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Executive Summary
A conservation district, in essence, is a set of regulations – often empowered by a city ordinance – aimed at preserving a neighborhood’s unique aesthetic characteristics. The Logan Park Neighborhood Association has expressed interest in the newly established Minneapolis ordinance, in hopes of preventing incompatible development and protecting their neighborhood’s visual character. The objective of this research report is to inform the Logan Park neighborhood of the conservation district establishment process, and provide guidelines for maintaining the district.
Unlike a historic preservation district, a Minneapolis conservation district:
· Focuses on aesthetic character rather than historic events or people

· Is more flexible than a historic district; residents tailor/amend the regulations

· Presents less of a financial burden to residents

Though conservation districts across the U.S. vary in their regulations, many can offer lessons on how to establish or manage a district that can be generalized to the Minneapolis ordinance.
· Take a grassroots approach; e.g. involve community leaders, hold forums/Q&A sessions
· Be specific with the district’s design guidelines, and be prepared to amend them if needed
· Establish a “starter district” where you will get the most support from property owners
The Logan Park neighborhood could benefit from a conservation district, and perhaps multiple districts in the future. With a diverse mix of history and aesthetics, different parts of the neighborhood could qualify for different protections and designations. With regards to a conservation district, it is important to keep in mind that demolitions are not outlawed; the ordinance tries to preserve an agreed-upon aesthetic character. That being said, there are a number of recommendations for Logan Park when moving forward in the process:
· Begin with a starter district, possibly encompassing a grouping of Victorian homes. Beginning with neighborhood residents as opposed to rental property owners or business owners may mean a better chance at getting 1/3 and 2/3 consent.

· Ensure information on the conservation district gets out early, and is not misinterpreted as historic preservation.
· Pursue other methods of preventing neighborhood gentrification. A conservation district can help slow the process, but can also lead to a rise in property values and – subsequently – rental prices. Regardless, it is a good option for stemming the tide of unfettered development.
Introduction

In October of 2014, the Minneapolis City Council adopted the conservation district ordinance. While a recent addition to Minneapolis’s toolbox for urban preservation, many other cities around the country have implemented similar ordinances and seen over two hundred districts created as of the year 2010. At the time of this project, in 2015, Minneapolis will accept two applications from different city sectors (north, east, downtown, south, and southwest) for a conservation district designation. The Logan Park neighborhood expressed interest in the ordinance, extending from their desire to preserve the aesthetic and historical character of their neighborhood. Funded and supported by the Center for Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA) Kris Nelson Community-Based Research Program, this project is aims to understand the new Minneapolis conservation district ordinance and assess its viability as a tool for protecting the Logan Park neighborhood.

The Logan Park neighborhood, located in northeast Minneapolis, stands at the center of the Minneapolis Arts District. Many of its structures, like the Northrup King building, tell of a history rooted in industrialism while its many Victorian-style homes provide a unique and varied aesthetic. The Logan Park Neighborhood Association has begun numerous projects aimed at preserving their neighborhood, including a small area plan, and addressing the looming threat of gentrification. The neighborhood has a high number of duplexes and the majority of residents are renters. Age of residents vary, and the neighborhood sits far enough away from the University of Minnesota that student housing development has not become an issue.

The following study, “Towards a Logan Park Neighborhood Conservation District,” seeks to understand and explain what Minneapolis’s new conservation district ordinance can do for neighborhoods like Logan Park. Research consisted of a combination of literature review, site visits, and semi-structured interviews. Informants are kept anonymous in this report, and ranged from residents of the Logan Park neighborhood (to assess understanding of the ordinance, and learn more about the neighborhood’s unique characteristics), residents of Prospect Park (the neighborhood responsible for initiating the conservation district ordinance), preservation experts, and city government officials involved in urban planning and preservation. Aside from this culminating report, informational materials were developed to begin the conversation among residents about the new conservation district ordinance.

The first section of this report will examine what a conservation district is and compare this with the more well-established historic preservation district. The next section will provide an overview of the Minneapolis conservation district ordinance, explaining the steps for neighborhoods to gain the designation and what protections it provides to established districts. The following section reviews other conservation districts throughout the United States, to provide insight into the designation and management process. The final section will assess the feasibility and impact of a conservation district within the Logan Park neighborhood. Attachments to this report are a copy of Minneapolis’s conservation district application sheet and a flowchart of the steps a Minneapolis neighborhood will go through when pursuing the conservation district designation.

