 
River Route that are predominantly composed of off-
street trails (Central Riverfront and Lower Gorge), 
have much higher usage numbers than the sections 
that are not predominantly off-street trails (Above 
The Falls East side of the river).

The Above The Falls East section is comprised of 38% 
off-grade trails. The Above The Falls West section 
has 51% off-street trails (Table 8). On the west side, 
there is no off-street trail between 22nd Avenue N 
and 41st Avenue N. On the east side, the off-street 
trail ends between 1st Avenue NE and 30th Avenue 
NE, proceeding instead along Marshall Street NE.

RECOMMENDATIONS: As mentioned, the related 
shapefile also contains information on other 
characteristics of the River Route. These could be 
incorporated into more elaborate studies of the 
River Route. Additionally, a nearly endless number of 
other characteristics - such as lighting, tree canopy, 
or type of pavement - could be included to broaden 
analysis possibilities. These other variables were 
excluded from this report as they were deemed to be 
less associated with use, an because their collection 
and analysis was beyond the scope of our work.

MAP 17 : River Route Along the Riverfront

Riverfront Sections Total 
Length (mi)

Average 
Segment 

Length (ft)

Off-Street 
Trails

On-Street 
Bike Lanes

On-Street, 
No Bike 
Lanes

Above The Falls East 2.3 784 38% 62% -
Above The Falls West 4.5 1,964 51% 45% 4%
Central Riverfront East 2.4 989 70% 26% 4%
Central Riverfront West 2.4 1,157 100% - -
Lower Gorge East 2.1 932 100% - -
Lower Gorge West 4.9 1,356 100% - -
Total East 11.7 1,477
Total West 7.4 885
All Riverfront Sections 19 1,163 74% 15% 11%

TABLE 8 : Access Segment Attributes
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FINDINGS: Table 9 shows statistics for the number 
of bus routes accessible from each access point 
compared to the number of access points within each 
river section. As buffer distances increase, the number 
of routes accessible from each access point increases. 
For instance, 138 of the 209 (66%) metropolitan bus 
routes travel through the 12 minute walk buffer, and 
155 of the 209 (74%) metropolitan routes pass through 
the 12 minute bike buffer. 

The River Route access point at Hennepin Avenue 
South has the greatest number of bus routes (101) 
accessible within a 12 minute walk. Eleven access 
points are within a 36 minute walk of the greatest 
number of stations, 135. The Central Riverfront West 
section of the river has the greatest concentration of 

4. NUMBER OF BUS ROUTES WITHIN NETWORK TRAVEL BUFFERS

MAP 19 : Bus Routes within a 12-minute Bike Ride

Number of Bus Routes within 12, 24, & 36-minute Walk Buffers

River 
Section

Walk 
Buffer

Average # 
of Routes

Median 
# of 

Routes

Minimum 
# of 

Routes

Maxi-
mum # of 

Routes

Above The 
Falls East

12 min 3 3 1 20
24 min 22 25 4 40
36 min 49 30 25 111

Above The 
Falls West

12 min 20 21 16 22
24 min 28 24 19 90
36 min 50 27 20 125

Central 
Riverfront 

East

12 min 22 22 4 46
24 min 85 91 25 134
36 min 115 135 46 135

Central 
Riverfront 

West

12 min 59 56 2 101
24 min 113 125 38 133
36 min 131 134 109 135

Lower 
Gorge 
East

12 min 11 13 0 26
24 min 25 29 11 37
36 min 37 36 19 81

Lower 
Gorge 
West

12 min 4 2 0 16
24 min 12 9 2 37
36 min 23 18 10 68

TABLE 9 : Bus Routes within 12, 24 & 36-minute Walk

IMPORTANCE: The number of bus routes within 
the network travel buffers identifies all the possible 
bus routes that can be accessed from each access 
points within a given walking or biking distance.  Bus 
routes create an extended network by allowing more 
individuals to access the River Route from greater 
distances.

DATA: The number of bus routes was calculated using 
the “Spatial Join” tool in ArcMap to join each of the 89 
access points to every bus route located within 10 feet 
on either side in order to address the fact that many of 
the access points do not directly intersect with a bus 
route. The routes were then counted to identify the 
total number of routes accessible from each access 
point within the 12, 24 and 36 minutes walk buffers. 

bus routes within any walk buffer, likely because this 
area is located closest to the downtown bus stations 
where many transfers allowing access to businesses 
and jobs occur. 

The east side of the river and the Lower Gorge have 
the fewest number of bus routes within the study area. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: The values of this dataset may 
change based on changes within the bus schedules 
set by Metro Transit each year.   The number of bus 
routes at each access point should be updated as 
changes in bus schedules occur. In order to increase 
the accessibility to the critical area by transit, more bus 
routes could be provided to the east side of the river 
and the Lower Gorge

MAP 18 : Bus Routes within a 12-minute Walk
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5. DISTANCE TO NEAREST RIVER CROSSING 
FROM EACH ACCESS POINT (MILES)
IMPORTANCE: The Distance to the Nearest River 
Crossing (a bridge) shows how far users have to travel 
along the River Route from one access point to the 
nearest river crossing.  There are 13 river crossings 
in the critical area. Seven of these are in the Central 
Riverfront including the Plymouth and Washington 
Bridges, which form the northern and southern 
bounds of the Central Riverfront section respectively. 
This indicator is important in that it is another measure 
of the connectedness of the Riverfront, measuring 
accessibility across the river, rather than simply along 
it.

DATA: Values of this variable were determined 
using network distances from each access point 
to its nearest bridge crossing point, using ArcMap. 
Bridge crossing points were generally identified at 
the first footing of each side of the bridge for sake of 
comparability between different types of bridges.

FINDINGS: The average distance from all access 
points to the nearest river crossing for the entire River 
Route is 0.3 miles.  The greatest distance between an 
access point and the nearest bridge crossing is 1.5 
miles between the 53rd Avenue North access point 
and the 37th Avenue Bridge.  The greatest average 
distances to the nearest crossing is found both in the 
Above The Falls and Lower Gorge areas.  The access 
points with the shortest distances are found in the 
Central Riverfront area where there are 6 different 
bridges to cross the river.

RECOMMENDATIONS: Values of this dataset are 
unlikely to change at all within the near future. The only 
foreseeable potential change would be the addition 
of a pedestrian/bicycle facility across the train bridge 
at the eastern terminus of the Midtown Greenway. 
However, this possibility seems unlikely. It should 
be assumed that this dataset will see no change and 
therefore efforts to update it need not be made, unless 
redevelopment along the river adds river crossings in 
the years to come.

Riverfront Sections Total 
Distance (mi)

Average 
Length (mi)

Median 
Length (mi)

Minimum 
Length (mi)

Maximum 
Length (mi)

Above The Falls East 7.03 0.35 0.30 0.02 0.81
Above The Falls West 5.91 0.45 0.31 0.02 1.55
Central Riverfront East 1.69 0.14 0.15 0.00 0.36
Central Riverfront West 2.37 0.20 0.18 0.01 0.44
Lower Gorge East 5.47 0.42 0.43 0.02 0.91
Lower Gorge West 7.63 0.40 0.30 0.00 1.14

TABLE 10 : Distances to Nearest River Crossing within Each River Section

MAP 20 : Closest Distance to River Crossing
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6a. POPULATION WITHIN WALK NETWORK TRAVEL BUFFERS
MAP 21 : 12-minute Walk: 62,902 People MAP 23 : 36-minute Walk: 175,007 PeopleMAP 22 : 24-minute Walk: 117,403 People

IMPORTANCE: Population is an essential figure to 
understand when discussing accessibility in order to 
identify differences and similarities throughout the 
Riverfront. Knowing the population the river serves is 
important for planning purposes to support a thriving 
Riverfront.

DATA: Data was gathered from the 2010 Census SF1 
Dataset at the Block level. Blocks that intersected the 
12-Minute Walk buffer were selected in ArcGIS, and 

the sum of all selected Blocks was totaled in Excel. 
FINDINGS: The  12-minute figure represents a half-
mile distance to the river. With 62,902 out of 382,587 
Minneapolis residents (16%) the 12-minute buffer 
provides a foundation for understanding the total 
population near the Mississippi River. 

