411 West First Street
Duluth, Minnesota 55802

City of Duluth
Meeting Agenda
Heritage Preservation Commission.
Monday, June 13, 2022

12:00 PM

Council Chamber, Third Floor, City Hall, 411
West First Street

1 Call to Order/Determination of Quorum
2 Public Hearings
PL 22-090 Proposed Demolition of 102 East Superior Street (F.K.A. Astoria Hotel)

3 Consideration of Minutes
April 11, 2022

4 Communications
Mn Historic Tax Credit Ending June 30, 2022
City of Bemidji Seeking Input on Historic Commissions

5 Report of Final Disposition on Matters Previously Before the Commission
Lincoln Park Improvement Project MOA

6 Reports of Officers, Staff and Committees
7 Consideration of Matters Regarding Commission Action
8 Other Business
9 Adjournment
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Heritage Preservation Commission
April 11, 2022 Meeting Minutes
Web-Ex Meeting Format

Due to the COVID-19 emergency, the HPC members participated through video conference
from home. The meeting was held as a Special Meeting pursuant to Minnesota Statute 13D.021
in response to the Covid-19 emergency.
1)
Call to Order and Roll Call
President Ken Buehler called to order the meeting of the Heritage Preservation Commission
(HPC) at 12:00 p.m. on Monday, April 11, 2022.
Attendance: (Via WebEx video conferencing – all votes conducted via roll call)
Attending: Ken Buehler, Stacey DeRoche, Jessica Fortney, Jess Mccullough, and Mike Poupore
Absent: Brandon Hartung, and Sarah Wisdorf
Staff Present: Steven Robertson, and Cindy Stafford
2)
Public Hearings
None at this time.
3)
Consideration of Minutes
March 14, 2022 Regular HPC Meeting
MOTION/Second: Poupore/Fortney approved the minutes

VOTE: (5-0)
4)
Communications
Grant Application Skyline Parkway – Cindy Voigt of city engineering addressed the commission
and gave an overview. There are grant opportunities available for federal highway money. She
would like a letter of support from the HPC. They would like to submit a draft application to the
MN Department of Transportation (DOT) by 6/6/2022. They propose to add a bi-way marker to
capter the history of Barden Peak. The grant money dollars across the country are highly
competitive. Chair Buehler asked what the local match is. Voigt stated the minimum is 20%, but
they are proposing 5% more, so 25%. Mike Poupore asked if this proposal will go through
SPHO. Voigt affirmed. Jess Mccullough thought the historic marker could reflect Native
American Place names. Voight thought this was a good idea, and appreciated the input.
Mccullough noted Ojibwe consultation would be beneficial. Chair Buehler agreed and noted the
Indigenous Commission feedback would also be beneficial
MOTION/Second: Poupore/Mccullough authorize letter of support

VOTE: (5-0)

2022 Historic Preservation Conference – Steven Robertson gave an overview. The press release
was shared in the HPC’s packet. They are still waiting to see if their grant is approved. More
info in May. Chair Buehler noted HPC members for the conference committee include himself,
Poupore and Fortney. He asked the other commissioners to put some thought into it, and
forward ideas to committee members.
Armory Grant Award – Per Robertson no action is needed. The Armory is a historic structure, so
construction permits will be seen by the HPC. Poupore noted there is a grant for asbestos
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removal, which is a huge deal and will help the Armory’s life span. Chair Buehler added the
armory is on Duluth’s bonding bill list. Mccullough asked about the current plans for the Armory.
Poupore serves on the Armory Board and noted they are proposing a food hall, with room for a
museum, office space, and other interesting components including pickle ball and auditorium
space.
NAPC Cincinnati, Ohio, July 13-17 – Per Robertson contact staff if HPC members are interested.
There may be a limited travel budget to help with costs.
Rethos Places Reimagined issue 1, 2022 – Per Robertson no action is needed, but he shared the
official document with the HPC.
Expansion of Rooftop Cell Equipment, Old Munger School – Per Robertson, this doesn’t really
effect the view shed. It won’t impact the historical property standpoint.
5)
Report of Final Disposition of Matters Previously Before the Commission –
Historic Review of future Demolition Projects in Historic Districts – Robertson stated there will
be a memo next month. Emails between SHPO and city staff led the city’s attorneys to agree
that the city wasn’t handling the contributing national contributing properties properly. MN
Rules on EAW’s subsection 31 – historic places – language is very broad. It not only for local
designated properties, but includes national sites. Some historic review could be EAW, 106, HPC
review or SHPO issues a determination that the property is non-contributing. A similar
circumstance happened in Northfield, MN. Robertson thanked the HPC for their diligence.
6)
Reports of Officers, Staff and Committees
Robertson noted the planning commission will meet virtually tomorrow at 5 p.m. Nothing
pertains directly to HPC matters.
7)
Consideration of Matters Regarding Commission Action
None at this time.
8)
Other Business
Poupore noted the HVAC renovation in City Hall. He would like to see the city’s plans and
SHPO’s responses before anything get under way. Robertson noted SHPO is behind in their
responses, but will share their comments regarding the HVAC work when they respond.
9)
Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at 12:35 p.m.
Respectfully,