Defining the Neighborhood Conservation District
In simplest terms, a neighborhood conservation district (NCD) is a set of land use regulations primarily geared towards preserving the distinct characteristics of a neighborhood or part of a neighborhood. However a universal definition is difficult to find given the broad range of neighborhood conservation districts throughout the United States, all of which have unique rules and requisites. Additionally, there is often confusion between the definition of a neighborhood conservation district and the more well-known historic preservation district.
Some authors have attempted to provide more precise definitions of neighborhood conservation districts. In her examination of numerous NCD ordinances, Carole Zellie states: “conservation districts offer a means to recognize the special historic and or/neighborhood character, and provide planning assistance and improvement without passing through the often arduous process of historic designation and design review” (1998: 9). Expanding upon this definition, NCDs are areas that have a distinct aesthetic character regardless of whether they may qualify for historic preservation. The historic materials or past events of an area are de-emphasized in favor of a neighborhood’s character, the intention being to prevent alterations or new construction considered incompatible with an area’s shared aesthetics (Miller 2004).
When comparing neighborhood conservation districts with historic preservation districts, the most prominent difference, and what often attracts people to the former, is the amount of flexibility – or perceived flexibility – afforded to residents when making alterations to their property. In many cases historic preservation districts are heavily regulated; building exteriors are to be kept static and constant throughout time, to match with its original appearance as closely as possible. Communities often believe that historic districts will impose heavy burdens on residents or property owners when they seek to make changes (Bissinger 2007), and indeed some cities regulate paint color or require identical building materials when making repairs. Conservation districts are seen as a form of “preservation-lite,” with guidelines more lenient than the standards of a historic preservation district.
Some authors contend that the perceived inflexibility of historic preservation may differ from reality. Bissinger notes that historic districts can include guidelines with enough flexibility to ease the heavy burdens they impose (2007: 5). Another paper, supported by the Center for Urban and Regional Affairs, points out that as of 1998 over a quarter (28%) of historic districts in the U.S. have only advisory powers with no mandatory enforcement or protections (McClurg 2011). Additionally, there is a great deal of variance in where historic preservation regulations come from state to state, and thus variance in how strict these regulations are. Roughly 50% of historic districts follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation while the other half follow sets of locally-generated design guidelines. This level of divergence means that while some cities, like Savannah, Georgia, regulate exterior paint colors of buildings within a historic district, others around the United States do not monitor alterations at this strict of a level.
To sum up, there may be situations in which the regulations of a neighborhood conservation district are significantly less strict than that of a historic preservation district, but there are also situations in which flexibility can be found in both ordinances. What is important is not necessarily to comb through the similarities or differences between NCDs and historic preservation districts. Rather, the point here is that perception can be an important part of the political process to become a neighborhood conservation district. The variation that exists for historic preservation districts also exists for neighborhood conservation districts, but many will either mistake the NCD for historic preservation or they will fear it as a form of “preservation-lite” with no adequate protections, or “teeth” to it. Both of these perceptions are incorrect regarding Minneapolis’s conservation district ordinance in particular, but they are perceptions that may come up and need to be dealt with during the NCD process.
The Minneapolis Conservation District Ordinance

In 2014, an amendment to Title 23, Chapter 599 of the Minneapolis Code of Ordinances established the neighborhood conservation district ordinance for the city of Minneapolis. The Prospect Park and East River Road Improvement Association (PPERRIA) pushed to establish the ordinance after discontinuing their application for historic designation. Among the reasons behind this cessation in the process were frustrations with how the Department of Community Planning and Economic Development (CPED) was reviewing the Prospect Park neighborhood’s applications for alterations, as well as a fear over the strict regulations governing alterations or repairs like window replacements. “We learned it’s not a one-size fits all,” noted a Prospect Park resident, heavily-involved in both the historic preservation and conservation district process. “It just wasn’t for us; we wanted something with more flexibility to it.”

The first line of the Minneapolis ordinance establishes the aim and purpose of a conservation district, stating: “This article is established to maintain and enhance the visual character, land use, or activity…by regulating changes to those attributes and adopting design guidelines for properties within a defined area.” In essence, this means a property’s aesthetics – as opposed to significant historic events or people – is the focus of the ordinance. Visual character can encompass a range of features, including (but not limited to) scale, architectural style, or streetscape. However the term itself is not defined; keeping “visual character” vague is essential to the flexible and community-oriented nature of the conservation district, as it requires neighborhood residents to discuss and agree upon what defines their neighborhood’s unique aesthetics.

In determining eligibility, a number of criteria must be met:
1. Seventy-five (75) percent of the properties in the proposed district must exhibit a shared visual character, and that visual character must be distinct or unique in some way.

2. The proposed district must include one complete block face with at least two principal buildings, or must be centered on an intersection of at least two streets with all of the corner lots included in the district.

There is no ceiling as to the size of the proposed district, however the area must always meet the seventy-five percent benchmark for a cohesive visual character. Additionally, and of crucial note, is that the Minneapolis ordinance does not consider cultural facets of the community – neighborhood events, religious beliefs or other demographics, crime rates, etc. – to be a factor in determining eligibility of an area for a conservation district designation. The focus is entirely on visual character, and thus any other aspects of the neighborhood are relevant only insofar as they provide context for the proposed area’s shared and unique character.

The application phase consists of a number of steps. A pre-application meeting with the appropriate city planner is required before moving forward in the process; contacting John Smoley with the city of Minneapolis Department of Community Planning and Economic Development can be a way for each neighborhood to find the appropriate person. The conservation district Application Worksheet (URL and form provided in the appendix) must be completed and an application fee of $350 (plus a $25 publication fee) paid to the Minneapolis Finance Department. Additional costs include the need to purchase a list of all property owners and mailing labels from the Hennepin County Taxpayer Services Division. The application must also include a plat map of the proposed district boundaries and a description of why a zoning amendment or historic district designation would not be as appropriate. Additionally, the application must include evidence documenting that 1/3 of property owners in the proposed district consent to the initiation of the conservation district plan. The Application Worksheet includes pages where these property owners may sign as evidence of consent.

Described as one of the most difficult parts of the process, the conservation district application also requires a written description of the proposed district’s unique design characteristics. In essence, these characteristics are what the conservation district will aim to protect, making this step one of the most crucial. Applicants must include a property-by-property inventory with photographs that both illustrate the agreed-upon characteristics and represent at least seventy-five percent of properties in the proposed district. Because the application requirements are so resource-intensive, it is highly recommended that the neighborhood organization meet with the appropriate city planner before investing in the other steps. Organizers may also meet with city planning and policy experts of their own volition; this can better inform hopeful applicants before beginning the process, and is discussed more in-depth in the “Tips and Strategies” section of this report.

