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Introduction 



INTRODUCTION 

The Minneapolis Campus Long Range Development Plan- Planning Framework, 

was completed in January 1976. As stated at the outset, 

This document is one of a series of planning reports 

which together form the Long Range Development Plan 

(LRDP) for the Minneapolis Campus for the University 
of Minnesota. The purpose of the Long Range Develop
ment Plan is to ensure that the physical environment 
both built and natural suits the needs of its 
inhabitants, enables institutional goals and decisions 
to be realized and helps people to live happily with 
their surroundings. The Plan is the vehicle to get 
things built or grown, maintained or preserved. 

The Long Range Development Plan is the physical 

foundation to a comprehensive institutional plan; 
but it is not the only one, nor is it the most 
important. The other two foundations are the 
academic and financial plans. 

Since the L.R.D.P. was developed, several events have occurred which require 
a reconsideration of many of the planning decisions and·conclusions deter
mined at that time. This is particularly true for the area referred to in 
this study as the Northeast Quadrant of the Minneapolis Campus. Probably 

the most signficiant event revolves around the earlier perception for the 
long term use of Memorial Stadium. It was assumed, based on indications 

from the Legislature, that Memorial Stadium would one· day be substantially 
remodeled and probably domed to provide a permanent home for the football 
Gophers and badly needed recreational sports and physical education 
facilities. Remodeling of the Stadium would allow for the removal of 
the Field House and the subsequent creation of new redevelopment space. 
The Stadium has neither been remodeled nor domed, obviating some of the 
planning tenants and decisions made for this area of the campus. 



Other important events have occurred since the 1976 plqn; 

•University property within the study area has been transferred t_o 
the City of Mi nneapo 1 is for the purposes of building a new fire · 

station for the southeast area. 

•Williams Arena has significant life safety problems, and a staged 
remodeling plan has been developed to ameliorate those problems. 
The completion of the renovation which depends upon financial 
support from the Legislature will substantially extend the useful 
life of this facility. 

•The Laboratory of Physiological Hygiene which is housed in 
Memorial Stadium has been expanded, committing a substantial 
portion of the Stadium for at least a 10 year period. 

•The Hubert Humphrey Metrodome has been built in downtown 
Minneapolis, removing one of the primary bases for remodeling of 
Memorial Stadium (i.e. for joint Metropolitan uses). In addition, 
the football Gophers have moved to the new facility for a minimum 
of three years; and it is likely that it will become their 
permanent home. 

•A major new hotel/parking ramp complex has been proposed and is 
being planned for the area southwest of the Stadium. 

These events coupled with other less significant events have necessitated 
a reevaluation of the planning parameters and decisions for this area of 
the Campus. This study will attempt to bring into focus the many issues 
which have arisen since completion of the 1976 Long Range Development 
Plan. Further, it will establish a revised long term planning framework 
from the standpoint of land use and physical development for the 
11 Northeast Quadrant" area. It should be noted tha.t while the entire area 
will be carefully examined, emphasis will be placed on the issue 
concerning the future of Memorial Stadium. 



This study should be considered an addendum to the 1976 Plan. Its 
purpose is to reevaluate and update rather than totally replace the 
tenets, principles, strategies and guidelines set forth in the 1976 
Plan, many of which are still valid and should remain in force. 

The report is divided into four sections: 

Introduction 
Inventory 
Issue Analysis 
Synthesis 

The Inventory section will describe existing physical conditions and 
identify relevant planning issues. An issue is an unresolved planning 
concern which must ultimately be addressed and resolved in a physical 
context. The physical conditions form the planning base or the frame
work within which physical planning may be accomplished. The issues 
provide the basis for a specific planning work program. The Issue 
Analysis will establish the direction for future planning and development 
decisions within the context of existing physical conditions. The 
Synthesis section will establish, from the inventory of existing 
conditions and the issue analysis, a set of givens or planning 
directives. Base!d on these, alternative plan recommendations will be 
developed. 



The Inventory Section will establish 

existing physical conditions and identify 

current proposed plans and unresolved 
planning issues relevant to future land 
use decisions_. 

Inventory 



Physical Conditions 



PHYSICAL CONDITIONS - LAND OWNERSHIP 

The map on Figure 1 indicates UniYersity ownership of the approximately 
95 acres of land in the study area. With two minor exceptions. all of 
the property not owned by the University within the study area 
accommodates uses which are supportive of the University function. The 
exceptions are two private businesses located north of Fifth Street. 
One of these is an industry which manufactures chemicals and the other 
is a warehouse operation. It should be noted that neither of these 
businesses causes a conflict with the University function. 
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PHYSICAL CONDITIONS - LAND USE 

The study area is characterized as having a highly divergent land use 

mix ranging from academic to industrial. Academic uses dominate the 
southwestern quarter of the study area. The area bounded by University 
Avenue, Oak Street and Washington Avenue appears to be in a state of 
transition. Academic use development has been displacing other 
activities in recent years. The construction of Architecture and the 
Space Science Center in the 1960's and more recently construction of 
Civil and Mineral Engineering and the expansion of the Lab of Physiological 
Hygiene in the Stadium indicate a trend in land use toward change and 
increasing intensity. One of the current planning options for LT. 
expansion would further support this trend. 

Generally the intensity of use throughout the study area is relatively 
low. More than half of the area is devoted to outdoor athletic 
facilities and/or surface parking. Each of these uses can be intensely 
active at times, but on the whole they cannot be considered as 
intensive use patterns. Parking is concentrated in two areas: along 
Washington Avenue between Union and Oak and north of University Avenue. 
Similarly, there are two concentrations of athletic uses: one 
represented by the Bierman Complex to the north and the second 
concentrated around Cooke Hall and the Stadium. It should be noted 
that Northrop Field provides laboratory space for the Department of 
Physical Education which requires outdoor lab space reasonably 
proximate to Cooke Hall. 

The southern and eastern peripheries of the study area are dominated by 
University-oriented, service-type uses. These uses include the 
commercial concentrations in the Stadium Village area, the fire and 
police stations east of the Stadium and the complex of University service 
and maintenance facilities concentrated along Oak Street north of 

University Avenue. These service-oriented uses are usually found on the 
periphery of major institutions. 



'""" 
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PHYSICAL CONDITIONS - CIRCULATION AND PARKING 

The study area and the immediate surroundings contain the vast majority 
of parking resources for the East Bank Campus" There are 2.675 spaces 
in Ramp facilities (including Ramp C which is located immediately south 
of the study area), and there are 2,260 spaces in surface parking lots 
located throughout the study area" The University's major parking 
facilities are administered through a daily or time charge system or on 
an individual contract basis. There are 2,951 daily or time charge 
spaces and 2,247 contract spaces located in the study areao 

The high concentration of parking facilities coupled with the fact that 
the study area is bisected by two major trunk highways tends to create 
a feeling of congestion or a sense of confusion. University Avenue as 
it approaches from the east becomes a one-way pair with Fourth Street 
at Oak. The combined traffic volume on this facility numbers over 
28,000 vehicles per day. Washington Avenue (State T.H. 12) carries an 
average daily volume of approximately 25,000 cars. Each of these road
ways acts as a barrier to pedestrian movement and University development. 
This is particularly true of Washington Avenue which has extremely high 
volumes on the two-way system. Congestion is particularly apparent on 
Washington Avenue during peak periods, the most severe congestion 
occurring at the intersection of Washington and Oak Streets. 
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PHYSICAL CONDITIONS - PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION 

Pedestrian circulation is generally confined to the street and sidewalk 
grid system. The many large buildings which characterize the athletic 

elements within the area, the presence of two State Trunk Highways, the 
preponderance of surface parking facilities and the security fence around 
Northrop Field all tend to inhibit pedestrian movement (See Figure 4). 