The population nearly doubles to 31% when the 
walk time is increased to 24 minutes.  And within 
36 minutes, just under half (46%) of the residents of 

Minneapolis can access the Mississippi River. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Update population counts as 
new Census data becomes available. These buffers 
could be used when planning events along the 
Riverfront like the Stone Arch Bridge Festival or the 
4th of July and encouraging nearby residents to walk 
or bike to reduce traffic congestion.
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6b. POPULATION WITHIN BIKE NETWORK TRAVEL BUFFERS
MAP 24 : 12-minute Bike: 142,244 People MAP 26 : 36-minute Bike: 1,000,079 PeopleMAP 25 : 24-minute Bike: 666,210 People

IMPORTANCE: As access to the Riverfront improves, 
it is important for planning purposes (i.e. justification 
for the placement of new NiceRide stations) know 
how many people live within a set distance of the 
river. 

DATA: Data was gathered from the 2010 Census SF1 
Dataset at the Block level. Blocks that intersected the 

12-Minute Walk buffer were selected in ArcGIS, and 
the sum of all selected Blocks was totaled in Excel. 

FINDINGS: The residing population increases nearly 
four-fold between the 12-minute bike and the 
24-minute bike buffers, which is the largest increase 
in population between consecutive network buffers. 
The population almost doubles again from the 

24-minute to the 36-minute bike buffer resulting in 
a total population is over 7 times what it was in the 
12-minute bike buffer.

RECOMMENDATIONS: Population counts should be 
updated as new Census data becomes available for 
each buffer area.
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6c. POPULATION WITHIN 12- 
MINUTE CAR BUFFER

MAP 27 : 12-Minute Car: 1.36 Million People

IMPORTANCE: The ability to access the Riverfront 
extends beyond just pedestrians and bikers. By 
understanding the number of people that can access 
the Riverfront by car within a set amount of time, 
planning efforts for events can start being put into 
context. 

DATA: Data was gathered from the 2010 Census SF1 
Dataset at the Block level. Blocks that intersected the 
12-Minute Walk buffer were selected in ArcGIS, and 
the sum of all selected Blocks was totaled in Excel. The 
buffer area for 24 and 36 minute drives encompass a 
huge area, and were too time consuming to produce 
for this study. 

FINDINGS: According to the 2010 Census, the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area had 3.3 Million people. 
Therefore, about 41% of the metropolitan area’s 
population lives within a 12-minute drive of the 
Minneapolis Riverfront. This is a huge number 
considering the geographic size of the Twin Cities. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Update population counts as 
new Census  data becomes available. In future studies, 
including population counts for the 24 and 36-minute 
buffers will further expand on the knowledge of 
access to the Minneapolis Riverfront. 
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7. PERCENT OF LAND USE 
TYPE WITHIN NETWORK 
TRAVEL BUFFERS
IMPORTANCE: This indicator shows the percentage 
of nine different land uses within each network travel 
buffer in 2010 as identified by the Metropolitan 
Council. Analyzing this information and graphically 
displaying percentages by river section helps to better 
understand the human-induced landscape within the 
area. 

DATA: Land use shapefiles were downloaded from 
the MetroGIS Datafinder, and clipped to the network 
buffers using ArcGIS 10.1.

FINDINGS: Residential and recreational land uses 
make up the majority of the 12-minute car ride buffer 
(43% and 20% respectively) and are close competitors 
in all the other buffers. Additionally, 145.69 acres or 
6.3 million square feet of undeveloped land exists 
within a 12-minute (1/2 mile) walking distance of 
the Riverfront. Transportation-related infrastructure 
comprises a majority of the land use immediately 
adjacent to the Riverfront. As such, it was not 
included in this indicator analysis because it tends to 
skew more pertinent land use information, though it 
does appear in the following charts.

The Critical Area on the other hand is predominantly 
recreational land (25%) followed by residential (21%) 
(see pages 12-15). Furthermore, undeveloped land 
within the Critical Area is concentrated within the  
Central Riverfront West (45%) and Above The Falls 
West (44%).

RECOMMENDATIONS: Prioritize undeveloped land 
use acres within a 12 minute walk of the Riverfront 
(specifically within the Central Riverfront West and 
Above The Falls West) as sites for infill development 
since they have intrinsically high amenity and property 
values. The methods used in developing this metric 
could be repeated to produce land use data for years 
2005 and 2000. Furthermore, a land use dataset that 
is more descriptive (i.e. provides different residential 
densities) and is updated more often than every five 
years should be utilized in future analyses. Doing so will 
provide a better temporal and spatial understanding 
of land use change along the Minneapolis Riverfront 
especially if housing, parkland and community space 
increase in the next few decades as outlined in the 
Above The Falls and the RiverFirst plans.

GRAPH 2 : Acres of Undeveloped Land by Buffer

GRAPH 1 : Acres of Land Use Type within Each Buffer
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8. LAND USE FRONTAGE 
ALONG ROUTE BY RIVER 
SECTION 
IMPORTANCE: This indicator shows how much of each 
land use abuts the previously defined River Route 
within each section of the river. As such, this indicator 
can help one better understand user experience along 
the River Route.

DATA: The same land use shapefile downloaded from 
MetroGIS and used in Indicator 7 was intersected 
here with the River Route identified in Indicator 3. 
The resulting table and bar graph on the left show the 
percentages of the land uses along the river sections.

FINDINGS: Recreational land abuts more than 70% of 
the River Route, with the highest percentage (99%) in 
the Lower Gorge West section and the lowest (23%) 
in the Above The Falls East section. Industrial is the 
second highest land use on the route with 13%. The 
highest percentage of industrial land use along the 
River Route is in the Above The Falls section with 
40% on the east side and 29% on the west side of the 
river. Commercial land uses along the River Route are 
currently confined to the Above The Falls sections and 
a little within Central Riverfront East.

RECOMMENDATIONS: Since the industrial companies 
along the River Route generate jobs and other societal 
benefits they should not be forcibly removed from 
the Riverfront. However, as city initiatives such as the 
Above The Falls and RiverFirst plans begin to phase 
out industrial uses and re-purpose undeveloped land, 
visions and funds should be in place to quickly clean 
the sites and make them available to the public as hubs 
of recreation, or commerce. Additionally, a land use 
dataset that is more descriptive (i.e. provides different 
residential densities) and is updated more often than 
every five years should be utilized in future analyses.

Land Use
Above The 
Falls East

Above The 
Falls West

Central 
Riverfront East

Central 
Riverfront West

Lower 
Gorge East

Lower 
Gorge West

Grand 
Total

Commercial 7.47% 7.91% 1.11%  -  -  - 2.94%

Industrial 40.40% 29.20% 8.34%  -  -  - 12.99%

Institutional 1.36%  - 6.94%  - 6.19%  - 1.77%

Office  - 0.94%  -  -  -  - 0.22%

Recreational 22.95% 48.89% 57.95% 98.58% 92.14% 99.41% 71.82%

Residential 16.39% 1.67% 9.98%  -  -  - 3.68%

Transportation 0.63% 6.31% 15.68% 1.42% 1.67% 0.59% 4.03%

Undeveloped 10.79% 5.08%  -  -  -  - 2.56%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

TABLE 11 : Percentage of Each land Use within Each River Section

GRAPH 3 : Percentage of Land Use Frontage Along the River Route by Section
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9. NUMBER OF NICERIDE STATIONS 
WITHIN NETWORK TRAVEL BUFFERS
IMPORTANCE: This indicator is a measure of mode 
options. The NiceRide bike share system is a popular 
transportation amenity throughout the Twin Cities. 
Currently, several stations are located near the 
Riverfront providing convenient access to the River 
potentially attracting more users. To measure the 
accessibility of the Riverfront using NiceRide, the total 
number of stations within both the 12-minute walk 
buffer and 12-minute bike buffer for each access point 
were measured in addition to the number of stations in 
each of the river sections, the number of stations within 
100 feet of the Riverfront Route, and the number of trips 
starting (origin) and ending (destination) at the stations.