Once the exhaustive application is fully completed and submitted to the city planning commission, the next step of the process – another resource intensive and crucial step – is the preparation of the proposed district’s design guidelines, which must be directly related to the notable features described in the Application Worksheet. The planning director will work with property owners to create these guidelines. At this stage, property owners must identify all changes that will require review for compliance with the ordinance, and may establish the need for a public hearing when reviewing major construction or alteration. The public hearing can be especially important for including renters in the conservation district process, as the district is otherwise dependent solely upon the cooperation and voice of property owners. However the necessity for the support of property owners remains predominant, as two-thirds of property owners in the proposed district must consent to the design guidelines and establishment of the conservation district itself within one year of when the planning director began work upon the conservation district application.

This marks the end of the neighborhood’s resource-heavy involvement in the conservation district adoption process, and the beginning of review by various city government groups. The State Historic Preservation Office and City Planning Commission will review and comment on the proposed conservation district establishment and design guidelines, followed by a public hearing with the Historic Preservation Commission and a decision by the City Council. Given that no conservation district has been established yet in the city of Minneapolis, there is no average amount of time this lengthy review process may take.

Once a conservation district has been adopted, anyone seeking to make alterations or do new construction within the area must apply for a conservation certificate. The ordinance describes this process in three steps: submission of the application form itself, a public hearing where the heritage preservation commission may decide upon the certificate application, and final approval or denial by the planning director. It is important to note that, even under the protection of a conservation district, demolitions are still permitted. As long as new construction, or any exterior alterations, do not impair the established visual character of the conservation district, there is a chance that a conservation certificate will be approved for the applicant.
Other Conservation Districts – Tips and Strategies

Because Minneapolis does not yet have an established conservation district, strategies for successful adoption and management of a NCD must come from other cities and states with districts already in place. Additionally, it can be difficult to accurately determine the success of conservation districts due to the economic downturn following the real estate housing bubble in the early 2000s (McClurg 2011). As a result of the downturn, most building and development had stalled out until recently. However, a number of themes still emerge in the variety of NCDs around the nation, and which neighborhoods in Minneapolis should be aware of when pursuing the designation here. In this section I will highlight these themes, but for a more detailed look into conservation district case studies one may refer to the CURA online publication “Alternative Forms of Historic Designation: A Study of Neighborhood Conservation Districts in the United States.”

As stated earlier, the neighborhood conservation district process is a political one – both during the application phase and post-adoption. Because property owners are who must consent to following through with the designation process, the individual or organization spearheading the application must take a bottom-up approach to convincing residents. One way to do this is host information sessions within the neighborhood, led by a city planner or other expert directly involved in the conservation district process (Duffy et al. 2005: 23). This approach has proven successful in other districts, such as Cumberland, Indiana. Additionally, contacting residents of other conservation districts, ideally with some representing areas with strict guidelines while others represent areas with more lenient guidelines, would be an effective approach. The emphasis here is on face-to-face interaction and giving residents the space to ask questions and express worries, which can help sway them toward supporting a conservation district.

In addition to holding forums, knowing and involving community leaders can be an integral part of the top-down approach. For example, religious leaders or civic groups can be valuable advocates for the conservation district ordinance. Because a conservation district can have beneficial effects for the wider community, and not simply the properties within the district itself, neighborhood groups and leaders with influence could be convinced to help in swaying others. Ultimately, assessing the wants and needs of neighborhood residents, and taking a community-driven approach, is the most effective way to gain consent for the district. A neighborhood activist of the Prospect Park and East River Road Improvement Association echoed this: “You don’t want to give a ‘doorstep speech.’ It’s not a top-down approach, but a bottom-up; you have to ask questions of what [residents] would like to see.”

One major obstacle to be prepared for is neighborhood residents equating the term “conservation” with “preservation” or “historic preservation.” Many property owners will be protective of their homes and businesses, fearing strict regulations. In other cases, such as Boulder, Colorado, a lack of understanding about what conservation districts are led to a lack of interest and support (McClurg 2011). Be prepared to draw a clear distinction between a NCD and a historic preservation district, highlighting the flexibility and the greater input that residents have in the ordinance’s design guidelines. 
It may be advantageous to approach neighborhood media to help spread the message, ensuring that misperceptions do not filter into the papers. One preservationist warned that many of his projects were brought to a halt or terminated as a result of “bad publicity,” where false rumors spread while he conducted the project and effectively shut down public support. Moving forward with the application process without first broaching the topic to the community, and clearly defining terms and goals, would be detrimental to the success of the district designation process.

Even with forums and a bottom-up approach, some residents may still be unconvinced of a conservation district’s value. However if one is able to drum up the support to move forward in the process, it is recommended to focus on a “starter district.” “Figure out where you’ll get the largest percentage of a buy-in,” a preservation expert recommended. “You only need one-third to agree for [an area] to be studied, then two-thirds to approve it.” This has proven true in cases like the Queen Village conservation district in Philadelphia, where resistance to the designation dissipated as the ordinance took effect (McClurg 2011). Given that neighborhoods can have multiple conservation districts (applying for a new one from year to year) and given the aesthetic variety in many neighborhoods, it can help in the long run to begin with a starter district to show residents what benefits it can bring.

Determining the design guidelines of the district is by and large the most important part of the process, as they determine what sort of benefits or consequences the district will bring. In many cases, residents are wary of stricter guidelines or greater protections for fear of replicating a historic preservation district. However, in cities such as Cambridge, MA and Chapel Hill, NC property owners have elected to amend their district’s guidelines to be more protective due to either lack of successful protection or more comfort with the conservation district itself (McClurg 2011). The repercussions of nebulous guidelines can be seen in the Elliot Park Neighborhood of Minneapolis. While not a neighborhood conservation district, the Elliot Park Master Plan functions in a similar vein of preserving neighborhood character. Its lack of attention towards street façade has allowed developers to work around the Master Plan’s guidelines, designing buildings that are not oriented towards the street and emphasize off-street rather than on-street parking.