_
Adam Fulton – Deputy Director
Department of Planning and Economic Development
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MEMORANDUM
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

June 8, 2022
Heritage Preservation Commission
Steven Robertson, Senior Planner
PL 22-090, Application for the Demolition of a Contributing Structure to the
Duluth Commercial Historic District

On April 18, 2022, the city received a zoning application from the owner of 102-108 East
Superior Street requesting HPC approval to demolish the structure.
According to the “Historic Resources of Downtown Duluth, Minnesota, 1872-1933”, submitted to
the National Register of Historic Places, 2005, the structure was constructed in 1905, and was
known as Duluth Marine Supply. It is also known to citizens as the old Astoria Hotel, as well as
the Old Town Antiques, Chinese Dragon, and the Bullseye Building. It is considered to be
contributing to the historic district.
The revised administrative process required before the City of Duluth approves a demolition
permit for a structure contributing to a historic district is clarified in Mn Rules 4410.4300
subpart 31:
Historical places.
For the destruction, in whole or part, or the moving of a property that is listed on the
National Register of Historic Places or State Register of Historic Places, the permitting state
agency or local governmental unit is the RGU, except this does not apply to projects
reviewed under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, United States
Code, title 54, section 306108, or the federal policy on lands, wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, and historic sites pursuant to United States Code, title 49, section 303, or projects
reviewed by a local heritage preservation commission certified by the State Historic
Preservation Office pursuant to Code of Federal Regulations, title 36, sections 61.5 and
61.7. This subpart does not apply to a property located within a designated historic district
if the property is listed as "noncontributing" in the official district designation or if the State
Historic Preservation Office issues a determination that the property is noncontributing.
The Duluth Heritage Preservation Commission is a Certified Local Government commission. It
has the authority to review this project. While there has not be an example of the HPC
reviewing this type of zoning application in the recent past, there were a handful of examples
state wide last year. The most relevant being either the 324 Broad Avenue Building Demolition
in Albert Lea (process: EAW) and the 212 Division Street Building Demolition in Northfield
(process: HPC action).
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On Tuesday, June 7, 2022, at 12:00 pm, HPC Commissioners Wisdorf and DeRoche and City
Staff Robertson toured the structure.
Included with this memo is the application, cover letter from property owner, and structural
engineering report from Northland Consulting Engineers. Two public comments were also
included. Written comment or recommendation from SHPO staff was requested, and may be
received before the June 13th meeting. In addition the minutes and staff report and related
documents from the Northfield demolition project (Archer House) are included as an
example/reference document.
The June 13, 2022, meeting is a public hearing to be held at noon in the City Council chambers
on the third floor. The process for a typical public hearing is:
- Short staff overview or summary on the project or zoning application,
- Comments or short presentation from the project proposer,
- Commissioner questions or clarifications on items presented by staff or project
proposer,
- Public hearing, accepting testimony from members of the public,
- Public hearing is closed, and commissioner discussion and motion.
According to the bylaws:
10.1 Public Testimony. Any person desiring to speak to the HPC during an official public
hearing shall be heard prior to any determination of the matter in question. Such
testimony shall be accompanied by the person’s name and address for the public record.
Letters received in lieu of oral testimony shall become a part of the public record and be
considered prior to any final determination of the matter by the HPC.
10.2 Time Limits. The president of the HPC may establish such time limits on
testimonies as are reasonable to provide for an efficient meeting so long as all
interested parties are given a chance to testify.
10.3 Termination of Hearing. Upon close of public hearing no further presentation shall
be allowed except upon suspension of the rules.
After closing the public hearing and reviewing all the appropriate information, the HPC may:
-Make a motion to approve the zoning application (Certificate of Appropriateness)
allowing the demolition. The motion will have to include findings to support the motion.
-Make a motion to deny the zoning application, denying the demolition. The motion will
have to include findings to support the motion.
-Table the item until the July 11th meeting, but tabling the item should be accompanied
by specific information requests to allow the HPC to take action on the zoning
application at their next meeting.
Note that if the Certificate of Appropriateness is approved and the demolition of this structure is
allowed, the project proposer would still need to receive a wrecking permit from the City of
Duluth, and follow any additional regulatory requirements (lead and asbestos removal, site
security and safety, soil stabilization, public utility cut-offs, etc).
Decisions of the HPC are able to be appealed to the City Council within 10 calendars days of the
decision.
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Application for
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
for Duluth Heritage Preservation Landmarks and Districts
Please complete this application as it pertains to your project. Attach all information required,
including a scope of work form.
55802
Duluth, MN_____________________________
(City, State)
(Zip Code)