Riverfront Sections
Number of NiceRide 

Stations within 12-mn 
Walk

Above The Falls East 1
Above The Falls West 6
Central Riverfront East 9
Central Riverfront West 17
Lower Gorge East 7
Lower Gorge West 4
Total Riverfront 44

Station Name 
(Station Number)

Trip 
Origins

Trip 
Destinations

100 Main St SE (30000) 8,013 8,492
Elliot Hall (30058) 1,238 1,082
Marshall St NE & 8th Ave NE 
(30098)

1,516 1,515

N 4th Ave & W River Road (30144) 1,489 1,586
Mpls Park & Rec. Board (30145) 305 322
Total 12,561 12,997

TABLE 12 : NiceRide Stations in Each River Section

MAP 29 : NiceRide Stations Near River Route

TABLE 13 : Number of Trip Origins & Destinations

MAP 28 : 44 NiceRide stations within 12-min Walk

DATA: The 2012 NiceRide station locations and origin 
and destination data was obtained from NiceRide, MN.  

FINDINGS: In total, 96 stations are located within 
a 12-minute bike ride of the river. 44 of these 96 
stations are located within a 12-minute walk of the 
River Route, so that a NiceRide user could leave a bike 
at one of these stations and comfortably walk to the 
River Route.  The Central Riverfront West section has 
the most NiceRide stations with 17. A total of five 
NiceRide stations are within 100 feet of the Riverfront 
Route. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: NiceRide is quickly growing 
in terms of number of users and stations. Currently 
only five stations are near the River Route, with a 
few more planned for the Minnehaha park area in 
the Lower Gorge section. However, research should 
still be conducted to study the possibility of adding 
new stations along the River Route to enhance 
accessibility especially in the Above The Falls section 
of the Riverfront.
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clustering of public parking in areas of high demand.  
Public parking is clustered within the northern 
area of the Above The Falls section; and within the 
lower section of the Lower Gorge on the west side 
of the river.  Parking in the Above The Falls section 
of the Riverfront appears to be fairly evenly spaced 
throughout the section between both sides of the 
river.  However the majority of the available public 
parking spaces is located off Lyndale Avenue North, 
near a public playground and other park facilities.  
Similarly, the majority of the public parking located 
within the Lower Gorge area is found at Minnehaha 
Falls.  Both of these park facilities present a high 
demand of users within these sections, justifying the 
needed public parking in these areas.   

Public parking facilities are an important aspect to 
consider when determining the use of the river.  
Since there is a large number of individuals able 
to access the river within a 12 minute drive to the 
river, parking is a key component to these users.  
Adequate availability of parking creates a draw for 
a larger network of individuals by creating more 
opportunities to access the river.

RECOMMENDATIONS: Identify and count all parking 
structures and spaces on-street, underground, 
and in ramps within the Critical Area and each of 
the network travel buffers. Also, identify the most 
heavily used parking areas. Doing so may allow MRP, 
the park board and the City of Minneapolis to better 
regulate and control congestion along the river by 
advertising the least utilized parking locations and 
other nearby transportation options (i.e. NiceRide, 
bus routes, walking distances) people may use to 
access the Riverfront.

10. NUMBER OF PUBLIC PARKING LOTS 
& STALLS WITHIN THE CRITICAL AREA
IMPORTANCE: 1.3 million people live within a 
12-minute drive of the River Route.  With this 
number of potential users, public parking lots were 
considered an important accessibility indicator.  
Without adequate space for parking, individuals 
may choose to visit other locations, use different 
transportation methods or avoid the Riverfront 
altogether. This study only considered surface 
parking lots within the Critical Area because they 
could be identified and counted within the time 
available.

DATA: All parking lots within the Critical Area were 
identified and stalls were counted using Bing base 
layers on ArcMap and Google Maps. Parking places 
on streets along the Route were not counted.

FINDINGS: The Central Riverfront has public parking 
lots spread evenly throughout this section of the river, 
the Above The Falls and Lower Gorge area present a 

Riverfront Sections
Number 

of Parking 
Lots

Number 
of Parking 

Spaces
Above The Falls East 2 18
Above The Falls West 4 166
Central Riverfront East 4 168
Central Riverfront West 7 345
Lower Gorge East 1 73
Lower Gorge West * 16 593
Total Riverfront 34 1363

* Three small parking lots are included in the “number of parking lots” column 
but spaces were not counted due to the presence of trees in the aerial photos.

TABLE 14 : Number of Parking Lot Stalls in Critical Area

MAP 29 : Locations of Parking Lots in Critical Area

Public parking lots 
and # of spaces



INDICATORS OF USE
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USE 
Indicators of use describe the volume of pedestrian 
and/or bicycle activity in a given location along 
the Riverfront. These measures are critical for 
understanding which characteristics of accessibility 
have the greatest impact on usage of the Riverfront 
and, hence, which enhancements should be 
prioritized to promote usage of existing and future 
Riverfront facilities.

The use measures chosen represent the best 
available data within the study area. These measures 
are the most dynamic indicators used in this report, 
given their rapid pace of change from year to year. 
They should inform the basis of any future work in 
studying Riverfront accessibility.

USE INDICATORS
1. Count location capture rate of river sections 
2. Bike and pedestrian counts and miles traveled on 

route 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: The table below shows 
that few segments within the Critical Area can 
currently be used to analyze trail use. Therefore, it is 
recommended more count locations are added along 
the River Route. Some segments have  similar traffic 
volumes and thus do not need separate counters 
for each one of them, so the total number of count 
locations needed is fewer than 87.  The Minneapolis 
Riverfront Partnership should collaborate with the 
City of Minneapolis Department of Public Works 
on count location selection to develop a better 
understanding of Riverfront usage.

IMPORTANCE: The bike & pedestrian locations are 
important for gathering trail use data.  Although 
hundreds of count locations are located across 
Minneapolis, there is not enough count data gathered 
for the study of River Route use level because only 
a small number of count locations are on the trail. 
The River Route is divided into 87 segments by 
access points, and theoretically the traffic for every 
segment is different. To obtain enough data, the 
ideal situation is that counts are gathered for each 
of the segments. The percent of segments with 
counts available in each critical section is calculated 
to give a general idea of where insufficiencies in the 
distribution of counts are located.

DATA: The counts and bike trails data were obtained 
from the Minneapolis Department of Public Works, 
and city road center line shapefiles were retrieved 
from MetroGIS (a TIGER shapefile). The City of 
Minneapolis, Department of Public Works (DPW) 
provided bicyclist and pedestrian count data for 439 

1. PERCENT OF SEGMENTS WITH COUNTS AVAILABLE

MAP 30 : Bike & Pedestrian Count Locations

TABLE 15 : Count Locations, # of Segments and % with Counts 

count locations throughout the city. These counts were 
taken at a variety of times throughout the summer 
months. The City of Minneapolis has an internal 
algorithm to extrapolate these counts to an annualized 
daily average. 

FINDINGS: The dataset shows that there are 
439 locations across Minneapolis where bike / 
pedestrian counts are available. However, among 
the 87 segments of the Rive Route, only 10 segments 
have count data that can be used to represent traffic 
volume on the segments (11.5%), which is not 
enough to accurately analyze these traffic patterns. 
Central Riverfront West has the highest percentage 
(18.2%), but it’s still low and only two count locations 
are  on the River Route within that section. Above 
The Falls East has the lowest percentage among the 
six sections.

Riverfront Sections
Count 

Locations on 
River Route

Number of 
River Route 
Segments

Percent of 
Segments 

with Counts
Above The Falls East 1 19 5.3%
Above The Falls West 2 12 16.7%
Central Riverfront East 1 12 8.3%
Central Riverfront West 2  11 18.2%
Lower Gorge East 1  12 8.3%
Lower Gorge West 2  19 10.5%
Total 10  87 11.5%
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2. AVERAGE DAILY BICYCLIST & AVERAGE DAILY PEDESTRIAN 
COUNTS & MILES TRAVELED ON THE RIVER ROUTE
IMPORTANCE: Bike Miles Traveled (BMT) and 
Pedestrian Miles Traveled (PMT) are important 
indicators which account for both segment length and 
traffic volumes. These indicators were calculated for 
segments of the River Route system and aggregated 
for each of the critical area sections. They tell how 
many miles are traveled on segments by bikes and 
pedestrians, which can be helpful in reflecting the 
level of use across trail segments. 