Fortunately the Minneapolis ordinance, much like other NCD ordinances, allows for amendments to a district’s design guidelines. This flexibility, however, also highlights the need for sustained attention on the part of the neighborhood community. In cases like the Half-Crown Marsh NCD, professional staff from the Cambridge Historical Commission has been a large asset to maintaining the district and ensuring that each district commission, made up of volunteers, can be more productive and worry less about preparing for meetings (McClurg 2011). In Elliot Park, a core group focused on their Master Plan has resulted in individuals with expertise in the guidelines and who have become well-versed in urban planning and design as a result of their work with developers and city planners.

Finally, maintaining good rapport with various state actors involved in the conservation district process can be essential. In many NCD ordinances, including Minneapolis’s, a planning director or preservation commission is involved in the review of all conservation certificates or amendments to design guidelines. This relationship between community and government can also ensure that preservation officials understand the goals and perspectives of neighborhood residents; because preservation experts often have a focus on maintaining historical character, it can be difficult for them to “switch hats” to a conservation district orientation of maintaining neighborhood character.
A Logan Park Neighborhood Conservation District
When determining whether the Logan Park Neighborhood Association should invest the time and resources into gaining a conservation district designation, two questions must be answered:
1. Will a conservation district help maintain the neighborhood’s character?

a. In particular there is concern over the street-scape aesthetic and development similar to what has happened to Saint Anthony East and the Holland neighborhood.
2. Will a conservation district help to prevent the gentrification of the neighborhood?

a. Specifically, will it help prevent an increase in housing costs that will drive out its large population of working-class or low-income renters?

The first question has the most straightforward answer: yes, a neighborhood conservation district will protect the neighborhood character of Logan Park. However people experienced in the Minneapolis conservation district process note that reaching a consensus on what defines the character of the neighborhood is the most difficult part of the process.

Because many residents of Logan Park neighborhood do not yet know what a conservation district is, the first step in the process will be to begin the conversation. As stated earlier in this report, one must ensure there is no misperception of a NCD as equivalent to its stricter historic preservation district counterpart. Based off of interviews with numerous neighborhood residents, there is still confusion or ignorance over the ordinance; at times the mention of conservation has been interpreted to mean historic preservation. Holding a forum attended by city planners for Minneapolis, such as John Smoley or Haila Maze, would allow for residents to ask questions freely and assuage any fears of strict regulations.

A starter district is recommended for the Logan Park neighborhood given the infancy of the Minneapolis ordinance and the associations between conservation and historic preservation. While the opinions if residents must be polled to determine where the greatest buy-in is, numerous people have recommended a district encompassing the neighborhood’s many Victorian homes. Focusing on residential sections as opposed to sectors with business avoids dealing with property owners outside of the neighborhood and begins the process from within the community. Additionally, there is historic context for the appearance of the homes that serves as evidence for neighborhood character and unique aesthetics; Clifford Edward Clark’s review of American houses states: “The Victorian ideal of the family and home had achieved wide public acceptance by mid-century” (1986: 72). This also provides explanation as to the more eclectic nature of Victorian homes, which were known for their lack of consistency (143). Yet despite the varied nature of Victorian-style architecture, it is still possible to describe shared design characteristics that can be used as design guidelines in the conservation district ordinance. Appendix J of Duffy et al.’s study of Brookline and neighborhood conservation districts provides an excellent example of guidelines that could be used for a more stylistically diverse neighborhood (2005).

The boundaries of the proposed district depend upon the amount of people consenting to the district ordinance (as long as it also meets the minimum requirements outlined earlier in this report). A Prospect Park resident and preservation expert pointed out the difficult balance of the district being large enough to meet the two-thirds consent requirement, yet small enough that it can still be managed, all while meeting the seventy-five shared character requirement of the ordinance.

Numerous other properties exist in the Logan Park neighborhood that are notable and recognized for their historic significance, but many may be more suitable for historic designation or preserved through other means. These include the McMillan-Lacy-Bros House, the Northrup King building, the four-corner churches, and Northwestern Casket Co., all of which can provide insight into the history of the neighborhood (Millett 2007). It is important to keep in mind the goals of the various designations as well; buildings which Logan Park may wish to keep unchanged and protected from demolition would be better suited for historic preservation, whereas the conservation district will only provide an assurance that an area will maintain an agreed-upon aesthetic character.

The second question – as to whether a conservation district can prevent gentrification – has a more complex answer. Gentrification is defined as the process by which developers purchase properties in an area in order to demolish or renovate existing structures and redevelop the area, often with the effect of displacing low-income residents and small businesses. The demographics of Logan Park neighborhood (as of 2010) show a total population of over two thousand people and 1,012 occupied housing units. Of those units, 692 (68.4%) are renter occupied, meaning the consequences of gentrification – primarily rental increases – could affect the majority of Logan Park neighborhood residents.

The literature agrees that, when given a choice between a historic preservation district or a conservation district, the former will result in the displacement of low-income residents (Bissinger 2007). Designated historic districts attract tourists and businesses, which in turn will bring in middle and upper-income residents (9). Additionally, the added costs of historic designation regarding the upkeep of properties can supplement the difficulty for low-income families to afford to remain in the neighborhood (3).

Neighborhoods may face similar issues of displacement should residents choose not to act. The oft-cited SoHo neighborhood of Lower Manhattan, New York City is an example of the rapid change in both character and property values that a neighborhood can experience as a result of unregulated development. Called the “SoHo effect,” the SoHo neighborhood transformed from a manufacturing district to an outdoor shopping mall with an overwhelming presence of brand-name stores. The Logan Park neighborhood has begun feeling such a phenomenon; new breweries are cropping up frequently, and residents have already organized to preserve the commercial nature of the Minneapolis Public Schools administration building (807 Broadway), keeping hundreds of jobs in the neighborhood and maintaining their live/work community.