Location of Building: 102-108 E Superior Street
(Street Address)

Hotel Astoria
Unknown
______________________________________________________________________

(Historic Name)

(Architect Name(s) - if known)

(Name)

(Street Address, City, State, Zip Code)

(Daytime Phone)

(Applicant’s Name, if other than owner)

(Street Address, City, State, Zip Code)

(Daytime Phone)

North Creek Investors II, LLC 150 N Wiget Lane, Ste 250, Walnut Creek, CA 94598 925-933-4000
Owner: ___________________________________________________________________________
Applicant: __________________________________________________________________________
Contractor Veit & Company, Inc. 14000 Veit Place, Rogers, MN 55374 612-490-0174

Owner's Signature: _____________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED
 Exterior Restoration  Addition to Building
 Landscaping  Signs  New Construction
 Interior Restoration (COA may not be required - please check building’s preservation plan)


EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
 Windows
Checklist of items needed for application:
 Doors
 Scale drawings of all building elevations impacted by change
 Siding
 Photos of current condition of all building elevations impacted by
 Roof change
 Detailed specifications and scope of work
 Chimney
 Materials to be used (color number, sample of material & that
 Lighting
which is being matched, name of manufacturer & material)
 Facade
 Detailed drawings of new windows, doors, or other features in
 Other
scope of work
X
Description of proposed changes:
Demolition of building
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
Out of date with building and fire codes. Deteriorating structure.
Reason for changes: ________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
Location of changes on building: ___________________________________
______ _
_

 ADDITION

TO BUILDING
Description of addition:
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
Reason for changes:_________________________________________________________________
Location of addition on site:
_______________________________________________________
Reason for addition: _______________________________________________________________
Size:_____________________________________________________________________________

Architect:

(Number of Stories)

Contractor:

(Length)

(Width)

(Name)

(Street Address, City, State, Zip Code)

(Name)

(Street Address, City, State, Zip Code)

1

(Height)

(
(

)(Phone)

__

)-________

(Phone)

Checklist of items needed for application:
 Scale drawings of all building elevations impacted by change
 Photos of current condition of all building elevations impacted by change
 Detailed specifications and architectural drawings of existing structure
 Detailed specifications and architectural drawings of new construction (Including but not limited to
materials to be used on exterior and architectural elements - color numbers, samples of materials &
samples of existing materials being matched, name of manufacturers & materials)
 Site plan showing existing and new construction
 LANDSCAPING:

Description of proposed landscape changes: ______________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
Reason for changes:_________________________________________________________________
Location of changes on site: __________________________________________________________
Checklist of items needed for application:
 Detailed architectural landscape design plans to scale with building elevations shown
 Detailed site plans to scale
 Material samples and existing materials samples
 Photos of existing landscape and structures to be impacted.
 Detailed scope of work and specifications.
 Photos of statues, structures, etc. to be incorporated, if appropriate

 SIGNS

Purpose:
Location: _______________________________________________________________________
Size:
________________________________________________________________________
Material:________________________________________________________________________
Description:




Checklist of items for application:
 Architectural drawings of all building elevations related to new sign - must illustrate the location of
both proposed and existing signs and method of lighting (if any).
 Architectural drawings of all proposed signs illustrating style(s), noting dimensions, materials,
method of attachment to building or below ground structure, if free-standing, etc.
 Samples of all materials to be used (specific colors).
 Associated lighting, specifications, photos and/or catalog cuts
 A full description of the work to be performed.
 If prefabricated sign, photos and name of manufacturer, model number, etc.