Day-to-day pedestrian activity is dominated by movement between parking 

and academic facilities. Secondary circulation patterns have developed 
between academic areas and the athletic or recreational facilities 

associated with Cooke Hall and the Stadium Villaqe commercial complex. 
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PHYSICAL CONDITIONS - BUILDING CONDITION 

Academic Buildings 

The following buildings: 

• Ackerman Ha 11 
•Mechanical Engineering 
• Electrical Engineering 
• Ex peri menta 1 Engineering 

• Chemica 1 Engineering 

• Millard Hall 

• Unit F 

•C.M.E. 
• Architecture 
• Space Science 
•Temporary North of Civil Engineering 
•Temporary South of Civil Engineering 

which are on or just west of a line connecting Unit F and the new C.M.E. 

building are in reasonably good condition and work moderately well for 
their intended purpose with the exception of Experimental Engineering 
and the two temporary buildings adjacent to it. Many of the buildings 
in this category, built before the 1950 1 S, have undergone improvements 
that have either added usable space or resulted in maintaining and 
improving space uses relevant to current programs. Electrical 
Engineering, which had a floor added subsequent to its initial 

construction in 1924, is now scheduled to have a portion of this floor 
and part of the third floor remodeled for laboratories relevant to new 
technologies in micro-electronics. 

Experimental Engineering has undergone successive use changes starting 
with the testing of materials. With Civil Engineering functions moving 
to C.M.E., the Experimental Engineering building will devote space 

largely to Computer Science classrooms and office space. Adapting the 
building to accommodate these functional changes has resulted in band
aid solutions to basic mechanical and electrical service distribution 
systems. The building is not handicap accessible, it does not have 
enclosed exit stairs and it lacks rated protection of exit corridors. 
Plans to create new and more relevant facilities for Computer Science 
would again mean major changes in the use of Experimental Engineering 1 s 

t+ 



interior space. If such significant changes occur, it may well be that 
the present jumble of inefficiencies, operating liabilities and 
occupational hazards will necessitate a major remodeling. Under these 
circumstances a consideration of more cost and land use effective options 
would be in order. 

Perimeter Service Buildings (acquired primarily for acquisition of 
underlying land) 

The following buildings: 

•Holman 
•Police Building and garage 
•University Press 
•Inventory Warehouse 
• 2 Oak Street 

•11 Oak Street 
•1809 5th Street SE 
•1901 University Avenue (Newgate) 
•1924 5th Street SE 

\ 

are located essentially on a line parallel to the railroad tracks that 
define the northeast boundary of the study area with the exception of 
1901 University Avenue (Newgate) which stands alone. The Poucher building 
which is in this area is categorized as a special purpose building and 
is hence excluded. The remaining buildings noted above house service 
and support functions almost exclusively. With the exception of 11 Oak 
Street and Newgate, which were substantially upgraded recently, these 
properties are of generally low to moderate quality construction; but 
they are basically acceptable for warehousing and storage. The condition 
of office space varies in its environmental quality, but most of it 
has been improved sufficiently enough to be considered adequate. The 
buildings are expensive to maintain and are not energy efficient. 

Special Purpose Buildings (Excluding Memorial Stadium) 

The buildings listed on the following page were designed to meet highly 
specific one-of-a-kind functions. and they se~ve these functions wen. 
Although several of these buildings have code or environmental control 
problems, remedial steps have been identified to correct these 
deficiencies at reasonable costs. 

l5 



• Baseba 11 Stadium 
• Wi 11 i ams Arena 
•Field House 
• Baseba 11 Club House 
•Poucher Building (University Laundry) 
•Armory 
• Parking Ramp A 

General Purpose Athletic Buildings 

Two buildings fall into this category: Cooke Hall and the Bierman 
Building. Bierman is relatively new but in need of additional space 
to accommodate an expanded women's athletic program. Cooke Hall which 
contains Physical Education as well as recreational sports and athletic 
functions was recently upgraded. 

Memorial Stadium 

This building has a special set of conditions, which are discussed more 
fully on page 60. 
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PHYSICAL CONDITIONS - OPEN SPACE 

The concept of open space as a land use element will be discussed in both 
the Issue and Analysis Sections of this report. The map on Figure 7 
illustrates the vast amount of open space that exists in the study area" 
This open space is not apparent because it is being used; for example. 
the surface parking lots which are frequently full of cars are not 
generally perceived as open space. 
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CURRENT PROPOSED PLANS 

Proposed plans do not, of course, reflect physical conditions; but they 

must be taken into account in the planning process as they do represent 
potential changes. 

Facility planning at the University takes place at many levels. 
Facility needs typically originate in user departments. Major projects 

are forwarded to the Office of Physical Planning for evaluation 
analysis and recommendation. From there they move through central 
administration and ultimately to the Board of Regents for approval. 

Several plans have been identified within the study area. Some of these 
plans are fairly conci~e, having been under discussion for sometime, 
while others are-still in conceptual stages. The following discussions 
include pla~s which are in various stages of development. The purpose 
here is to place into planning context all of the various plans for 
this area of the campus. The descriptions are keyed to Figure 7. 

1) Bierman Addition 

A user planning committee or project advisory committee has 
developed a program for an addition to the Bierman Building which 
would accommodate expansion needs. 

2) The University Area Short Range Transportation Program 

This project involves a busway interconnecting the three campus 

areas of the Twin Cities Campus. The facility would reorient 
the intercampus bus system which now approaches and departs the 
East Bank Campus along Fifteenth Avenue Southeast to Nineteenth 
and University Avenues Southeast, This would mean that the 
intercampus transit system would penetrate the study area and 
afford an opportunity to improve service to the area by increasing 
the level of student and staff accessibility. 



3) New Transportation Building 

This proposal is in very early conceptual stages. Its goal is to 

improve and economize the Univer$ity's transportation services 
departments through ~onsolidation of the various transpo~tation 

related functions of parking. transit. vehicle maintenance. 
rental. leasing etc. 

4) Williams Arena Remodelinq 

Williams Arena has significant life safety problems, and a staged 
remodeling plan has been developed to ameliorate those problems. 
The completion of the renovation depends upon financial support 
from the Legislature. 

5) New Recreational Sports Facility 

The need for new and improved recreational sports facilities has 
been documented in several recent studies and reports. The 
Administration has recommended a request for Legislative funds to 
prepare plans for the facility. This facility would replace the 

current sport-related uses in the Stadium as well as provide 

needed expansion. 

6) Field House Remodeling 

The environmental and maintenance problems associated with the 

existing dirt floor in the Field House have stimulated proposals 
for improvement. 

7-10) Academic Expansion Plans 

Future growth planning for the Institute of Technology has been 

documented in a report titled 11 Physical Problems, Programs and 
Potentials 11

• 



The Institute's plan calls for: 7) A new Earth Science Building -
located on Northrop Field next to Aeronautical Engineering. 
8) Relocation of Union Street to the east. 9) A ne~ Electrical 

Engineering and Computer Science Complex - on the existing site 
of Experimental Engineering (calling for the removal of that 

structure). 10) A new Corrosion Research Center- to be located 
at the northwest corner of Washington and Union Streets. 

11) Hotel/Parking Facility 

A new University Hotel complex is planned for the site identified. 
The plans include the construction of a 300 to 325 room hotel with 
lounge, restaurant, coffee shop, ballroom and meeting rooms. 

12) New Police Building 

The current police facility, while sound, presents significant 
operational inefficiences and problems. Remodeling to correct 
these shortcomings is not feasible. The situation is not critical 
at the present time, but it appears that a new facility will be 

considered within the foreseeable future. 
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Issue Identification 



NORTHEAST QUADRANT PLANNING ISSUES (See Figure 8) 

1. ISSUE: Underutilization of Land. 

There is a perception by some that there is a great deal of under
utilized land in the study area. The surface parking lots and 
open recreation areas lend to the image of ad hoc land utilization 
planning, particularly to the casual observer. 

2. ISSUE: Visual Image - lack of Entrance Identity and Orientation. 

There is a lack of institutional landscaping and open space and 
clearly no sense of arrival to either the vehicular traveler or 
the pedestrian. 

The service core on the eastern fringe exhibits no visual 
continuity and does not positively contribute to an institutional 
image. The numerous surface parking lots further contribute to 
this negative visual impact. 

3. ISSUE: Lack of Sufficient Parking Resources. 

There is a substantial demand for increased parking resources in 
at least two areas of the Northeast Quadrant. The prime demand 
is in the vicinity of Ramp A with secondary need to the north. 

4. ISSUE: Academic Expansion Site Reserves should be Established. 

The study area appears to offer a significant opportunity for 

future expansion and redevelopment. With the exception of I.T., 
very little academic expansion demand requiring an East Bank 
site can be identified at the present time. It is clear, however, 
from the past history of University growth that such demand will be 

forthcoming. 