A conservation district designation may be an effective tool to address gentrification. However Bissinger states: “…the creation of a conservation district will not prevent change. …the additional regulations and protection afforded…could be used to minimize incompatible development and to preserve some level of affordable housing” (2007: 26). Thus it is important to keep in mind that while a NCD may slow the process of gentrification, and provide residents with more control, the designation is not a “magic bullet” to guarantee protection from all the effects of gentrification. With regards to Minneapolis specifically, the conservation district ordinance may be able to stem the tide of development by limiting the scale of buildings to prevent “McMansions” and large-scale luxury apartments or studios in a neighborhood.

Any evidence to show the successes of conservation districts in protecting affordable housing is scarce given the economic downturn and relative newness of ordinances around the nation. In some cases, like Phoenix, AZ, a “special planning district” designed in a similar fashion to a NCD did not succeed in preserving affordable housing due to facing one of the fastest-growing housing markets in the country (Bissinger 2007). Yet at the opposite side of the spectrum, like in various conservation districts in Chapel Hill, NC, the designation has been effective in preventing the demolition of older buildings to exchange for McMansion houses (McClurg 2011).

Because many NCD ordinances, including Minneapolis, do not have specific mechanisms to address the affordability of housing for renters, the design guidelines and goals that residents come up with must be geared towards affordable housing. Unlike historic districts, conservation districts can allow for less expensive repairs without worry of the historic makeup of the property. Additionally, controlling the scale of properties can prevent a surge of middle and upper income tenants to fill luxury apartments. Any government involvement in these districts can take the form of incentives, which Bissinger notes could preserve existing affordable housing and facilitate the creation of new affordable housing through federal and local subsidy programs (2007: 33).
It is important to keep in mind that while a conservation district may provide some protections, a designation can also lead to an increase in property values and consequently may bring a rise in rental prices. Despite being considered a red herring by some urban planning experts (as the alternative can be far more detrimental), it is nonetheless a consideration that stabilizing the appearance of a neighborhood will make it more appealing and consequently more expensive to live there.