As shown in the map to the right, the trail system is 
divided into ten “travel segments” using bridges as 
natural break points within the critical area. The ten 
travel segments correspond with ten count locations, 
one on each segment. The segment length and which 
section it falls in are shown in the table below.

It is assumed that the traffic volume on each segment 
is consistent, and is represented by the counts of 

Riverfront Sections Segment Length (mi)

Above The Falls East
# 7 2.55

2.82
# 8 0.27

Above The Falls West
# 1 2.80

4.46
# 2 1.66

Central Riverfront  East # 9 2.44 2.44

Central Riverfront West
# 3 1.22

2.41
# 4 1.19

Lower Gorge East # 10 2.12 2.12

Lower Gorge West
# 5 2.65

4.88
# 6 2.23

TABLE 16 : Traffic Counts & Intersected 
Access Segment Attributes

MAP 31 : Count Locations and River Route Segments

the count location. Based on that assumption, BMT 
and PMT are calculated for each travel segment by 
multiplying the trail length, counts, and 365 days.

DATA: The critical area GIS layer is obtained from 
the Minneapolis Riverfront Partnership, counts and 
bike trail network are obtained from the Minneapolis 
Department of Public Works, and city road center line 
shapefile is from MetroGIS.
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FINDINGS: The counts obtained in the study are 
indicators of use but are not individual user counts. 
A same person who passes a counter several times 
will also be counted several times. The counts 
thus represent the bicycle and pedestrian traffic 
volumes. The BMT varies greatly across locations. 
The most Bike Miles Traveled (BMT) occurs within 
Lower Gorge East and West, and Central Riverfront 
West. The total BMT in the critical area is over 4.4 
million miles, which indicates intensive use of the 
River Route. The Pedestrian Miles Traveled (PMT) 
at Central Riverfront East is much higher than either 
the BMT and PMT of other segments. The Lower 
Gorge West has the second largest PMT of over 1 
million. The overall PMT of the trail system is slightly 
higher than BMT. Both BMT and PMT are low in the 
Above The Falls sections.

RECOMMENDATIONS: To make the study of trail use 
more accurate, more count data is needed. Since only 
ten locations are available to represent traffic volume 
on Riverfront trail, the travel segments have to be 
defined longer than they should be, resulting in lower 
accuracy. So more count locations are needed to better 
reflect the traffic volumes along trail and allow use of 
shorter travel segments for analysis. 

2. AVERAGE DAILY BICYCLIST / PED 
COUNTS & MILES TRAVELED ON 
THE RIVER ROUTE CONTINUED

Riverfront Sections Segment Length Total 
Length

Average 
Daily 

Bicyclists

Annual 
BMT / 

Section
Total BMT

Above The Falls East
7 2.55

2.82
160 148,920

178,485
8 0.27 300 29,565

Above The Falls West
1 2.8

4.46
120 122,640

225,643
2 1.66 170 103,003

Central Riverfront East 9 2.44 2.44 420 374,052 374,052

Central Riverfront West
3 1.22

2.41
1,410 627,873

1,040,506
4 1.19 950 412,633

Lower Gorge East 10 2.12 2.12 1,340 103,6892 1,036,892

Lower Gorge West
5 2.65

4.88
730 70,6093

1,601,438
6 2.23 1,100 89,5345

Total 19.13 4,457,015

TABLE 17 : Cyclist Counts and Miles Traveled within each Riverfront Section

TABLE 18 : Pedestrian Counts and Miles Traveled within each Riverfront Section

Riverfront Sections Segment Length Total 
Length

Average 
Daily Peds

Annual 
PMT / 

Section
Total PMT

Above The Falls East
7 2.55

2.82
50 46,538

58,364
8 0.27 120 11,826

Above The Falls West
1 2.8

4.46
30 30,660

85,191
2 1.66 90 54,531

Central Riverfront East 9 2.44 2.44 2,330 2,075,098 2,075,098

Central Riverfront West
3 1.22

2.41
940 418,582

622,727
4 1.19 470 204,145

Lower Gorge East 10 2.12 2.12 890 688,682 688,682

Lower Gorge West
5 2.65

4.88
390 377,228

1,069,085
6 2.23 850 691,858

Total 19.13  4,599,146 
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The BIG story summarizes all the findings of the 
individual indicators; creates overall rankings  for 
each Riverfront Section by combining all individual 
indicator rankings; and evaluates relationships 
between accessibility and use. Chapters in this story 
include the overall accessibility ranking, overall use 
ranking, correlation between accessibility and use, 
and key findings, holes in the data, and suggestions 
for future studies.

OVERALL ACCESSIBILITY RANKING
The study uses the ten accessibility indicators above 
measure the accessibility of each Riverfront section. 
A section may rank high in one or more indicators 
while lag in some others. To make the results more 
interpretable,  the study creates an overall ranking of 
the six river sections which combines the ten separate 
accessibility indicator rankings. For each river section, 
the study calculates the median of its ten rankings, 
then compares the median across all sections. Median 
scores were used to better differentiate between 
individual sections, rather tan using means, which 
resulted in tied scores. The section with the smallest 
median gets the highest ranking. Similarly, the section 
with the largest median gets the lowest ranking. 

The results of individual and overall ranking are shown 
in table. The Central Riverfront sections have the 
highest level of accessibility, followed by Lower Gorge 
sections. Above The Falls sections have the lowest level 
of accessibility. 

INDICATOR NOTES:
• Indicator 1: Number of Access Points within Each 

Riverfront Section (the more access points per 
mile, the better ranking) 

• Indicator 2: Distance Between Access Points (the 
smaller average distance between access points, 
the better ranking)

THE BIG STORY
Above 

The Falls 
East

Above 
The Falls 

West

Central 
River-
front 
East

Central 
River-
front 
West

Lower 
Gorge 
East

Lower 
Gorge 
West

1. Number of Access Points 1 6 3 3 2 5

2. Distance Between Access Points 2 5 3 3 1 6

3. Percent of Route Type 6 5 4 1 1 1

4. Number of Bus Routes 6 3 2 1 4 5

5. Distance to Nearest Bridge Crossing 3 6 1 2 5 4

6. Population 6 5 3 2 4 1

7. Percent of Land Use Type 5 6 4 3 1 2

8. Land Use Frontage 6 5 4 2 3 1

9. Number of NiceRide Stations 6 4 2 1 3 5

10. Public Parking Lots and Stalls 6 4 3 2 5 1

Median Score 6 5 3 2 3.5 4.5

Overall Ranking 6 5 2 1 3 4

TABLE 19 : Ranking of Accessibility Indicators by River Section

• Indicator 3: Percent of Route Type within Each 
Riverfront Section (the higher percentage of off-
street trail, the better ranking)

• Indicator 4: Number of Bus Routes within Net-
work Buffers (the larger number of bus routes 
within 12 minute walk, the better ranking)

• Indicator 5: Distance to Nearest River Crossing 
From Each Access Point (The smaller average dis-
tance to nearest river crossing, the better ranking)

• Indicator 6: Population (the larger population 
within 12 minute walk, the better ranking)

• Indicator 7: Percent of Land Use Type within Each 
Riverfront Section (the lower percent of industrial 
and undeveloped land, the better ranking)

• Indicator 8: Land Use Frontage Along Route by 
River Section (the lower percent of industrial and 
undeveloped, the better ranking)

• Indicator 9: Number of NiceRide Stations (the 
larger number of NiceRide stations within 12 min-
ute walk, the better ranking)

• Indicator 10: Number of Pubic parking Lot Stalls 
within Each Section (the larger number of stalls, 
the better ranking).
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For the Lower Gorge West, the accessibility ranking of 
4 is not very high, but it has long route sections which 
contributes to large BMT, PMT, and high ranking of use. 
Generally the accessibility and use rankings for each 
section align. This confirms the assumption that a 
higher level of Riverfront accessibility results in more 
intensive use.  Therefore strategies focusing on the ten 
accessibility indicators can be used to attract users and 
increase use.