~-



5. ISSUE: Preservation of Open Space. 

Most people would agree that open space for its own sake is a 
valuable and important element in an urban setting although it is 
often difficult to recogni~e the future value of open space when 
the planning for physical development is taking place. Most 
recognize the value of the Mall to the East Bank Campus, the plaza 
on the West Bank Campus, and the Mall in St. Paul etc.; however. 
when land is scarce, more intensive development needs almost 
always take precedence as in the case of the Health Sciences 
Complex. 

As seen in the Inventory Section of this report, the Northeast 
Quadrant area offers a good deal of opportunity to plan open space 
into future development. To what extent should open space be a 
key land use element in the future planning of the study area. 

6. ISSUE: Proposed University Hotel Complex Impact. 

While the proposed development offers many significant advantages 
to the University, its presence in the midst of campus could have 
some negative implications. For example, unless carefully 

handled, the hotel ca.mplex could comolic.ate academic exoansion to the 
east and add to the a1ready high level of congestion in the area. 

7. ISSUE: Competing Demands on Northrop Field. 

Beyond providing green open space, Northrop Field is currently used 
by Sports Clubs for recreational activities and by the Department 
of Physical Education as a "laboratoryu teaching facility. The 
availability of the field is particularly critical to the 
Department of Physica) Education because of its proximity to 
Cooke Hall. A portion of the existing field area has been designated 
as the future site of the proposed hotel, and the field is also 

considered by the Institute of Technology as potential development 
space to accommodate long range expansion plans. 

27 



8. ISSUE: The University's Responsibility to Community Interface. 

The commercial area bordering the southern and eastern boundaries 
of the study area is dominated by the so called "Stadium Village" 
complex. The Long Range Development Plan recognized that these 
commercial areas provide a very important service pool of social. 
commercial and recreational space; in this respect they should be 
considered an essential part of the campus. The L.R.D.P. further 
states that the University should do what it can to support and 
reinforce these commercial areas. 

The University's decision to encourage and support the proposed 
hotel and parking complex will undoubtedly lend support and begin 
to clarify the interface issue. The community considers future 
development decisions at the northwest corner of Oak and Washington 
a key to the long term viability of the Stadium Village area. 

9. ISSUE: The Future of Memorial Stadium. 

Memorial Stadium was designed primarily for the exhibition of inter
collegiate football; but other uses have been adapted to the 
building, making it a significant resource to other interests. 
These uses include academic labs in Physical Education and in the 
Laboratory of Physiological Hygiene, fairly extensive recreational 
sports facilities, and storage for various support service units. 

The crux of the issue relates to the fact that the building may no 
longer be needed or used for its originally intended purpose, i.e. 
intercollegiate football. Should the building be razed or should 
adaptations and reuse modifications continue and intensify. 

Two factors complicate the issue: The first involves the existing 

uses i.e .• where and how they will be housed if the Stadium is 
removed. Second, the Stadium is old and continuing use will 
require improvements. Remodeling costs, indeed preservation costs, 
may be very high. 



10. ISSUE: Location of Major New Recreational Sports/Physical 
Education Facility. 

Approximately 40% of the land area in the study area is currently 
occupied by athletic or recreational-related facilities. Use of 
these facilities falls under the auspices of four different 
departments: 

•Men's Intercollegiate Athletics 
•Women's Intercollegiate Athletics 
• Recreationa 1 Sports 
~Physical Education 

Many and varied studies over the years have documented the need for 
more and improved facilities. The most recent studies have resulted 
in the proposal for a major. new facility to be located in the study 
area. 

11. ISSUE: Accommodation of Tentative Plans. 

As noted earlier, several plans have been proposed which are very 
preliminary in nature or have a questionable funding status. As a 
result, they may never come to fruition. These include: 

•Bierman Addition 
•University Area Short Range Transportation Program 
•Transportation Building 
•Recreational Sports Facility 
•Relocation of Union Street 
•New Police Building 

How should these concepts be incorporated within a long range 
planning framework. 
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This section will analyze in detail each 
of the issues identified in the Inven

tory Section. This is the interim phase 
of the three step reso 1 uti on process. 
The first step involved the identifica
tion of issues and the final step will 
involve integrating the results of the 
individual analyses. 

Analysis 
~\ 



ISSUE ANALYSIS: UNDERUTILIZATION OF LAND 

There are approximately 95 acres of University of Minnesota property in 
the study area. While all of the land is utilized. a relatively high 
percentage does not contain buildings. Most of this land is devoted to 
surface parking or outdoor recreation and athletic purposes. The area 
breakdown is as follows: 

Use Type Acres Percent of Tota 1 --· 

Academic Building 34 26 

Nonacademic Building 8 6 

Surface Parking 14.5 11 

Athletic Fields 38 29 

NonUniversity of Minnesota 36 28 

Much of the "nonbuilt" land can be considered underutilized when taken 
in an urban context. The reasons for underutilization are three-fold: 

1. With the exception of the Civil and Mineral Engineering building 

lack of funding has precluded new academic construction in the area. 

2. There is a financial attractiveness for surface parking from both 
a user cost and University financial standpoint. This advantage is 
primarily due to the University's tax exempt status. Real estate 
taxes would encourage a more concentrated land utilization (in the 
case of parking, from surface to ramp facilities). 

3. A high demand for outdoor athletic facilities and space is inherent 
to the institution. At the present time the three major generators 
of outdoor athletic space demand (intercollegiate athletics, 
physical education and recreational sports) are competing for 
insufficient program space. Taken on a yearly basis, however, the 
utilization of outdoor athletic activity space is low (i.e., such 
facilities are totally unused for almost one half of the year). 



It would appear that the 11 nonbuilt'' land is readily available for new 
development and can therefore be considered a reserve expansion area 
for as yet unforeseen development needs. The existing uses and the 
replacement costs of the existing facilities must be taken into account 
when making this assumption (See Figure 9). 

Parking Lot C-51, for example, contains 430 parking spaces which would 
be equivalent to a moderate sized parking ramp costing around three 
million dollars. If Lot C-51 were chosen as a development site for a 
new building, the existing use replacement cost should be taken into 
account. 

It should be noted that a similar case can be developed for athletic 
fields in terms of replacement costs. In this case, the dollar amounts 
are developed through establishment of comparable land values. 



.north-east quadrant land use study 
minneapolis campus land use replacement costs 9 



ISSUE ANALYSIS: VISUAL IMAGE 

The study area can be divid.ed .into seven visually distinct images of 
urban character. These are illustrated on Figure 10 and are discussed 
below: 

A. The image of this area could be greatly improved with either an 
open space plaza development or an architectural form articulating 
the edge of the I.T. complex but not exceeding the heights of the 
surrounding buildings. This space or building form waul d read as a 
major entry to the Institute of Technology complex. In either case, 
ease of pedestrian movement should be preserved and enhanced. The 
current weak image is reflected in the form of a deteriorating 
surface parking lot. 

B. This area is critical to overall image as it is one of the major 
campus entrances. The visual character could be improved by 
development of the northwest corner of Oak Street and Washington 
Avenue with high activity commercial, retail or service space in the 
foreground, keeping building height the same as existing commercial 
space across the street. Also, a high building form in the background 
would enhance the urban characterization of this site, complement 
other higher buildings in the entire area, and reinforce the 
University entrance or gateway image desired for this area. 

Co This 11 service belt" area could be improved by 1 andscape treatments 
of signage, lighting, planting, structures, and infill development 
which would tie all of the buildings together. 

D. The campus image of campus which is perceived when traveling on 
University Avenue is very strong and should be maintained in future 
development by using similar building heights and setbacks as well 

as paying continued attention to street landscaping. Should the 
opportunity arise, it would be appropriate to provide open space 
vistas into the views afforded at University Avenue and 15th Street. 



E. The character of the Oak Street and University Avenue intersection 
(at Williams Arena and Memorial Stadium) is also important as an 
entrance to the campus. This area should be improved with land
scaping. The parking lot west of the Police Building should be 
reduced in size to provide more visually attractive green and 
open space, thereby reinforcing the entrance image. 

F. This area has a character of a vast, barren open space. It could 
be improved by replacing the surface parking with another use; but 
recognizing the need for and financial advantages of surface 
parking, the removal option may be well into the future. In the 
interim these facilities should be adequately landscaped. 