In sum, a neighborhood conservation district could be a positive tool for the Logan Park neighborhood. The neighborhood association’s goal to preserve Logan Park’s character falls within the “Neighborhood Planning Model” (Bissinger 2007: 7) of the Minneapolis NCD ordinance, aimed at preventing intensive or incompatible development. While there are no direct mechanisms within the ordinance to preserve the affordability of housing, such as rent controls, a NCD could still be a flexible tool to slow gentrification. However additional tools will be needed to provide greater protections for the neighborhood, especially if residents wish to address issues like crime or to protect individual properties that do not share a unified character with the surrounding area. Property values may also increase as a result of the designation, which can lead to rental price increases; however when weighed with the possibility of unfettered development, the harm would be negligible compared to the benefits a NCD could offer.
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[image: image1.emf]  Ci t y   o f  M i nneapo l i s   C o mm un i t y   P l ann i n g   &   E cono m i c   D e v e l op m ent   1 0 5   5 th   Av enu e  Sou t h ,   Su i t e  2 0 0   M i nneapo li s   M N   5 5 4 0 1 6 1 2 - 6 73 - 3 0 00         C O N S ER V A T I ON   D I S T R I C T   PL A N   A P PL I C A T I O N       T h is   a pp licati o n   p ac ke t   is   u s e d   to   file   an   a pp licati on (s)   f o r   t h e   e sta b lis h me n t   o f   a   g r o u p   o f   p r o p e r t ies   as   a  c o n s e r v at i o n  d istri c t. T h e   p ac ke t   is a   t o o l  f o r  g at h e ri n g i n f o r m at i o n r e l e v a n t   to   an   a pp licati o n .     5 9 9 . 7 1 0 .     P u r po s e .    T h is   ar t icle   is   e sta b lis h e d   to   m a i n tain   a n d   e nh a n ce   t h e   v i s u al   c h aract e r,   la n d   u s e ,   o r  acti v i t y   ev i d e n t   in   i ts   n o t a b le   arc h it e ct u ral   d e tail,   bu i l d i n g   t y p e ,   o r   d e v e l o p me n t   p at t e rn   b y   r e gu lati n g   c h a ng e s  to   t h o s e   attri bu t e s   a n d   a d o p ti n g   d e si g n   gu i d e li n e s   f o r   p r o p e rti e s   w i t h in   a   d e f i n e d   a r e a.    A s   p art   o f   t h e   cit y ’ s  c o m p r e h e n s i v e   p r o g r a m   o f   h ist o r i c   p r e s e r v at i o n ,   it is   t h e   i n t e n t   o f   t h is   o r d i n a n ce   t o   p r o m o te   t h e   u se   a n d  c o n s e r v at i o n  o f   no ta b le   p r o p e r t i e s   o r   d istri c ts   f o r   t h e   e du cati o n ,   i n s p irat i o n ,   p leas u r e ,   a n d  e n ric hm e n t   o f   i t s  citi z e n s   a n d   f o r   t h e   l o ng - t e rm   s u stai n a b ili t y   a n d   v it a lity   o f   t h e   ci t y .    C o n s e r v a t i o n   d istricts   are   d e si gn e d   t o   n o t  o n ly   m ai n tain  bu t   al s o   e x p a n d t h e   r o s t e r   o f  bu il d i ng s,   str u ct u r e s ,   a n d sit e s   t h at   c o n tri bu te   to   t h e   v is u al c h a r act e r  a n d    s upp o rt    t h e    la n d    u s e    a n d    acti v i ty   o f    t h e    d i s trict.      T h e   v al u e   o f    e xis t i n g    a n d    p r o p o s e d    b u il d i ng s    in  c o n se r v at i o n   d istricts   is  m e as u red   b y   t h e   e x te n t   t o   w h ich   t h ey   e m b o d y   t h e   c o n s e r v at i o n   d istrict’s   n o ta b le   v i s u al  c h aract e r   a n d s upp o rt   i ts   l a n d  u se   a n d act i v i t y .     5 9 9 . 7 2 0 .     E s t a b lis h m en t   c ri t e r i a .   (a)   T h e   f o ll o wi n g   crit e ria   s h all   b e   c o n si d e r e d   in   d e t e r m i n i n g   w h e t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s   are   e li g i b le   to   b e   in a  c o n s e r v at i o n  d istr i ct:     ( 1 )       T h e   d istri c t   is   c o n ti g u o u s   a nd :     a.         i n cl ud e s   at   l e ast   o n e   c o m p l e te   b l o ck   face   with   t w o   o r   mo r e   p ri n ci p al  bu ildi ng s;   o r     b .         is   ce n t ered   u p o n   t h e   i n te r sect i o n   o f   t wo   o r   m o re   st reets,   w i th   all   c o r n er   l o ts   i n cl ud ed   in   t h e  d istrict.     ( 2 )       S e v e n t y - fi v e   ( 7 5 )   p er c e n t   o f  p r o p ert i es   e m b o d y   n o ta b l e   attri bu t es   c om mo n   to   t h e   d istric t :     a.   d isti n cti v e    c h ara c t e rist i cs    o f    an    arc h i tect u ral    o r    e ng i n eeri n g    t y p e     o r    st y l e,    o r    m e t h o d    o f  c o n str u c ti o n ;   a n d     b .       a    la nd sca p e    d e si g n    o r    d eve l o p me n t    p at t e rn    d ist i ngu is h e d    b y    qu ality    o f    d e si g n    o r    d e tai l ,  i nn ov at i o n ,   rari t y ,   o r   un i qu e n e ss;  o r   w h ich  m a y   i n cl ud e   scale   t h at   cr e a t e s   a   c o h e si v e   id e n tifia b le  setti ng .     5 9 9 . 7 3 0 .    I n i t i a t i o n   o f   c o n s e rv a t i o n   d i s t r i c t   p l a n .    A pp licati o n   f o r   i n itiat i o n   o f   a   c o n s e r v a ti o n   d i s trict   p l a n  s h all   b e   s ub m it t e d   o n   an a pp licati o n   f o r m   a pp r o v e d   b y   t h e   p la nn i n g   d ir e ct o r   a n d   s h all   b e   acc o m p a n i e d   b y  ev i d e n c e   do c um e n ti n g   t h e   c o n se n t   o f   o w n ers   w h o   r e p rese n t   o n e - t h ird   ( 1 / 3 )   o r   m o re   o f   all   tax   p a r c e ls, a n d  n o tificat i o n   o f  all   o w n e r s   o f all tax   p ar c e ls,   e xcl ud i n g  s tr ee t s   a n d all e y s,   w i t h in t h e   p r o p o s e d  c o n s e r v at i o n  d i strict  b o und ar y .   T h e   c om m iss i o n   s h all   r e v i e w   all   c o m p l e te   a pp lic a ti o n s.   If   t h e   c o m m iss i o n   d e te r m i n es   t h at   t h e s ub j e ct   d istri c t   a pp e ars   to   m e e t   t h e   cri t e ria f o r   e s t a b lis h me n t   c o n t ai n e d in s e c ti o n  5 9 9 . 7 20 ,   t h e   c o mm i ssi o n   m a y  d ir e ct    t h e    p la nn i n g    d ir e c t o r    t o    p r e p are    o r    ca u se    t o    b e    p r e p ar e d    a    c o n s e r v ati o n    d istr i ct    p lan    a n d    d e si gn     A tt e n t io n :    If   y o u  ne e d  o t he r   d i s a b ility   r e lat e d a cco mm o d ati o ns ,   su c h as a   s i g n   la n g u a g e  i n t e r p r e t e r,   a cc ess i b l e m ee t i n g   s it e ,   o r m a t e rials  in alt e r n ative f o rmat,   p l e a s e  c o n ta c t 612 - 673 - 2162   ( 673 - 2157   TTY / V O IC E )   at l e a s t five  d ays  p r i o r to   t h e m ee t i ng .    If   y o u  w a n t   he lp tra ns lat i n g   t hi s   i n f o rmati o n ,   c all   –   H m on g   –   C e e b   t oo m.   Yo g   k o j   x av   tau   k e v   p a b   t x h ais   co v   x o v   n o   rau   k o j   d a w b ,   h u   61 2 - 673 - 2800;  Sp a ni s h  –   A t e n c i ó n .   S i   dese a   r e c i b ir  a s i s t en c ia   g rat u ita   p ara   tra d u c ir  e s ta   i n f o rma c i ó n ,   llama   61 2 - 673 - 2700;  So m a l i  -   O g ow .   H a d d ii aad  d oo ne y s o   in   la g aa kaalm e e yo   tarjama dd a ma c l uu maa d k a n i  o o   la c ag la'   aan   w ac   61 2 - 673 - 3500.     R e v ised   M ar c h   2015