 INTERIOR

RESTORATION
Description of proposed interior changes:
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
Reason for interior changes: _________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
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102 S. 21st Avenue West, Suite 1, Duluth, Minnesota 55806
218.727.5995 | www.nce-engineers.com

Structural Engineering Report
Date: April 11, 2022
Project: 102 E Superior Street – Bullseye Bldg- Condition Review
Recipient: Anne Stratioti- ZMC Hotels – 11 E Superior Street, Suite 170, Duluth, MN
Email: Astratioti@ZMChotels.com
NCE Job : 22-202

Regarding: Structural and Envelope Condition Review
This report is based on our observations, our calculations and our discussion on site with you.
We visited the site on 4-08-2022 and toured the entire facility with you. We have since performed a
few preliminary calculations to determine the existing floor and roof capacities as those values are
potentially relevant to the re-use of the existing building.
Observations: (refer to photo pages)
1. The structure is a wood framed (2) level plus basement building with masonry exterior walls.
The superior street / Michigan street sides are approximately 100’ in length and the Avenue /
adjacent parking lot sides are approximately 114’ in length.
2. The exterior walls are solid brick, uninsulated, supported on a stone foundation wall system.
All exterior walls are in poor to very poor condition. All the exterior walls need to be cleaned
and tuckpointed to prevent further deterioration. In several locations the brick is loose, brick
lintels have failed, stone windowsills are failed and need to be replaced.
3. The Superior Street level and second level framing generally consists of 2x13 wood joists
spaced at 16” on center. The framing is supported either by masonry walls or by steel beams
and columns. The typical span of the joists is approximately 20’. Interior floors are slightly
permanently deflected, especially at the superior street level in some locations.
4. The roof framing generally consists of 2x12 wood ceiling framing and 2x6 roof framing built-up
from the ceiling to form a roof slope. The south-east corner of the building has experienced a
significant fire which damaged a large portion of the roof framing and a small portion of the
floor framing in that corner.
5. The roofing is old, leaking in many locations, it is not insulated and requires replacement.
6. The existing interior stairway system is not compliant with current codes for rise / run
measurements.
7. The existing elevator is freight use only and likely not in accordance with current code for
people.
8. The second level, superior street side brick wall is bowed inward at one location and should be
repaired.
9. The existing sidewalk vault support system at the east end of the building is deteriorated and
requires structural repairs.
Professional Opinions:
1. The exterior brick is in such poor condition, especially at the window openings, that significant
brick repair, new lintels and window replacement will be required if the building is to be
renovated. The exterior is also not insulated.

Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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2. The roofing system requires replacement and would need insulation to be added if the building
were to be renovated. However, to add insulation, the roof would likely need to be reinforced
to meet the MN Conservation Code for existing buildings.
3. The floor capacity is acceptable for residential, or office uses on both levels, however the
Superior Street level would require reinforcing if retail or restaurant uses were desired per
current MN Conservation code.
4. A new elevator and internal stairs would be needed if the building were to be renovated.
Summary:
In our professional opinion, given the needed structural repairs, the needed envelope repairs, the
needed vertical transportation renovations described above etc., it is likely more economical to
replace the existing building than to renovate and re-purpose this structure.
.

Professional Certification:

Respectfully,

I hereby certify that this plan, specification or report was prepared
by me or under my direct supervision and that I am a duly Licensed
Professional Engineer under the laws of the State of Minnesota.

Jon E. Aamodt PE
Principal Partner

Jon E. Aamodt, P.E.
MN Reg. No. 24838

Date

04/11/2022

Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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Photo 1: Existing West elevation looking east

Photo 2: Existing West Elevation looking east
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Photo 3: North exterior wall looking south

Photo 4: North exterior wall looking south
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Photo 5: East exterior wall looking west

Photo 6: East Exterior wall looking west
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Photo 7: Existing East exterior wall looking west – close-up view of brick conditions

Photo 8: Close-up view of brick condition on west exterior wall looking east
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Photo 9: Close-up view of masonry condition at south elevation looking north

Photo 10: Close-up view of masonry condition at southeast corner of the exterior.
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Photo 11: Close-up view of existing east exterior wall masonry condition.

Photo 12: Close-up view of existing east exterior wall masonry condition
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Photo 13: Rear (south side) is not ADA accessible.