G. The University image along 15th Avenue is that of a pleasant linear 
landscape which does not require improvement~ 
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ISSUE ANALYSIS: LACK OF PARKING 

The parking demand for the East Bank Campus can be divided into two 
demand zones insofar as the study area is concerned, one north and the 
other south (See Figure 11). The existing resources (facilities) are 
respectively concentrated along Fourth Street and in the general area 
of the Health Sciences. 

The Health Sciences Complex is the major generator of parking demand 
for the lots and ramps adjacent to Oak Street and Washington Avenue, 
with the Institute of Technology creating a secondary demand. With 
approximately 3231* available parking spaces in this area, 1532 of 
which are contract and 1699 of which are transient, there are 1073 
individuals on waiting lists for the contract spaces; and the major 
transient lots, 70 and 72, fill (turnover) 2 - 3 times per day. The 
rate of turnover on 70 and 72 represents between 500 and 750 vehicles 
per day. Currently the parking demand cannot be accommodated in this 
area, and this pattern should only be more pronounced once the new 
replacement hospital (Unit J) has been completed. 

The Fourth Street lots serve the second or north demand area within the 
study area. There are a total of 1987 parking spaces in this area, 715 
of which are contract and 1272 of which are transient. There are 309 
individuals on the contract lot waiting lists, and the transient lots 
fill by 7:30 a.m. - 8:00a.m. every morning. There are lines at the 
majority of these lots at 9:00 a.m. The magnitude of this demand is 
recognized in light of the additional parking which occurs off campus 
in this area. For example, as many as 400 vehicles "squat" on railroad 
property northeast of Oak Street. 

Parking Services has estimated that only 60% of the individuals desiring 
space in University parking facilities can be accommodated during high 
demand times. 

*Footnote - counting Health Sciences Ramp. 



In conclusion, it is clear that significant parking shortages exist. 
The existing demand would appear to be sufficient to support two new 

. ramp facilities at this time. 

A major ramp is planned in the south zone in conjunction with the hotel 
complex, and a second ramp will be needed in the north zone in the 
foreseeable future. This will be particularly true if more surface 
parking is eroded to other new development. The best possible location 
for a ramp in the north zone lies between the paired University/4th 
Street system (e.g. existing lots #35 and #36). Circulation and access. 
classically works best when located between paired streets. 

These conclusions are warranted even if the transitway and associated 
parking facilities come to fruition because those facilities are 
designed to relieve and disperse transit (student) parking demand. It 
would appear that the contract demand alone could support new ramps. 
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ISSUE ANALYSIS: ACADEMIC EXPANSION 

The potential for academic facility expansion is probably one of the 
most critical planning concerns, for without adequate academic 
facilities the University cannot carry out its mission of teaching. 
research and service. 

Academic expansion needs, and to some extent plans, have been identified 
in two areas, the Institute of Technology and Physical Education. A 
logical direction for expansion for each of these disciplines lies with
in the study area. 

The Northeast Quadrant area contains most of the potential academic 
expansion space on the East Bank Campus. Even though other East Bank 
expansion demands have not been similarly clarified with respect to the 
study area, it is reasonably safe to assume that as yet undetermined 
needs will arise. Therefore. the· reservation of academic expansion 
space as a future resource is a critical element within the Long Range 
Planning Framework for the Northeast Quadrant Area. 

Figure 12 illustrates the general areas of potential academic expansion. 
Area 'A' falls within the Institute of Technology complex. It contains 
three buildings, two of which are "temporary" wooden structures that 
have been determined to be obsolete (see Building Condition, page 14). 
The Experimental Engineering Building which has been planned for 
demolition will probably be assigned interim uses until its site is 
needed for redevelopment purposes. With the completion of the new 
Civil and Mineral Engineering facility, the most logical step in the 
expansion of the Institute of Technology complex would involve removal 
of these buildings. 

Site B-1 (Northrop Field) is currently used for athletic open space. 
Because of its non-built-up nature, Site B-1 can be considered 
potential academic development space. Further, because of its location, 
Site B-1 is receiving development pressure from the Institute of 



Technology. It should be noted, however, that the site is currently 
used in part for academic purposes by the Physical Education Department 
as an outdoor laboratory space (See Northrop Field Issue, page 27). 

Potential Sites B-2 and B-3 are directly dependent on decisions regarding 
the future of Memorial Stadium. If Memorial Stadium were some day 
removed, Site B-2 could become a major academic expansion resource. If 
Memorial Stadium were to be remodeled to house needed athletic and sport 
facilities as recommended in the Long Range Development Plan, it would 
be possible to consider Site B-3 (Field House) a potential academic 
expansion site. This would assume that the functions now taking place 
in the Field House could be incorporated into a redevelopment of Memorial 
Stadium. 

Area C encompasses four major surface parking lots. As pointed out 
earlier, redevelopment of these lots would require replacement of the 
existing parking facilities; however, the area must be considered 
potential redevelopment space, again because of the absence of physical 
structures. Area C would be less attractive for academic expansion than 
any of the other sites because it is not contiguous to the academic core 
of the campus. Further, the heavy traffic volumes on University Avenue 
and 4th Street are not conducive to the heavy pedestrian flows which 
would be generated. 
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ISSUE ANALYSIS: OPEN SPACE 

The existing outdoor spaces within the Northeast Quadrant are 
relatively vast (Figure 13). While some of the uses are not 
environmentally desirable, they are utilized. 

Outdoor open spaces on the Minneapolis Campus are decidedly urban in 
character. Early development of open spaces on campus was directed 
toward an "ordered" campus layout as evidenced by THE MALL and by the 
orientation of buildings on Pleasant and Church Streets toward open 
space, (Area 2). The balance of the campus has been developed in a 
less formal manner with little room left for growth and change. 

Development of outdoor open space within the Northeast Quadrant could 
be ordered as a continuation of the somewhat random collection of 
buildings; however~ the sizable space enclosed by Mechanical/Chemical 
Engineering and Li~d Hall/Experimental Engineering. (Area 3). presents 
an excellent opportunity to develop an open space ~~quadrangle" with an 
atmosphere simi 1 ar to that of THE MALL. 

When building expansion encroaches into the "open 11 outdoor areas of 

the Northeast Quadrant, (Area 4). the remaining space should be 
organized, landscaped and linked in a consolidated manner to the 
existing outdoor spaces through pedestrian circulation systems. A 
consolidation of outdoor movement systems would provide access to a 
variety of spatial experiences to/through a wide range of outdoor 
spaces. 

Academic expansion into Northrop Field provides the opportunity to 
develop and extend ·a "primary" east/west pedestrian movement corridor 
between Smith/Walter on Pleasant Street, Vincent/Murphy on Church 
Street (Area 5) and the Nineteenth Avenue pedestrian "node", (Area 8b). 

The main entry to campus from the northw~t. (Area 6a), is a major 
outdoor space functioning as a circulation system separator and 
transition space between Dinkytown and the campus. A complimentary 



outdoor space is needed at the opposite end of campus in Stadium 
Village, (Area 6b). Removal of the Stadium would offer the opportunity 
to develop an outdoor space of the magDitude of THE KNOLL. 

These northwest and southeast entry points could be connected by means 
of a diagonal. primary pedestrian corridor, (Area 7). This corridor 
would be visually and functionally developed as a pedestrian movement 
system with minimum service access. This diagonal pedestrian corridor 
would serve as a transition zone between the buildings aligned with 
University Avenue and those aligned with Washington Avenue. 

Along the diagonal pedestrian system, two pedestrian 11 nodes" could be 
formed. One node, (Area Sa). in the area of Church Street~ would 
combine a pedestrian/vehicular mixture with the development emphasis on 
the pedestrian. This node would intersect with the pedestrian 
circulation system serving the pa~king and/or facilities expansion to 
be developed north of University Avenue. The second pedestrian "node," 
(Area 8b), located at the extension of Nineteenth Avenue between Cooke 
Hall and the Stadium, would be developed solely as a pedestrian mall/ 
way. 

Washington Avenue would be maintained as a vehicular/pedestrian movement 
system, (Area 9). It is envisioned that pedestrian movement along 
Was~ington Avenue would transfer to the developing east/west pedestrian 
system between Smith/Walter, Vincent/Murphy, etc. 