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  gu i d e li n e s.    C om p lete   a pp l i cati o n s   will  b e   acted  up o n in t h e   o r d er   t h at   t h ey   are   r ece i v e d ,   with  n o   m o re   t h a n two  a pp licati o n s   in   2 0 1 5   a n d  n o   m o re   t h an   o n e   a pp li c ati o n   p e r   c i ty   s e c t o r   ( n o r t h ,   e ast,   d o w n t o w n ,   s o u t h ,   a n d  s o u t h w e st)   p r o c e ssed   si m u lta n eo u s l y .     5 9 9 . 7 4 0 .    D e s ig n  g u i del i ne s .    (a)   In   g e n e r a l .    C o n s e r v ati o n   d istri c t   d e si g n   gu i d e l i n e s   s h all   b e   d raf t e d   b y   t h e  p la nn i n g   d ir e ct o r   with   t h e   acti v e   p ar t ici p a ti o n   o f   p r o p e r t y   o w n e rs   in   t h e   p r o p o s e d   d is t rict.   De si g n   gu i d e li n e s  s h all   n o t   b e a d o p t e d   o r a pp li e d   so   as to   p r o h i b it   u s e s all o w e d   b y   t h e   z o n i n g   c o d e .    D e si g n   gu i d e li n e s   r e gu l ati n g  bu il d i n g   b u lk    m ay    b e    mo re    r e stri c ti v e    t h an  t h e    z on i n g  c o d e    w h e n   b as e d   up o n  t h e    n o ta b le    a t tri bu t e s ,    as  i d e n tifi e d in t h e   c o n s e r v at i o n  d istrict’s  p la n .    D e si g n  gu i d e li n e s s h all  b e   li m i t e d  t o   r e gu lati n g s om e   o r all  ex t e ri o r  e l e me n ts   s o le l y   f o r t h e   pu r p o se   o f  p e r p e t u ati n g a n d  p r o lifera t i n g t h e   d istri c t’s   no ta b le   attri bu t es ,   as   i d e n tif i e d in  t h e   d istric t ’s   p la n .    C o n s e r v at i o n   d istrict  d e si g n   gu i d e li n e s   s h all   clear l y   i d e n ti f y   all   c h a ng e s   r e qu iri n g   r e v i e w   f o r  c o m p lia n ce   w i th   t h is   o r d i n a n c e .    De si g n   gu i d e li n e s   m ay   e sta b lish   t h at   a   pub lic   h e ari n g   is   r e qu ir e d   f o r   t h e  c o n str u c ti o n  o f   p ri n ci p al  a n d   acc e s s o ry   str u c t u r e s   o r t h e   a dd it i o n   o r r em ov al  o f   fl oo r ar e a  t o   e xisti n g   p ri n c i p al   o r  acc e s s o ry   str u c t u r e s.    A ll   o t h e r   c h a ng e s   s h all   b e   r e v i e w e d   a d m i n istra t i ve l y   u n le s s   t ho se   c h a ng e s   r e qu ire   a  pub lic  h e ari n g r ev i e w   pu rs u a n t   t o   t h e   M i nn e a p o lis   C o d e   o f  O r d i n a n c e s.     ( b )   O w n er   c o n se n t .     P r i o r   to   h e rita g e   p r e s e r v at i o n   c o m m iss i o n   a d o p t i o n ,   bu t   n o t   a m e ndm e n t,   gu i d e li n e s  s h all   b e   s ub m it t e d   to   t h e   p la nn i n g   d ir e ct o r,   ac c o m p a n i e d   b y   ev i d e n ce   do c um e n ti n g   t h e   c o n s e n t   o f  o w n e rs   w h o  re p rese n t   t w o - t h ir d s   ( 2 / 3 )   o r   m o re  o f   all   tax   p arc e ls,   e x cl ud i n g   str ee ts   a n d   all e y s,   wit h in   t h e   p r o p o s e d c o n s e r v at i o n   d istrict   b o und ary   to   b o th   t h e  e sta b lis h me n t  o f   t h e   p r o p o s e d   c o n s e r v at i o n   d istri c t   a n d   t h e   p r o p o se d  d e si g n   gu i d e li n e s.   E v i d e n c e   o f   t w o - t h ir d s   ( 2 / 3 )   c o n s e n t   s h all   b e   o b tai n e d wit h in   o n e   ( 1 )   y e ar   o f   t h e   d a t e   t h e  p la nn i n g   d ir e ct o r   i n itiat e s   w o rk   up o n   a   c o n s e r v a t i o n   d istrict   p lan   a pp licati on .     T h e   p la nn i n g   d ir e ct o r,   up o n written  re qu e s t,   m a y   f o r   g oo d ca u se   s h o wn  g ra n t   u p   to   a   six   ( 6 )   m o n th ex t e n si o n to   t h is   ti m e   li m i t.   N o   a dd iti o n a l  o w n e r  c o n s e n t   is   r e qu ir e d f o r c h a ng e s   to   t h e   d e si g n  gu i d e li n e s   t h at   t h e   h e rita g e   p r e s e r v ati o n  c o m m iss i o n  a d o p ts  du ri n g  eit h er   t h e   i n itial   c o n s e r v at i o n  d istrict   a n d  d e si g n  gu i d e li n e   e sta b lis hm e n t   p r o c e ss   o r   a n y   s ub s e qu e n t c o n s e r v at i o n  d istri c t   d e si g n  gu i d e li n e   a m e nd me n t   p r o c e s s.     5 9 9 . 7 5 0 .     S t a te   h is t o r i c  p r e s e rv a t i o n   o ff ic e   r ev i e w .     T h e   p la nn i n g   d ir e ct o r   s h all   s ub m it   all   p r o p o s e d  c o n s e r v at i o n   d istri c t   e s t a b lis h me n ts, a m e ndm e n ts, r e p e als,   a n d   d e si g n   gu i d e li n e s   t o   t h e sta t e   h is t o ric  p r e s e r v ati o n  o ffic e r   f o r   r e v iew   a n d   c om me n t.    T h e   s tate   h is t o ric   p r e s e r v at i o n   o ffic e r   s h all   h a v e   sixty   ( 60 )   d a y s fr o m   said  d a t e   o f s ub m i ttal   to   p r o v i d e   c om me n ts   to   t h e   p la nn i n g  d ir e c t o r.     5 9 9 .   7 6 0 .    C i t y   p l ann i n g   co mm i s si o n  r e vi e w .    T h e   p l a nn i n g   d ir e ct o r   s h all s ubm it   all   p r o p o s e d c o n s e r v a ti o n  d istrict   e s ta b lis hm e n ts,   a m e n d m ents,   r e p e als,   a n d   d e si g n   gu i d e li n e s   t o   t h e   city   p la nn i n g   c om m iss i o n .   C i t y  p la nn i n g   c o m m iss i o n   s h all  h a v e   si x ty   ( 6 0 )   d a y s   f r o m   s aid   d ate   o f   s ub m i ttal   t o   p r ov i d e   c o m me n ts   t o   t h e   p l a nn i n g  d ir e ct o r.   In its   r e v ie w ,   t h e   city   p la nn i n g  c o m m iss i o n  s h all c o n si d e r  b u t   no t   b e   l i m it e d  t o   t h e   f o l l o wi n g  f ac t o r s:     ( 1 )       T h e   d istrict’s   e li g i b ility   f o r   e sta b lis h me n t,   as   ev i d e n c e d   b y   its   c o n sis t e n cy   wi t h   t h e   e sta b lis h me n t  crit e ria.     ( 2 )       T h e   c o n si s t e n cy   o f   t h e   p r op o s e d   c o n s e r v ati o n   d istri c t   with   t h e   cit y ' s   z o n i n g   c o d e   a n d   c om p r e h e n si v e  p la n .     ( 3 )       T h e   ef f ect   o f   t h e   p r o p o s ed   c o n s e r v at i o n  d istri c t   o n t h e   s u rr o und i n g ar e a.     ( 4 )       T h e    c o n si s te n c y    o f    t h e    p r o p o s ed    c o n s e r v a ti o n    d i strict    w i th    a pp lica b le    d e ve l o pm e n t    p la n s    o r  d e v e l o pm e n t   o b je c ti v es   a d o p t e d  b y   t h e   ci t y   c o un cil.     ( 5 )       T h e   c o n siste n cy   o f   t h e   p r op o sed  d e si g n  gu i d eli n es   w i th t h e   esta b lis h m e n t   criter i a.     ( 6 )       T h e   ef f ect   o f   t h e   p r o p o s ed   d istrict   o n t h e   l o ng - t e rm   s u stai n a b ility   a n d   v itali t y   o f  t h e   cit y .     5 9 9 . 7 7 0 .    H e r i t a g e   p r e s e r va t i o n   c o m m i s si o n  r ev i ew .    F o ll o wi n g   acc e p ta n ce   o f a c o m p le t e   p la n ,   t h e   h e rita g e  p r e s e r v ati o n     c om m iss i o n     s h all     h o ld     a     pub lic     h e ari n g     to     c o n si d e r     t h e     p r o p o s e d     c o n s e r v a ti o n     d istrict  