THE BIG STORY CONTINUED
OVERALL USE RANKING
This study creates an overall ranking for level of use as 
well based on the following indicators:

Use Indicators
1. Annual Bike Miles Traveled on the River Route
2. Annual Pedestrian Miles Traveled on the River 

Route
3. Average daily bicyclist counts
4. Average daily pedestrian counts

For the average daily bicyclist and pedestrian counts 
used for ranking, if there are more than one counts in 
a river section, the largest count is used for ranking. 
For each river section, the study calculates the median 
of its four rankings, then compares the median ranking 
across sections.  The section with the smallest median  
gets the highest ranking. Similarly, the section with the 
largest median gets the lowest ranking. 

The results of individual and overall rankings are 
shown in Table 20. Central Riverfront West ranks first 
in use. Lower Gorge West and Central Riverfront East  
tie in third place. The Above The Falls sections have 
the lowest levels of use. 

CORRELATION BETWEEN ACCESSIBILITY AND USE
The volume of bicycle and pedestrian count data 
(based on which use indicators are calculated) is 
too small to warrant statistical studies of correlation 
between accessibility and use. This study instead  
examines the relationship between accessibility and 
use by comparing their ranking results. Theoretically, 
if a river section has a high level of accessibility, it 
should also have a high level of use.  Based on this 
assumption, if the rankings for each section are the 
same or similar, the relationship between accessibility 
and use is roughly justified.

The comparison of the two ranking results are shown 
in table 21.  Although only four out of six sections have 
the exact same ranking number for accessibility and 
use, the accessibility and use rankings actually align 
pretty well with each other. Central Riverfront East 
and West rank first and second in both accessibility 
and use.  Above The Falls East and West rank lowest 
in accessibility and use. Some of the difference in 
accessibility and use rankings can be partly explained. 

Above 
The Falls 

East

Above 
The Falls 

West

Central 
Riverfront 

East

Central 
Riverfront 

West

Lower 
Gorge 
East

Lower 
Gorge 
West

1. Bike Miles Traveled 6 5 4 2 3 1
2. Pedestrian Miles Traveled 6 3 1 5 4 2
3. Daily Bicycle Counts 5 6 4 1 2 3
4. Daily Pedestrian Counts 5 6 1 2 3 4
Median Score 5.5 5.5 2.5 2 3 2.5
Overall Ranking 5 5 2 1 4 2

USE INDICATORS NOTES:
Indicator 1: Annual Bike Miles Traveled on the River 
Route (the larger bike miles traveled on the River Route, 
the better ranking)
Indicator 2: Annual Pedestrian Miles Traveled on the 
River Route (the larger pedestrian miles traveled on the 
River Route, the better ranking)

Above 
The Falls 

East

Above The 
Falls West

Central 
Riverfront 

East

Central River-
front West

Lower 
Gorge 
East

Lower 
Gorge 
West

Accessibility Ranking 6 5 2 1 2 2
Use Ranking 5 5 2 1 4 2

TABLE 20 : Ranking of Use Indicators by River Section

TABLE 21 : Comparison of Accessibility and Use Ranking by River Section

Indicator 3: Average Daily Bicyclist Counts (the higher 
counts, the better ranking)
Indicator 4: Average Daily Pedestrian Counts (the higher 
counts, the better ranking)
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THE BIG STORY CONTINUED
KEY FINDINGS
The indicators point to certain key elements that 
appear to impact usage of the Riverfront:

• Population
• Land use mix
• Quality & Connectivity of the Riverfront Route
• Transportation Accessibility
• Density of the Transportation Network

The Above The Falls segments are below or significantly 
below the Riverfront average for the majority of the 
accessibility indicators. Correspondingly, pedestrian 
and bicycle usage is lowest in this section as well.

One variable associated with usage appears to be the 
number of people near the Riverfront - the size of 
population and/or employment. Encompassing the 
Minneapolis Central Business District, U of MN, and 
a large amount of high density housing between the 
two, the Central Riverfront has the largest number 
of potential users near the Riverfront. As such, the 
highest bicycle and pedestrian counts are found in the 
Central Riverfront segment. But while population is 
associated with use, several of the other accessibility 
indicators shed light on the differences among the six 
segments of the Riverfront.

The quality and connectivity of the Riverfront Route 
are also important factors associated with use. One of 
the distinctions of quality is the users experience as 
shaped by their environment, which is in this study the 
land use along the River Route. 

The Above The Falls sections are the most diverse in 
terms of land use frontage along the River Route with 
seven out of eight of the land uses types represented. 
But, over a third of the River Route within the entire 
Above The Falls section is abutted by industrial uses 
which are often buildings with large blank facades. 
Additionally, these industrial areas have few amenities 
that appeal to users of the River Route and they 
largely separate the river from the neighborhoods and 
amenities on the opposite side of the River Route. As 
such, the use counts in these heavily industrial areas 
are lower than the other sections of the River Route 
abutting other land uses. 

This study indicates that both the type of trail facility 
and the connectivity of the trail are factors that 
influence use. Segments with a relatively higher 
percentage of the River Route composed of off-street 
trails tended to have higher usage rates. Additionally, 
off-street trails showed the greatest use among 
cyclists within the transportation network, which was 
followed by areas with separated bike lanes. Both the 

East and West segments of the Lower Gorge area have 
off-street trails for 100% of the length of the route. 
Correspondingly, usage in the Lower Gorge area was 
high and similar to the usage in the Central Riverfront 
area, despite having a smaller population. The Above 
The Falls area was ranked last for this indicator, with 
only 38% of the East Side comprised of off-street trails 
and 51% on the West Side, compared to 94% off-street 
trails on the remainder of the Riverfront.

Transportation accessibility, measured broadly as 
the amount and diversity of transportation options 
along the River Route is also an important factor. This 
analysis found a likely correlation between usage and 
several factors of transportation accessibility: the 
density of access points, proximity to river crossings, 
parking availability, and availability of transit options 
including NiceRide stations. The  Above The Falls 
segment performed the lowest with these measures 
also. 

Above The Falls West has an access point density of 
2.9 per mile, the lowest of any of the segments. This 
means that potential users have far fewer locations 
where they can access the River Route, and hence 
potential users have to travel farther to access the 
River Route than would users elsewhere in the city. 
The lack of access points is manifested in the notable 
gaps in the walk buffer in the Above The Falls area. 
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IMPORTANT OBSERVATIONS:
A large portion of the Twin Cities Metropolitan pop-
ulation (1.3 million people) is within a 12-minute 
drive of the Mississippi Riverfront. Therefore, it is 
important to provide accommodations for several 
modes of transportation (bike racks, bus shelters 
& benches, adequate parking, etc.). Enhancing the 
availability of these transportation accommodations 
and evaluating the cost-efficiency of these areas is 
an immediate response that can help increase the 
use of the Riverfront. 

HOLES IN THE DATA
• A major limitation of this analysis is found within 

the pedestrian and bike count data.  Without ad-
equate count information, annual averages and 
daily use projections are imprecise estimates 
of the use of the Riverfront Route. Adding new 
count locations will act as an added resource 
and allow for a greater analysis of the Riverfront 
Route.

• Another limitation is that this analysis does not 
account for informal access points such as off-
trail foot paths or grassy areas individuals can 
use to access the Riverfront.  Future analysis 
of the Riverfront network should identify these 
points in order to better evaluate the accessibil-
ity to the Riverfront.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE STUDIES
• We recommend using the 12-minute walking 

buffer as a basis for future studies, along with 
extending the Critical Area borders to Marshall 
St. in order to include all identified access points 
and the preferred River Route. Currently, the 

Critical Area is an rather arbitrarily defined area 
which is not helpful in providing insights on Riv-
erfront usage and management. For example, 
it’s easy to aggregate total population within the 
critical area, but the aggregated number alone 
does not tell if the residents really have conve-
nient access to Riverfront. In comparison, the 
12-minute walking buffer is created using net-
work analysis approach which represents the 
real distance along walkable routes as it follows 
the city street network. From any point within 
the buffer area, people can easily have walk ac-
cess to the Riverfront. The idea of walk buffer 
relates to people’s real life experience, gives 
people a more accurate and concrete sense of 
closeness to the Riverfront, and is likely to pro-
mote Riverfront usage. Also, a lot of other ac-
cessibility indicators rely on the network buffer. 
For instance, a bus stop within the buffer tells 
the potential Riverfront users that they can walk 
to the Riverfront within 12-minutes after getting 
off a bus. 