The hotel complex should be set back from Washington Avenue to identify 
it as part of the University community and not as a part of the 
business community's extension into the University. The setback area 
would be developed as a greenway to strengthen its image as a campus 
entry and transition space. 

If the Stadium is renovated, University Avenue would continue to 
function as a vehicular movement system, (Area lOa). If the Stadium 

and/or Field House are removed, buildings on the south side of 
University Avenue should be set back at least in line with Folwell Hall 



to allow for the development of a greenway. One of the major vehicular 
campus access points at the 0<1k Street/University Avenue intersection, 
(Area lOb), should be improved with landscaping and signage to announce 
the area as a campus entry point. 
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ISSUE ANALYSIS: HOTEL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT 

A major hotel and park{ng ramp complex is being planned for the site 
immediately east of Parking Ramp A on the north side of Washington 
Avenue. This development will introduce pedestrian/vehicular circulation 
ahd architectural form issues which should be taken into account within 
the context of this study. 

The traffic impact will increase the number of vehicles entering the 
study area. adding to an already congested situation. Based on trip 
generation standards, the development will generate an additional 2500 
cars per day, increasing traffic on Washington Avenue by as much as 10%. 
Congestion on Washington Avenue should be lessened to some degree with 
the construction of the "Motley Bypass" (This is a proposed new road 
connecting the Dartmouth interchange with University Avenue and 25th 
Avenue Southeast. It was originally identified in the University Area 
Short Range Transportation Program·and is subsequently being pursued by 

the City of Minneapolis). 

It would be impossible to totally neutralize the impact of new traffic 
on Washington Avenue, particularly if turning movements are required 
for access. It may be desirable to consider diverting some of the 
traffic from Washington Avenue to Oak Street north of the Washington 
Avenue intersection. As shown on Figure 14, a vehicular access and 
circulation route could be developed at the intersection of Oak and Beacon 
Streets Southeast. While it may not be ultimately necessary to do this, 
a corridor should be reserved as a possible relief valve in the event 
that serious congestion problems develop. In addition, an access here 
could facilitate the Health Sciences shuttle system should it become 
desirable to serve this area in the future. 

The proposed complex will generate a significant increase in pedestrian 

movement. Figure 14 indicates the probable pedestrian demand pattern. 
This movement must be considered not only in planning for the new 
complex but in the overall development of that part of campus. The 



major pedestrian flows will be to the Health Science Complex south of 
Washington Avenue and to the Institute of Technology to the north and 
west. Secondary and through movements will be from the main campus and 
the facility itself to the Stadium Village commercial area to the south 
and east. 

The arc hi tectura 1 form issue primarily concerns the building height. 
Long Range Development Plan guidelines indicate that building heights 
in new development should conform to a European scale as exemplified 
in the buildings on the Mall and the older parts of the East Bank 
Campus. This tenet has not been adhered to in the Health Science 
development area, and it may not be reasonable to invoke strict 
adherence to height parameters due to the proximity and size limitations 
of the noted site. If the site is considered as a transition area 
between the older built-up campus and the Health Sciences area, building 
height parameters could reflect this. 

The second design form concern involves the siting of the physical 
elements in the complex. Memorial Stadium is a very powerful and 
dominant form affecting the site, but because the future of the Stadium 
is somewhat tentative, it would be tempting to ignore its presence in 
the design of the proposed facility. Even if Memorial Stadium were to 
ultimately be removed, new architectural forms replacing it would 
undoubtedly be oriented in a similar manner due to the influence of 
University Avenue and the northern tier of campus buildings which 
parallel University Avenue e.g., Civil Mineral Engineering, Cooke Hall, 
Folwell Hall, etc. 

This complex should reflect a design flexible enough to maintain the 
integrity of any modifications made to the existing Stadium or possible 
redevelopment of the Stadium site. 
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ISSUE ANALYSIS: NORTHROP FIELD 

Northrop Field is used for programs of the Division of Physical 
Education and the Offic-e of Recreational Sports. The Northrop Field 
area consists of a field hockey field, a combined soccer-rugby areas 
and a broomball rink. 

The Division of Physical Education schedules a variety of activity 
classes on Northrop during fall and spring quarters and during summer 
sessions. Fall offerings include eight sections of conditioning 
classes, two sections of soccer, one section of softball, and one 
section of field hockey. Spring classes include seven sections of 
conditionings four softball classes, and two sections of soccer. During 
the summer. the Division conducts the Sports Fitness School for Boys 
and Girls which utilizes Northrop Field for several different activities. 

Recreational Sports schedules practices and games for the Men's Soccer 
Club. the Women's Soccer Club, the Men's Rugby Club and the Women's 
Rugby Club. Additionally, the Frisbee Club and innumerable runners 
use the field area whenever the weather permits. 

The broomball rink is a lighted, fixed facility which is used by 
Recreational Sports during the winter. 

Pressure to redevelop the Northrop Field area has been noted. The field 
hockey field east of parking Ramp A has already been committed for 
development of the proposed Hotel complex. One alternate expansion 
plan for the Institute of Technology indicates new construction on the 
soccer field. The potential for expanding Ramp A to the north appears 
feasible and probably desirable from a parking demand standpoint. 

The open space issue was examined in detail on page 44. It would appear 
that redevelopment of Northrop Field is not a critical concern in the 
context of an overall open space plan as long as any development adheres 
to the open space plan. The issue focus is on conflicting land use 



demands. If appropriate alternative accommodations for the existing 
uses are identified, the conflict could be mitigated. The increased 
availability of the Memorial Stadium Field due to the f?otball team's 
move to the Dome would tend to alleviate some of the potential hardship 
to certain programs. The long term availability of the Stadium Field 
has not been determined, however. If Northrop Field is to be scheduled 
for eventual redevelopment and in the event that the stadium is removed. 
alternative field areas should be developed. 
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ISSUE ANALYSIS: Community Interface 

During recent years the University has developed a cooperative working 
relationship with the various community interests residing in the 
University area. Figure 16 illustrates the general land use and 
development goals of the community which were prevalant at the time the 
Long Range Development Plan was developed. A recent 11 40 Acre Study 11 

reaffirms the community's desire for the Stadium Village interface area. 
Aside from the community's significant involvement in the Long Range 
Development Plan, the University has taken several actions which are 
responsive to community goals including: 

The University 1 s supportive involvement in the preservation 
and rehabilitation of the old fire station at Oak and 
University. 
The land exchange with the City of Minneapolis which 

·provided the site for the new fire station south of the 
University Police Building. 
The Board of Regents' decision to approve the proposed hotel 
and parking complex will lend vital support to the 
commercial aspects of the Stadium Village complex. 

An area of key importance to the community with respect to future 
development involves the surface parking lots located at the northwest 
corner of Oak and Washington. This site 1 i es immediately east of the 
proposed hotel complex. The community's goals for this site favor a 
use which would support the viability of the Stadium Village complex. 
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ISSUE ANALYSIS: MEMORIAL STADIUM 

PART I - EXISTING USE 

The Stadium is a very deceptive resource with respect to the perception 
of use intensity. Despite appearances and the recent decision to move 
the football Gophers, the Stadium is a heavily used facility. The 
following is a brief, general description of those uses: 

•Women's Intercollegiate Athletics - The primary involvement 
here is in the shared use of the golf gym which is the only 

indoor golf facility on campus. 
•Recreational Sports and Physical Education- These departments 

generate the highest level and intensity of use of Stadium 
facilities. They share use of the adapted gym, all of the 
handball and racketball courts, the weight training gym 
and the mar·sha 11 arts and boxing gyms. Many of these facilities 
are 11 0ne-of-a-kind 11 on the Minneapolis campus. 
The second floor of the Stadium houses 95% of the campus 
racketball and handball courts. Access to these facilities 
is of vital importance to Recreational Sports and Physical 
Education. 

•Public Health - The Physiological Hygiene labs and offices 
are located in the south wing of the Stadium. Their research 
into heart and lung problems is ongoing with a minimum ten 
year time horizon. 

•Men's Intercollegiate Athletics- Most of the men's program space 
is locker/shower room space and will be needed only during winter 
quarter for baseball and track if the football team continues to 
play in the Metr.odome. The Men's Athletic Department will continue 
to share in the use of the golf gym. They will also continue to 
utilize assigned storage space for equipment, e.g. blocking 
dummies, etc. 