[image: image3.emf]esta b lis hm e n t,   a m e nd m e n t,   o r   re p eal   as   p r ov i d ed   in  s ect i o n  5 99 . 1 7 0 .     5 9 9 . 7 8 0 .      C o m m i s s i o n    r e c o mm enda t i on .       F o l l o w i n g    t h e    pub lic    h e ari ng ,    t h e    h e rita g e    p r e s e r v a ti o n  c o mm i ssi o n   s h all   m a k e   fi nd i ng s   with   res p ect   to   t h e   p r o p o s ed   c o n se r v at i o n   d ist r ict   esta b lis hm e n t,   a m e n d m e n t,  o r   r e p e al   a n d   s h all   s ub m it   t h e   sa m e   t o g e t h e r   with   its r e c om me nd at i o n   to   t h e   ci t y   c o un cil.    In   m a k i n g   its   fi nd i ng s  a n d   r e c om me nd at i o n ,   t h e   c om m issi o n   s h all   c o n si d e r   t h e   e s ta b lis hm e n t   cri t e r i a   c o n tai n e d   in   s e ct i o n   599 . 72 0 ,  t h e   i n f o r m at i o n   c o n tai n ed in   t h e   p la n ,   t h e   sta t e   h i s t o ric   p r ese r v at i o n   o f ficer ' s c om m e n ts,   t h e   c i ty   p la n n i n g  c o mm i ssi o n' s   c o m m e n ts,   t h e   p la nn i n g  d ir e ct o r ' s   r e p o r t ,   a n d all t e st i mo n y   a n d  ev i d e n c e   r e c e i v e d at   t h e   p ub lic  h e ari n g r e lati n g  t o   t h e   c o n s e r v a ti o n  d i s trict   e sta b lis h me n t,   a me ndm e n t,   o r  r e p e al.     5 9 9 . 7 9 0 .     C i ty  c oun ci l   d e c i si on .     T h e   ci t y   c o un cil   s h all   m ake   t h e   fi n al   d e c i si o n   o n   t h e   e sta b lis h me n t,  a me n d me n t,   o r   r e p e al   o f   a l l c o n s e r v a ti o n  d is t ricts.     5 9 9 . 8 0 0 .      A dop t i on .      T h e    h e rita g e    p r e s e r v at i o n    c o m m iss i o n  s h all    a d o p t    c o n s e r v at i o n    d istri c t    d e si g n  gu i d e li n e s   c o n c u r r e n t   with   t h e   r e v i e w   o f  c o n s e r v at i o n   d istrict   p la n s.  
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