• As the Mississippi Riverfront and the critical area 
are continually changing, we recommend updat-
ing the list of important indicators at least every 
two years in order to evaluate changes in import-
ant factors along the Riverfront Route, although 
it would only be necessary to update population 
and demographic indicators every ten years.  
Continual examination of the valued indicators 
allows for flexibility and adaptation as the needs 
of the Mississippi Riverfront Partnership and the 
community’s interest change.  However, indica-
tors of accessibility and use which may be most 
important, can be updated annually.

• As previously stated the Minneapolis DPW bike 
and pedestrian counts provided limited data and 
should be expanded upon by adding more count 
locations.  Recommended count locations are 
places where two trail route facility types inter-
sect with no more than one mile between count 
locations.  For, example this could include a trail 
crossing intersecting with a street or a NiceRide 
station intersecting with the trail system.  In or-
der to provide the most beneficial counts, these 
added count locations may be heavily concen-
trated within the Central Riverfront area as 
there is a greater number of route choices with-
in this section. Adding count locations within the 
Central Riverfront and the along the River Route, 
will provide MRP with data that will help more 
specifically understand current use of the River-
front.

THE BIG STORY CONTINUED
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DISTANCE TO NEAREST BRIDGE CROSSING
Values of this dataset are unlikely to change at all within 
the near future. The only foreseeable potential change 
would be the addition of a pedestrian/bicycle facility 
across the train bridge at the eastern terminus of the 
Midtown Greenway. However, this possibility seems 
unlikely. It should be assumed that this dataset will see 
no change and therefore efforts to update it need not 
be made, unless redevelopment along the river adds 
river crossings in the years to come.

POPULATION WITHIN TRAVEL BUFFERS
Update population counts as new Census data 
becomes available within each buffer. In future 
studies, including population counts for the 24 
and 36-minute buffers will further expand on the 
knowledge of access to the Minneapolis Riverfront. 

PERCENT OF LAND USE TYPE IN TRAVEL BUFFERS
Prioritize undeveloped land uses within a 12-minute 
walk of the Riverfront (specifically within the Central 
Riverfront West and Above The Falls West) as sites 
for infill development, since they have intrinsically 
high amenity and property values. Additionally, the 
methods used in developing this metric should be 
repeated to produce historic land use data for years 
2005 and 2000. Furthermore, a land use dataset that 
is more descriptive (i.e. provides different residential 
densities) and is updated more often than every five 
years should be utilized in future analyses. Doing so will 
provide a better temporal and spatial understanding 
of land use change along the Minneapolis Riverfront 
especially if housing, parkland and community space 
increase in the next few decades as outlined in the 
Above The Falls and the RiverFirst plans.

PERCENT OF LAND USE FRONTAGE WITHIN 
RIVERFRONT SECTIONS
Since the industrial companies along the River Route 
generate jobs and other societal benefits they should 
not be forcibly removed from the Riverfront. However, 
as city initiatives such as the Above The Falls and 
RiverFirst plans begin to phase out industrial uses 
and re-purpose undeveloped land, visions and funds 
should be in place to quickly clean the sites and make 
them available to the public as hubs of recreation, or 
commerce. Additionally, a land use dataset that is more 
descriptive (i.e. provides different residential densities) 
and is updated more often than every five years should 
be utilized in future analyses.

NUMBER OF NICERIDE STATIONS WITHIN TRAVEL 
BUFFERS
NiceRide is quickly growing in terms of number of 
users and stations. Currently only five stations are 
near the River Route, with a few more planned for 
the Minnehaha park area in the Lower Gorge section. 
However, research should still be conducted to study 
the possibility of adding new stations along the River 
Route to enhance accessibility especially in the Above 
The Falls section of the Riverfront.

NUMBER OF PUBLIC PARKING STALLS IN THE 
CRITICAL AREA
Identify and count all parking structures and spaces 
on-street, underground, and in ramps within the 
Critical Area and each of the network travel buffers. 
Also, identify the most heavily used parking areas. 
Doing so may allow MRP, the park board and the 
City of Minneapolis to better regulate and control 
congestion along the river by advertising the 

RECOMMENDATIONS
ACCESSIBILITY INDICATORS

NUMBER OF ACCESS POINTS IN EACH RIVERFRONT 
SECTION
It is clear that a variety of informal access points exist, 
such as direct access from buildings along St. Anthony 
Main. Identifying and categorizing such informal access 
points would add valuable depth to further studies of 
the Riverfront.

DISTANCE BETWEEN ACCESS POINTS
Given the static nature of the River Route and access 
points, this dataset does not require updating as 
frequently as other datasets included in this study. 
Changes in segment length should be updated on a 
rolling basis as changes in the Riverfront Route occur.

PERCENT OF ROUTE TYPE WITHIN EACH SECTION
As mentioned, the related shapefile also contains 
information on other characteristics of the River 
Route. These could be incorporated into more 
elaborate studies of the River Route. Additionally, a 
nearly endless number of other characteristics - such 
as lighting, tree canopy, or type of pavement - could 
be included to broaden analysis possibilities. These 
other variables were excluded from this report as 
they were deemed to be less associated with use, 
an because their collection and analysis was beyond 
the scope of our work.

NUMBER OF BUS ROUTES WITHIN TRAVEL BUFFERS
The values of this dataset may change based on changes 
within the bus schedules set by Metro Transit each 
year.   The number of bus routes at each access point 
should be updated as changes in bus schedules occur. 
In order to increase the accessibility to the critical area 
by transit, more bus routes could be provided to the 
east side of the river and the Lower Gorge.
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trail, the travel segments have to be defined longer 
than they should be, resulting in lower accuracy. More 
count locations are needed to better reflect the traffic 
volumes along trail and allow use of shorter travel 
segments for analysis. 

For some portion of River Route in the Above The Falls 
sections and Central Riverfront East where there is 
not off-street trail system, we recommend expanding 
sidewalk, marking bike lanes on street, and constructing 
off-street trail system to attract pedestrians and cyclists.

RECOMMENDATIONS CONTINUED
least utilized parking locations and other nearby 
transportation options (i.e. NiceRide, bus routes, 
walking distances) people may use to access the 
Riverfront.

USE INDICATORS

PERCENT OF SEGMENTS WITH COUNTS AVAILABLE
Few counts within the Critical Area can currently 
be used to analyze Route use. Therefore, it is 
recommended that more count locations be added 
along the River Route. Some segments have  similar 
traffic volumes and thus do not need separate counts 
for each one of them, so the total number of count 
locations needed is fewer than 87.  The Minneapolis 
Riverfront Partnership should collaborate with the 
City of Minneapolis Department of Public Works 
on count location selection to develop a better 
understanding of Riverfront usage.

AVERAGE DAILY COUNTS & MILES TRAVELED
To make the study of trail use more accurate, more 
count data is needed. Since only ten locations are 
available to represent traffic volume on Riverfront 
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MAP 35 : River Route Along the Riverfront

Off Street Trail

On Street

Off Street Lane

The Mississippi River Route shapefile was plotted to 
represent the most logical route that a cyclist would 
take to travel parallel to the River. In general, the route 
follows those parts of the trail system that are at grade 
to the adjacent parkway or the normal city street grid. 
The shapefile includes only those lengths of the route 
that fall within the Minneapolis city bounds.

The majority of the route consists of the off-grade  
paved bike trails that parallel either the East or 
West River Roads. Because the River Roads and 
their adjacent bike trails do not run contiguously 
throughout the length of the River in Minneapolis, 
several lengths of the route consist of roadways or 
unofficial bikeways chosen as proxies for an official 
trail. These segments, as named in the shapefile 
attribute table are:

1. Southeast Trench: The unpaved railway trench 
between the east end of Bridge 9 and the east 
end of the Stone Arch Bridge. This segment was 
included because it is usable by pedestrians and 
bicycles in its present form. It is also proposed to 
be developed into a paved off-grade bicycle and 
pedestrian trail.

2. Marshall Street Northeast: The Marshall Street 
NE roadway between 1st Avenue NE and Saint 
Anthony Parkway. This segment was chosen 
because it is the closest continuous bikeable 
route along the Northeast section of the River, 
in the absence of a designated parkway. Much of 
the length of this segment also has bike lanes and 
is also included in the National Mississippi River 
Trail.