•Special Events - This space consists of concession stands and 



storage areas for concessions. 
•Physical Plant - The space assigned to Physical Plant is 

primarily used to facilitate building and grounds 

maintenance; therefore, Physical Plant's needs are 
contingent on continuing maintenance needs. 
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Memorial Stadium ~ Occupants 

Department Use N.A.S.F. Tally 

Building Service Circulation 17,886 9 

Custodial 1,351 13 

Mechanical Equipment 3,249 16 

Toilets - Women 4,018 8 

Toilets ~ Men 3,805 8 

Total 30,309 54 

Unassigned Under alteration 512 

Total 512 

Women's Inter. Athl. Athletic/PE Facility 870 

Total 870 

Recreational Sports Athletic/PE Facility 12,891 25 

Athletic/PE Facility Serice 956 4 

Total 13,847 29 

Public Health Research Lab 1,414 6 

Research Lab Service 1,849 11 

Faculty Office 2,088 15 

Staff Office 5,300 so 
·' Secretarial Office 1, 735 7 

Office Service 3,528 26 

Conference Room 2,114 5 

Conference Room Service 11 

Lounge 268 

Locker Room 169 2 

Treatment Room 314 2 
Total 18,790 126 

Physical Education Athletic/PE Facility 11 '717 24 

Athletic/PE Facility Service ~ 5 

Total 12,836 29 

Ph~sical Plant Assembly Service 9,904 10 

Shop Service ~ 4 
Total 19,287 14 

Special Events Merchandising Facility 7,160 6 
Merchandising Facility Serv. 13,309 9 

Total 20,469 15 

Men's Inter. Athl. Athletic/PE Facility 870 

Athletic/PE Facility Service 14,715 20 
Assembly Service 4,680 3 

Total 20,265 24 

Total Assignable Area 106,876 239 



PART II - SUMMARY REPORT OF MEMORIAL STADIUM CONDITION SURVEYS 

Several reports have been written on the condition of Memorial Stadium. 
The first of these reports. dated March 5, 1969, resulted from a study 

done by the Johnston-Sahlman Company Consulting Engineers of Minneapolis. 

All of these reports revealed a consistency in the analysis of the 
structural and mechanical problems connected with Memorial Stadium 
as well as comparisons of the building's life in consideration of the 

gradual, but steady deterioration of the Stadium's main structural 

elements. 

BUILDING STRUCTURE - REPORT FINDINGS 

Johnston-Sahlman Report of March 5, 1969 

• Primary structural and supporting elements are the columns and 
girders. Failure of these would result in major collapse of 
this structure. This report seriously doubted that the whole 
stadium would ever suddenly collapse in total failure in 50 or 
even 100 years. This statement best reflects the engineers' 
confidence in the primary structural elements of the stadium at 

the time the report was written. Within this report there are 
no indications of deterioration of the main structural elements 

except some cracking of column haunches and beam ends at the 
horizontal expansion joints. 

• Seating deck and riser beams and risers showed deterioration of 

bottom reinforcing bars and concrete in certain risers due to 
water seepage and the spilling of supporting beam edges at the 
expansion joints. 

• Vomitory walls (masonry elements) showed cracking. 

The conclusions of the Johnston-Sahlman report are that the facility 
is facing continuing deterioration because of water problems 



associated with the expansion joints. 

The report recommended year by year repairs. On this basis the 

life of the Stadium was projected to be 15-20 years if the water 
problem was not solved. 

Geiger Berger Associates, P.C. Report of November 26, 1975 

• The main structural framing, columns, girders, and struts that 

form the main frame for the Stadium are in good condition. 

• Seating deck showed signs of deterioration in approximately 
35-40% of the existing concrete threads and risers. To this 
date, 450 steel beams have been added. 

• Parapet walls have been warped in places over the years and in 
some locations have tipped outward causing a hazardous 
condition.* 

• VomitO~f walls were structurally sound but have undesirable 
appearances. 

• Existing press box is in a temporary structure. The capacity 

for loading is severely limited. 

In summary, the basic frame, exterior wall structure and founda
tions are quite sound. Other elements of the structure that are 

less than desirable will require extensive maintenance. 

Staff Report of November 3, 1977 

• Seating deck was reported as deteriorating and in need of 
patching, waterproofing and new expansion joints. 

* New deterioration element of the walls was observed since the 1969 
report. 



Staff Report of March 6, 1981 

•Primary structural elements, specifically the columns, have 
been repaired many times over the past 5 years.** 
The girders have begun to show deterioration continually over 
the past five years. 

•Seating deck's upper surface deterioration consists of large 
holes which are hazardous to spectators. The underside deck 
consists of seriously deteriorated risers. All of the riser 
deterioration occurs in the upper part of the Stadium from row 
24 up. 

•Parapet walls have been repaired and reinforced at various times 
over the past 30 years. There are some tipping sections of the 
walls. 

•Vomitory walls are in poor condition*** 

•The press boxes are in marginal condition. 

Staff Report of November 1982 

•Stadium corrections for concert use in 1983 is estimated at 
$205,500.00 

Structural repairs 
- Code corrections 
- Removal of temporary bleachers 

$ 30,000 
$140,500 

$ 35,000 

** Compare with G. Berger report of 1975 which states that there are 
no signs of deterioration in the primary structural elements. 

*** Compare with optimistic description of G. Berger report. 
no i~dication of the deteriorated vomitory walls. 

There was 



•Additional costs for extending use is estimated at 
$60,000.00. 

BUILDING STRUCTURE - CONCERNS 

It is interesting to note the consistency of all reports in their 
evaluation of the physical condition of the Stadium structure. It is 
more apparent when the time factor is introduced. For example: 

• In 1975, 11 years after the initial report, the Geiger Berger 
Firm concluded, after substantial funds were spent on repairs, 
that the basic frame, exterior wall structure and foundation 
were quite sound. The firm predicted continued expense for 
structural repairs. 

•In 1979. the Bakke,Kopp,Ballon and McFarlin Inc. Firm concluded 
that the Stadium appeared to be r.elatively sound and that it 
required limited repair to make it sound. This firm suggested 
that with no additional repairs it would be necessary to close 
the Stadium in five to ten years, but with continued and in
creasingly costly repairs the facility could last 20 years. 

•In 1981, the staff report was much less optimistic. For the 
first time it was mentioned that the main structural elements 
of the Stadium were showing signs of deterioration and would 
continue to do so with accelerated speed. 

The physical structure of the Stadium has begun to show signs of 
deterioration not only in its secondary elements but in primary elements 
such as columns and girders. This newly emerging situation requires 
constant yearly monitoring of the loadbearing capacity of the primary 
structural elements. It is possible to keep this deterioration under 
control for some extended period of time, but such maintenance is in
creasingly costly. Within 10~15 years the continuous repairs wduld be 
an exercise in futility. 



The useful life of the Stadium and associated cost will be a direct 
function of how the Stadium is used. 

•If the Stadium area is used to its full capacity, all the 
structural problems need to be addressed immediately. This 
will require substantial investment on a continuing basis. 

•If the Stadium is only partially used (up to 24 rows of seats), 
then there is no immediate danger to the spectator because of 
sudden structural failure. In this situation the upper portion 
of the Stadium seats would be inaccessible. This would stop 
the continuous deck deterioration or leakage through the 
expansion joints. 

MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL AND UTILITY SYSTEMS - REPORT FINDINGS 

Staff Report of April 17, 1979 (Related to the proposed doming 
of the stadium.) The following observations are of certain 
value to any other development: 

•Steam service was expected to have adequate steam generating 
capacity. A suggestion was made to form new steam and return 
mains from the relocated South Tower heat shaft to the Scott 
Ha 11 Tunne 1 . 

•Primary electric service, in the event that substantial 
development is proposed, would require an extension of campus 
primary electric feeders and duct to the site. 

BUILDING UTILITIES - REPORT FINDINGS 

Sanitary Sewer - The Sanitary Sewer System for the north half of the 
Stadium can be connected to the City of Minneapolis Combined Sewer on 
University and Oak Streets. 

Storm Sewer - Storm water from the existing Stadium drains to the play 



field. It is then picked up in a sub-drain system which is connected 
to a City-combined water main of more than adequate capacity to serve 
the Stadium. The three existing six-inch water services to the Stadium 
from City-combined water mains are of sufficient size to serve an up
graded facility. 

Steam Service - Although the Southeast Plant produces a sufficient 
amount of steam, the required amount for any use change to the Stadium 
could be determined only when a particular development model is known. 

Electrical Services - The electrical requirements for any renovation of 
the Stadium involve increased capacity and reliability. An extension of 
campus primary electric feeders and duct to the site would be needed. 

CODE COMPLIANCE - REPORT FINDINGS 

Staff Report- Code Compliance ~ February 25, 1981 

This report is an extensive list of the improvements necessary to 
comply with code in the following areas: 

•Stadium seating area 
•Main concourse level 
•Second level of concourse 
•Physiological Hygiene Area 

CODE COMPLIANCE - CONCERNS 

Three scenarios of the Stadium use seem likely. The impacts of each are 
developed as follows: 

•If the Stadium were to be used in its full capacity for 60,000 
spectators, the main attention should be paid to the super
structure condition. It is questionable as to whether or not 
the Stadium could hold 60,000 on the seat deck without consider
able reinforcement and repairs. 



•General clean-up of the concourse area should be done. 

•The full seating capacity use of the Stadium will require 
compliance with all code requirements listed in the Staff 
Report dated February 25, 1981. 

•The reduced capacity use of the Stadium~ i.e, use of seats from 
rows 1 to 24 only, does not present problems in relation to 
super-structure. The other miscellaneous code compliance 
requirements must still be realized. 

•If the Stadium use is expanded beyond nonspectator functions. 
attention should be paid to specific code compliances in the 
concourse area such as: 

•new fire alarm system 
•emergency lighting 
•fire rating of the structures below the seats 
•occupancy separation 
egeneral clean-up of the concourse area 

PART III - FUTURE USE OF STADIUM BUILDING 

Extensive capital investments in the building should be evaluated in 
light of the deteriorating structural condition. Any investment that 
does not help to remedy this condition but merely extends, for economic 
reasons, the occupancy period must factor the increasingly costly 
maintenance of the structure, for that extended building life, into the 
capital decision. 

At this point it is difficult to make a firm determination as to the 
stadium's future based on condition or existing use. As will be seen 
in the next section, there are significant long term land use 

implications attached to the decision to maintain or remove the Stadium. 



It may not be necessary to make a decision at this time nor may it be 

practical to decide in light of the significant financial considerations 
implied with either option. 



ISSUE ANALYSIS: SPORT FACILITY ALTERNATIVES 

With the increased.interest in campus based athletic programs, particu
larly at the recreational and intramural level. campuses across the 
country, including the University of ~1innesota, can cite impress1ve 
growth figures. The general escalation of interest is largely attribu
table to the explosion in female participation rates which have placed 
high demands on facilities that were designed and built up to one half 
century ago. 

Several studies have documented the tremendous demand on often times 
outdated and insufficient sport facilities on the Minneapolis Campus. 
Currently under consideration is a major new sports complex which would 
be designed primarily for Physical Education and recreational sports 
needs. (See Figure 17) Other studies and proposals have suggested 
major remodeling of existing facilities, in particular Memorial Stadium, 
as opposed to developing an entirely new facility. While each of these 
alternative development concepts has merit and each would satisfy the 
deficiency, this study recognizes that the Stadium remodeling option is 
remote. 

It should be noted that the Long Range Development Plan for this area 
was hinged on the renovation concept and consequently the long term 
preservation of the Stadium. The new building solution would essentially 
evacuate all indoor sport activities from the Stadium and remove much 
of the impetus for maintaining the structure. 

A new facility would be self-contained and not as dependent on sites 
contiguous to the academic core as other uses may be; therefore, if, as 
seems likely, funds for a new facility are sought and eventually developed, 
it should be developed on a site north of University Avenue. 
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ISSUE ANALYSIS: Proposed Plans 

Proposed Plans for the study area have been identified and discussed. 
Most of these must be considered tentative for various reasons: They 
may not have progressed far enough in the review process, ultimate 
funding may be questionable, or they may be subject to other actions 
which are well beyond the scope of this study. 

It is not realistic at this point to attempt to determine a final 
desposition of the tentative plans; rather, it is important that long 
range planning remain flexible enough to accommodate these concepts in 
the future. 

Tentative plans are depicted on the Current Proposed Plans' Map 
(Figure 7. page 24 ). They include all but the proposed hotel complex 
which has been approved by the Board of Regents and the sports facility 
which is currently being seriously pursued. 



This is the final step in the planning 

process. It will integrate the implica

tions of the individual issue analyses 

into a comprehensive land use develop

ment guide or plan. 

Synthesis 



SYNTHESIS 

The synthesis or "coming together" of a physical plan is relatively 
simple if the planning base developed from the givens and findings in 
the Inventory and Analysis Sections is sound; the more complete the 
planning base, the more realistic the plan will be. The planning base 
provides the parameters or directives for developing alternative long 
range land use plans. 

Although the ·planning base in this study is sound, it does not provide 
sufficient facts to clearly determine the future of Memorial Stadium; 
and the Stadium is a key factor in directing a future land use plan. 
The long range implications of the Stadium will be more apparent as 
alternative land use plans are developed in the following discussions. 
One plan will assume the presence of the Stadium. the other will assume 
its ultimate removal. 

The following table illustrates the planning directives which were 
established in the issue analysis process. While many of these direc
tives are not absolutes, they do represent the best information available 
at this time. For example, there are no guarantees that the Institute 
of Technology expansion plans or a particular parking ramp will come to 
fruition. but specific plans are not as important as the land use 
implications in the long range context. Past experience would indicate 
eventual development. 

The following planning directives evolve from the individual issue 
analysis. These directives are recommended physical planning policy 
and guideline statements which are key to the resolution of issues. 



PLANNING BASE 

Issue Directive Source 

l. Displacement of The replacement cost of existing uses must be taken Page 30 

Existing Uses into account as land is redeveloped to a new and 

more intensive use. 

2. Visual Image Areas which contribute negatively to the Page 35 

University 1s overall image should be improved. 

3. Parking Resources The University should take immediate steps to Page 38 

develop increased parking resources in this area. 

Signi fie ant parking shortages exist 1n at least two 

areas. The most severe shortage is 1n the south 

zone. Ramp development will also have to be con-

sidered in the north zone particularly if other 

potential development further erodes existing 

resources in that area. Parking problems in this 

area would be reduced if the Univ~rsity Area Short 

Range Transportation Program comes to fruition. 

4. New Academic New academic development land reserves should be Page 41 

Building identified and maintained for future consideration. 

Expansion Space These reserves should be contiguous to the existing 

academic core if possible. 

5. Open Space Open spaces should be planned in a s-ystematic way Page 44 

as the study area is redeveloped • 

. 
6. Proposed The University should continue its support for the Page 48 

University construction of the proposed Motley Bypass which is 

Hotel designed to help alleviate current traffic condi-

tions particularly on Washington Avenue. A major 

hotel has been approved and is being planned for 

the site immediately east of parking ramp A on the 

north side of Washington Avenue. 



Issue Directive Source 

7. Redevelopment Replacement provisions for Physical Education Page 51 

of Northrop should be incorporated within an overall planning 

Field context when and if redevelopment of this area 

takes place. 

8. Community The University must be sensitive to adjacent Page 54 

Interface existing uses and community goals when planning 

the redevelopment of University property; this is 

particularly true on University lands contiguous 

to private uses. 

9. Memorial Until the future of Memorial Stadium has been Page 66 

Stadium determined, alternate land use plans must be 

developed for this area. 

10. New Sport Even tho.ugh a new sport facility would house some Page 67 

Facility academic functions, it would not be as dependent 

Alternatives on sites contiguous to the academic core as other 

exclusively academic facilities might be. Sites i 
I 

north of University Avenue may be most appropriate 

for a new facility. 

IL Proposed Plans Where feasible, all identified tentative plans Page 69 

for the study area should be incorporated within 

the long range planning framework. 



ALTERNATIVE PLANS 

As noted previously, a determination of the future role of Memorial 
Stadium is a fairly pivotal element to the overall planning for the 
study area; however, most of the major anticipated planning elements 
requiring accommodation within a long range context can be thought of 
as independent of a Stadium decision. 

The alternative land use plans for the Northeast Quadrant are graphically 
illustrated on Figures 19 and 20. Plan A calls for renovation of the 
Stadium and Plan B calls for its removal. 