3. Washington Avenue North: The Washington 
Avenue N. roadway between 41st Avenue N. and 
Dowling Avenue N. This segment was chosen 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER ROUTE
because it is the closest continuous bikeable 
route along this segment of the west side of the 
River. This segment also has designated bike lanes 
along its entire length.

4. 2nd Street North: The 2nd Street N. roadway 
between Dowling Ave. N. and 22nd Avenue N. 
This continuation of Washington Avenue N. is 
the closest continuous bikeable route along this 
segment of the west side of the River. It also has 
designated bike lanes along its entire length.

5. 22nd Avenue North: The 22nd Avenue N. roadway 
between 2nd St. N. and the West River Road. This 
segment was chosen because it is the most direct 
route between 22nd Avenue N. and the terminus 
of the West River Road, which has an off-grade 
bike trail running parallel to its length.

This shapefile contains several attributes which 
identify the nature of each segment of the route. 
These are:

1. Type: The nature of the given trail segment, in 
three categories:
• Off Grade Trail: A fully grade-separated trail 

designated for bicycle and/or pedestrian use.
• On Street Lane: A striped or otherwise 

designated separated bicycle lane, on street 
grade.

• On Street: A vehicular roadway with no 
formal bicycle designations or infrastructure.

2. Name: The official or colloquial name of the 
bikeway or its adjacent roadway.

3. Paved: A value of 1 indicates the segment is fully 
paved, while a value of 0 indicates the segment is 
unpaved.

4. LengthFt: The total length of the segment, in feet.

MAP 32 : River Route Along the Riverfront

Off Street Trail

On Street

Off Street Lane
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The trail access points shapefile is intended to 
show points at which a pedestrian could access 
the Mississippi River Trail system from the normal 
street grid of the city. These points were derived 
from intersections of the Mississippi River Trail 
shapefile. Points were chosen based on both real 
world observation and through map services such as 
Google Maps and ESRI aerial base maps.

In reality, there are a nearly infinite number of points 
at which an individual could access the trail system. 
The points in this shapefile represent designated 
locations along the river trail, from which a law-
abiding, able-bodied individual could reasonably 
be expected to utilize. There are many locations 
where a person could cut through private property 
or through an area without a marked trail, but for 
the purpose of this shapefile, we assume that most 
people would prefer designate, paved access points.

These points were developed in part to simply 
identify locations for accessing the river trail system, 
and also out of the need for discrete points for use in 
deeper analysis of the river system. The points form 
the basis of measurement for the variety of variables 
we have chosen to analyze the difference in usage of 
different segments along the trail system.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER ROUTE
ACCESS POINTS

MAP 33 : Access Points in Critical Area
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CRITICAL AREA BUS ROUTES WITHIN EACH 
NETWORK TRAVEL BUFFER
Identifying which routes are located within the Crit-
ical Area will inform how individuals can access the 
river through modes of transportation other than a 
personal vehicle.

1. Download the transit routes shapefile from The 
Metropolitan Council’s DataFinder which shows 
all the transit routes within the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan area.  This shapefile includes the 
route number, name, and time of day each route 
runs.

CRITICAL AREA BUS ROUTES
2. Identify the routes that are located within each 

buffer and near each access point
• Add the following shapefiles to a map in 

ArcMap: transit routes, access points within 
the critical area (previously mentioned), 
and the specific network travel buffers in of 
interest (previously mentioned). 

• Conduct a “Spatial Join” between the access 
points within the geographic boundary of 
interest (Critical Area or a network travel 
buffer) and the metropolitan bus routes by 
opening the Arc Toolbox within ESRI ArcMap, 
select “Analysis Tools,” and “Overlay.”

• Use the join operation of “Join One to Many” 
and select bus routes “Within a Distance” of 
10 feet of each access point.

• Repeat this for each of the 7 buffers (12, 24 
& 36-minute bike and walk buffers and the 
12-minute car ride buffer).

THE NUMBER OF BUS ROUTES IN TRAIL ACCESS 
POINT BUFFERS
Once the “Spatial Join” between the access points, 
the chosen geographic boundary and the bus route 
shapefile is complete, export the attribute table as 
a text file and open it in excel by delimiting it with 
commas. The resulting attribute table will show 
every bus route within 10 feet of each access point.  
In order to determine the number of bus routes 
that can be accessed at each access point, add 
them together using the “Count” function in Excel.
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The following steps describe how to calculate the 
frontage percentage of each land use within each 
section of the river.
1. Simplify the land uses  (see “Land Uses in the 

Corridor” section for instructions)
2. Create a .5ft buffer around the River Route
3. Intersect the .5ft buffer with the simplified land 

use shapefile
4. Union the shapefile created in Step 3 with the 

route buffer shapefile created in Step 2. This 
adds the name of the segment to each land use 
polygon created within the route buffer.

5. Calculate Geometry of each land use polygon 
within each segment of the route buffer

PERCENTAGE OF LAND USE FRONTAGE OF RIVER ROUTE SEGMENTS
6. Add a field and name it “Unique_ID.” Use the 

field calculator to add together the “Object_Id” 
and “Name” fields so that both labels (without 
a space in between) appear within the “Unique_
ID” column.

7. Export the resulting table as a .text file and open 
it in Excel

8. Use a pivot table to organize data and summarize 
the area of the polygons.

9. The resulting data should be normalized by 
Percentage of frontage can be calculated by 
dividing each land use polygon by the total 
area of each segment buffer but this does not 
equal linear feet of frontage. That would involve 
another equation.
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Network buffers are created for different modes 
(car, bike, walk) so as to show the areas that have 
access to the Riverfront within a certain amount 
of time (12, 24, 36 minutes). The following steps 
demonstrate how to create the buffers.

1. Create Minneapolis road network dataset.
a. Download 2012 road shapefiles from the U.S. 

Census Bureau Tiger Products. Considering the 
car access coverage area is large, instead of 
only downloading the road file for Hennepin 
County, we also download three other 
adjacent counties: Ramsey, Anoka, and Dakota 
County.

b. Merge the files into one shapefile “Roads.
shp”. Open the shapefile in ArcGIS, and 
add a “Speed” column to its attribute table 
and populate the column. For primary and 
secondary roads, the speed limit is 60 mph, 
and for other roads the speed limit is 30 mph.

c. In ArcMap right click the “Roads” shapefile 
under Catalog, and select “New Network 
Dataset”. Name the network dataset 

“Minneapolis_Roads_ND”.
d. Follow the wizard and add the attributes to the 

network dataset: 1) “Miles” as a cost attribute, 
which indicates the length of each road 
segment; 2) “Speed” as a descriptor, using the 
speed limit number from the “Speed” column 
of the “Roads” shapefile; 3) “Time” as a cost 

attribute, and the value of the is calculated 
with the equation: Time=Miles*60/Speed.

2. Create 12-minute buffer for cars using the road 
network created above.

a. Open the “Minneapolis_Roads_ND” network 
and river access points layer (Mississippi_
Trail_Access_Points.shp) in ArcMap.

b. Enable Network Analysis extension and open 

Network Analysis tool bar. Choose “New 
Service Area” under “Network Analyst” drop 
down menu.

c. Right click “Facilities” in the Network Analysis 
Window and load the river access points 
(Mississippi_Trail_Access_Points.shp) (89 
points). 

d.  Right click “Service Area” under Table of 
Contents and click properties.

e. Under “Polygon Generation” tab, check 
“Detailed” as polygon type, trim polygons at 
50 meters.

f. Under “Analysis Settings”, set the “Default 
Breaks” to 12 minutes.

g. Under “Accumulation” tab, check “Time”.