The key dependent factor is the final determination of an academic 
expansion land reserve. The Field House could also become a factor 
because the 1976 Long Range Development Plan recommended its ultimate 
removal subject to replacement within a remodeled Memorial Stadium. 
Although a major renovation including covering of the Stadium to 
accommodate Field House type activities is now remote, it is a future 
option if the Stadium is to remain. It should be noted that the Long 
Range Development Plan also proposed the accommodation of other needed 
sport facilities within a remodeled Memorial Stadium. 

There is sufficient similarity within the land use implications of the 
alternative plans to allow for many development decisions prior to and 
independent of a Stadium discussion. The point at which a decision is 
necessary will be a factor of the: 

•Demand for decisions on the dependent factors (academic 
land reserve). 

•The speed and degree of structural deterioration to the 
Stadium. 

Graphic illustrations of the alternative land use plans appear on 
Figures 19 and 20. The basic difference in the plans involves the 
inclusion or exclusion of Memorial Stadium. With the exception of the 
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immediate Stadium area, the long range land use implications are 
basically the same. It should be noted that while the existence of the 
Stadium does not necessarily affect land use decisions, it will affect 
the eventual built form response to the designated uses. The 
massiveness and configuration of the Stadium structure would necessarily 
influence the architectural design of buildings and open spaces to be 
developed in close proximity. This implication is depicted in the 
conceptual built form illustrations on Figures 22 and 23. Figure 21 
illustrates the existing built form. 

Elements of the plan which are clearly common to both alternatives 
include the: 

•University Area Short Range Transportation Program 
•Transportation Building 
•Recreational Sport/Physical Education Building 
•Hotel Complex 
•Police Building 
•Remodeling pf- Williams Arena 

- Field House 
- Bierman 

These have been discussed at some length in the Analysis Section and 
elsewhere. As has been pointed out. they are in different levels of 
planning development; and they are all subject to change. 

This report recognizes that each of these projects may come to fruition. 
The most logical and accommodating sites have been set aside, where 
applicable. Further, the long term reality of these projects has been 
incorporated into the overall framework planning for open space and 
circulation systems. 

The land use elements common to both plans are, for the most part, the 
result of long term needs which have been identified during the course 
of this study. The planning directives which, together, have formed 
the planning base for these land use determinations and which form policy 
recommendations have been described. Generally, the quantification of 
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need was attainable; however, the long range demand for academic 
development space has been difficult to determine. There are several 
reasons for this, most basic of which are: 

•Academic facility needs are historically in a constant 
state of flux because teaching techniques and vehicles 
must be continually responsive to changing technologies 

and job markets" 
•The physical response to academic or research needs can't 

be specifically determined until a detailed program is 
developed. 

•The state's current financial situation is not conducive 
to expansion planning. 

The future disposition of the Stadium has a basic influence on the long 
term availability of academic expansion space. Obviously Plan B affords 
more flexibility in this regard. Plan A, which maintains the Stadium, 

could provide additional long term expansion space if the function of 
the Field House could be replaced either as part of a renovated Stadium 
(as per the L.R.D.P.) or in new facilities elsewhere. The Field House 
site would be appropriate for academic facilities. 

A related issue involves the potential redevelopment of Northrop Field, 
in particular the impact it would have on the existing users. It has 
been pointed out that the field area is an important resource to various 
University programs including the Department of Physical Education. If 
the fields are to be redeveloped for other purposes, provisions for the 
existing users should be considered. 

It would appear that the existing Stadium field can accommodate these 
activities as long as it remains. If the Stadium is ultimately 
demolished, the maintenance of a field area must be factored into the 
eventual redevelopment plans of the site. 

The critical need for parking on the East Bank Campus creates a major 
land use impact on the study area. It is clear that significant 
parking shortages exist. The existing demand would appear to be 



sufficient to support two new ramp facilities at this time. These 
ramps are warranted even if the transitway and associated parking 

facilities come to fruition because those facilities are designed to 

relieve and disperse transit (student) parking d~mand. The contract 
demand alone could support new facilities. 

A major ramp is planned in the south zone in conjunction with the hotel 
complex, and a second ramp will be needed in the north zone. This will 
be particularly true if more surface parking is eroded to other new 
development. It is likely at this time that the best solution for 
development of a facility in the south zone would be a moderate 
expansion of Ramp A. Impact on traffic congestion would be the least 
likely here than at other potential locations. 

The best possible location for a ramp in the north zone lies between 
the paired University/4th Street system (e.g. existing lots #35 and 
#36). Circulation and access classically works best when located 

between paired streets. 

A final decision on the ultimate size of a ramp in the north zone should 
wait until the future disposition of the proposed transitway and its 

associated parking facilities is determined. If the transitway were 
implemented, it would provide additional parking resources. In this 
case a moderately sized ramp would be plausible since the busway would 
mitigate the need for a second or larger parking facility. 

A logical and orderly open space pattern is important to the success of 

a land use plan for any campus development. The areas designated as 
open space on the alternative plans create a pattern which generally 
relates to anticipated long range circulation needs. The open space 
designation is meant to describe conceptual areas within which open 
space should be a dominant use factor. The eventual size and form of 
open spaces. particularly at specific locations, is not as critical as 
the overall pattern or system of open space. 

The open space plans for the study area are an attempt to provide the 

campus user with a practical. aesthetic pedestrian environment and a 



pleasing and understandable exterior development form which is defined 
in part by the provision of penetrating vistas. 

One of the most significant features of the open space -plan is the 
diagonal corridor which runs from the new Civil Mineral Engineering 
complex to approximately the intersection of Washington Avenue and Oak 
Street. This diagonal reflects an extension of the flowing, open pattern 
which approximates the existing Pillsbury Drive, including the Williamson 

Hall plaza through the new Civil Mineral Engineering complex. The 
resultant overall corridor ultimately connects the oldest part of the 
campus with what will become the newest. It will further act as a 
major pedestrian collector serving many facilities. 

The two other areas which should be clarified are the Institute of 

Technology court area and the area which can be described as the 
northwest corner of Washington Avenue and Oak Street. It is anticipated 

that while these areas are highly desirable for open space, other 
demands may take precedence in determining ultimate land use. In the 
case of the Institute of Technology court, the more detailed needs 
programming for future Institute of Technology expansion may dictate 

a higher demand for infill type development. This could reduce the 
magnitude of open space which could be retained in the court area. 

Similarly, the Washington/Oak site has and will continue to receive 
heavy pressure for development of support type uses; this will be 

particularly true once the hotel development is completed. From a 
purely non-institutional economic point of view, this site is at present 
a very attractive one for supportive use developments such as: parking, 

commercial services, housing, etc. Whatever happens in these areas, the 
University should take a strong position with respect to the inclusion 
of at least some open space as future developments are planned on these 

sites. 



CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this study was to bring into focus the many issues which 

have arisen since completion of the 1976 Long Range Development Plan for 
the.Minneapolis Campus. Further, it was to establish a revised long
term planning framework from the standpoint of land use and physical 
development for the study area. 

The Stadium issue was a key factor in spawning this study, not only 
because of its individual import but also because of its perceived 

influence on other important issues. The key findings as exemplified 
in the directives, and the resultant framework plans have lead to the 
general conclusion that planning and development can proceed in the 
Northeast Quadrant area without final resolution of the Stadium issue. 

It has also been reaffirmed that most of the other issues which were 
identified can be resolved in a reasonably independent fashion if they 
are dealt with in the context of an overall planning framework. 

It is the planning framework which provides the basis for future issue 
resolution while the directives specifically address the resolution of 
current issues. As long as the framework remains va·lid, development 
decisions can be made with confidence. However, changes influencing 
the validity of the 1976 plan have taken place; and there is no reason 
to believe that the credibility of this update won•t similarly be 
effected. Consequently, it is important to recognize the need for plan 

flexibility through a committment to conduct periodic plan reviews and 

updates similar to this one. 

Land use and development decisions which are made without the benefit 
of an overall planning context can sometimes be in error. Such errors 
usually result in lost opportunities which can be measured in negative 
financial terms. In light of the current fiscal crises and future out

look for the State of Minnesota, it is more important than ever before 
that the University maximize long-term cost/benefit results for physical 
development by carefully charting the direction for future land use and 
development decisions. 