NETWORK ANALYSIS OF TRAIL ACCESS POINT BUFFER
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the buffer layer (Car_12_Minute.shp)
3. Create buffers (12,24, 36 minutes) for bikes. 

a. Create a network dataset using the bike path 
layer (BikewaysForNetwork.shp). 

i. Open the shapefile in ArcMap. Open its 
attribute table and add a field named 
“Length”. Calculate length for each trail in 
miles.

ii. In ArcMap right click the 
BikewaysForNetwork shapefile under 
Catalog, and select “New Network 
Dataset”. Name the network dataset 
“Bike_ND”.

iii. Follow the wizard and specify the 
attributes for the network dataset as 
follows (bike speed is set to 12 MPH):

iv. Finish creating the network. 
b. Create 12, 24, 36-minute buffers for the river 

access points using the Bike_ND network. Load 
access points, set network analysis attributes 
and solve the network using similar steps 
described above. 

c. Export the buffers and save as shapefiles. 
4. Create buffers (12, 24, 36 minutes) for pedestrians.

a. Use the same network dataset used for bike 
buffers, but change the speed to 2.5 mph for 
walking”.

b. Follow similar steps from above sections to 
create different time buffers for pedestrians. 

NETWORK ANALYSIS OF TRAIL ACCESS POINT BUFFER CONTINUED
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NETWORK ANALYSIS OF NEAREST RIVER CROSSINGS
In this study, besides access points, we also identify 
river crossing points. River crossing points are the 
locations where people or bikes can get on the river 
crossing. For each of the identified access points, the 
distance to the nearest river crossings also impact 
its use. The proximity to river crossings means it can 
be accessed by more people (from both sides of the 
river). So the distance to the nearest river crossings 
for each access point will be calculated and used as 
an independent variable in our study. The steps below 
explain how the calculation is done.
1. Open river access point shapefile (Mississippi_
Trail_Access_Points.shp) and the river crossing points 
shapefile (RiverCrossings.shp). 
2. Open the walk (or bike) network dataset 
created in the above sections. 
3. On the network analyst tool bar, select “New 
Closest Facility”.

4. Load all the river crossings as facilities, and load 
all the access point as incidents. 
5. Right click “Closest Facility” under table of 
contents, and select “Properties”.
6. Under “Analysis Settings” tab, set the impedance 
to “Length (Miles)”.

7. Under “Accumulation” tab, check the box 
next to “Length”, and click OK.

8. Solve the network.

9. Export the “Routes” layer as “Routes_to_
Closest_River_Crossings.shp”.

1. Change “Match Option” to “Contains”. Click 
OK and we get a layer that has the sum of counts for 
each of the access point 12-minute bike buffer. 
2. Perform the same steps on the 12-minute 
walk buffer.
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Riverfront 
Sections Statistics

Access to:
Jobs Grocery Stores Restaurants Clothing Stores

Above The 
Falls East

Average 1,884 2 7 4
Median 791 2 7 4

Minimum 475 - - -
Maximum 4,301 5 14 7

Above The 
Falls West

Average 190 - 1 -
Median - - - -

Minimum - - - -
Maximum 868 2 4 2

Central River-
front East

Average 4,850 4 9 4
Median 1,133 1 3 1

Minimum - - - -
Maximum 20,862 12 27 11

As previously described, data on the accessibility  of 
amenities adjacent to the Riverfront was excluded 
from the bulk of the analysis due to poor data quality 
(it is outdated data from 2005). Better quality data 
on amenities would be extremely useful for further 
analysis of the Riverfront. Such findings as were 
available from existing data are presented in the 
following table.

The Metro Accessibility Matrix at http://a2d.umn.edu/ 
was used to identify access to jobs, clothing stores, 
grocery stores and restaurants within a 10-minute 
walking distance (nearly a ½ mile) from each of the 
89 access points. Walking was chosen as the mode, 
however, this methodology can be repeated to include 
people biking, driving or using transit too. By clicking 
on the census blocks the access points are located in, 
a table appears listing the number of each amenity 
that is within a 10-minute walk. It is important to note 
that this data depicts the number of such destinations 
within 10-minutes from the perimeter of the census 
block containing the trail access point, not from 

ADJACENT AMENITIES
the access point itself. Furthermore, several of the 
access points are located near the intersection two or 
more census blocks with sometimes vastly different 
attributes (i.e. number of jobs). However, great care 
was taken to identify the best representative census 
block and record its associated data.

The census block data collected and displayed in Table 
21 below is:

• 2005 data  for jobs, grocery stores, and restaurants
• 2000 data “Mississippi Trail Access Points” 

attribute table: Clothing Stores (no 2005 data 
available on the website)

• Only data for three Riverfront sections as the data 
available resulted in descriptive statistics of zero 
for every category in the other three Riverfront 
sections

The matrix is hosted by the UMN’s Minnesota Traffic 
Observatory and video tutorials on how to the use 
the map are located here: http://www.cts.umn.edu/
access-study/accessibilitymatrix/

TABLE 22 : Amenities Adjacent to each Riverfront Section



61

DATE: March 2nd, 2013

PROJECT TITLE: Accessibility & Use Analysis of the
Mississippi Riverfront

AGENCY: Minneapolis Riverfront Partnership (MRP)

AGENCY CONTACT: Kathleen Boe 
kathleen.boe@minneapolisRiverfrontpartnership.org

TEAM: 
Eric Gunderson, Principal Liaison; gunde208@umn.
edu
Michael Petesch; petes008@umn.edu
BrieAnna Simon; simon966@umn.edu
Andrew Dahl; dahl0665@umn.edu
Joe Chen; chenx940@umn.edu

INSTRUCTOR: 
Greg Lindsey, Professor at the University of Minnesota 
Humphrey School of Public Affairs
(612) 625-3375 | linds301@umn.edu

PROJECT OVERVIEW:
Develop and report on a range of indicators describing 
the use and accessibility of the Mississippi Riverfront, 
in order to help inform the continued revitalization 
study of the Above The Falls area.  

PROJECT GOALS:
1. Develop a set of indicators to monitor accessibility as 

it relates to the Mississippi Riverfront
A. Objectives:

i. Scan literature for current practices related 
to measuring accessibility of the Mississippi 
Riverfront

ii. Identify & map formal access points to river
iii. Develop metrics to identify important 

SCOPE OF WORK
factors that will influence future use and 
accessibility along the river corridor

iv. Suggest where accessibility improvements 
should be focused

v. Evaluate the Metro Transit network as it 
relates to accessing the Mississippi Riverfront

2. Develop a set of indicators to monitor use as it relates 
to the Mississippi Riverfront

A. Objectives:
i. Conduct literature review of current 

practices for measuring use applicable to the 
Mississippi Riverfront

ii. Assemble all available mode use counts
1. Compare counts to access points
2. Identify deficient use areas

ii. Using scaling factors, measure trail / bike 
lane miles traveled on both sides of the River

3. Create multiple maps that identify access and use 
along the Mississippi Riverfront

A. Objectives:
i. Identify parcels along the river acquired by 

the park board and incorporated into the 
recreational network

ii. Identify use at access points along the river
iii. Develop additional visuals as data become 

available

MRP RESPONSIBILITIES:
1. Determine reasonable and clear guidelines and 

expectations for Team
2. Provide organizational support including but not 

limited to assistance with obtaining data such as:
A. Hard copies of principal planning documents
B. Previous study materials, traffic counts, and trail 

counts
C. Specific geographic points of interest

3. Define MRP expectations regarding meeting 
frequency and availability for consultation

4. Assist with or help engage external sources and 
stakeholders as needed or requested 

5. Return email or phone correspondence within 48 
hours

6. Respond to submissions as agreed upon in timeline
A. Acknowledge reception of data or report 

submittals within 48 hours
7. Provide Team a guided tour and facilitate site visits as 

necessary

TEAM RESPONSIBILITIES:
1. Communicate effectively through Team liaison, Eric 

Gunderson
2. Acknowledge reception of data or report submittals 

within 48 hours
3. Return email or phone correspondence within 48 hrs
4. Submit drafts and other submissions according to 

agreed upon timeline
5. Maintain flexibility throughout project duration to 

fulfill client’s need / professionalism

COLLECTIVELY AGREED UPON TASKS:
1. Focus on the Critical Area within Minneapolis that is 

defined within the Above The Falls Plan 
2. MRP will help will the Team produce professional 

documents (final report printing / binding, etc.) if 
necessary

3. Team deliverables for MRP
A. A report which includes a summary of our 

process, assumptions, outputs, roadblocks, and 
a list of data sources used and others that have 
missing data or other complications we have 
identified so MRP knows to avoid them in the 
future

B. A presentation to the MRP board members and 
other interested parties

C. Team will share data sources and created GIS files 
with MRP
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