Photo 14: Existing sidewalk vault support and existing wood floor framing near entrances is generally in
poor condition
Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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Photo 15: Existing sidewalk vault support is generally in poor condition

Photo 16: Existing floor framing is damaged by long term plumbing and envelope leaks at several locations
inside the building.
Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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Photo 17: Based on our discussions, the sewer connection to the street is in need of excavation and
replacement

Photo 18: Rainwater on the upper floor level due to deteriorated roofing.
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Photo 19: Interior stairs are not to current code rise / run or fire separation issues and would need to be
replaced if major renovation were undertaken

Photo 20: Existing ceiling joist and roof joist system does not meet current code for snow load, is currently
not insulated.
Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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Photo 21: Existing roof joists that have been severely damaged due to fire.

Photo 22: Existing roof joist framing severely damaged due to fire.
Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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Photo 23: Existing wet flooring on the upper level due to roof leaks.

Photo 24: Existing north wall is bowed inward due to poor construction methods and water infiltration.
Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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Photo 25: Existing freight elevator, would require significant upgrades or replacement if a significant
renovation were to occur.

Photo 26: Existing interior finishes are old and need updating.
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Photo 27: Existing interior finishes are old and require updating.

Photo 28: Existing exterior window sill – typical at the perimeter, many are broken and require replacement.
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Photo 29: Typical exterior lintels are loose and failing and require replacement

Photo 30: The existing parapets are deteriorated, missing or loose brick and exterior needs tuckpointing to
prevent further deterioration.
Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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Photo 31: Exterior southeast corner – note the spalling brick due to moisture intrusion, freeze thaw cycles
causes a spall, which falls to the ground.

Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering

From: David Siebert <>
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2022 5:35 PM
To: astratioti; planning <planning@DuluthMN.gov> Cc: David Siebert
<>
Subject: Demolition of Building

I am the owner of Duluth Candy Co. across the street from the building known as the Old Astoria hotel and I would
like to share my thoughts on the building. A company from California bought the building and gave plenty of notice on
their intentions to put up a new building on the property (I believe that the news covered the story, but could be
mistaken on this point.)
The tenants were told there was a new owner and that at some point they would need to move out. When the
notice came to vacate, the tenants were given plenty of time to move. The Preservation Society did nothing during any
of the previously mentioned steps until the building was completely vacated and a crew had already gone through
removing all the required items prior to applying for a demolition permit. Then the Preservation Society decided to
make noise and hold up progress on the property.
I find the actions taken by the Preservation Society quite disgusting!
I have tried to contact the Preservation society twice with no response and would like to ask 2 questions:
1. Do they have the money to buy the building outright from the owner and fix it up? If not, then they should not be
allowed to demand what is done with the property.
2. The building does nothing for the Duluth downtown area, it does not stand out, it has no major historical
significance, and needs more repairs done to it than it may be worth. Why is the Preservation Society making Duluth
look like a slum? The Cozy Cove is another example of buildings beyond functional repair that are, in my opinion,
being held Hostage.
As a business owner I will say that I miss the businesses that were there because we helped each other and there
was greater foot traffic in the area. I will also tell you that I would greatly appreciate an expedient decision to tear the
building down so that the homeless do not break in and end up burning the building down. The empty building looks
horrible and needs to be demolished. The last point I will make is that the business that bought the property has the
right to do with it as they see fit and to allow the Preservation Society to hold the City of Duluth and this business
hostage over a badly dilapidated building is wrong..

I will do my best to attend the meeting.

thank you for your time

David Siebert

‐‐
2

Steven Robertson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Steven Robertson
Tuesday, May 31, 2022 8:50 AM
'rod raymond'
Miles Ringsred
RE: Follow up on Astoria Hotel, 102-108 E Superior St

Thank you for the email.
We typically include public correspondence with our staff report and agenda when sending information to our boards
and commissions. I want to verify that you want me to forward this to the HPC as public information.
Please let me know if that was your intent. Thank you!
From: rod raymond <rodraymond@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2022 1:58 PM
To: Steven Robertson <srobertson@DuluthMN.gov>
Cc: Miles Ringsred <miles.ringsred@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Follow up on Astoria Hotel, 102‐108 E Superior St
Thanks Steven, as a business owner in the neighborhood historic structures like this enhance our business.
Tearing this historical building down and turning it to a parking lot would hurt our business. So I would like to know how
our voices will heard.
We adamantly oppose tearing down this building.
You may not know this but I owned the Carlson bookstore building (also known as the lange motor building). My
building looked exactly like the Astoria before I restored it. Now it’s home to Blacklist brewing and other businesses. It
adds character to the district and helps my businesses (the Brewhouse, Oliver Inn, Rathskeller, Evolve Yoga) thrive.
I’ve CCed my attorney on this note and will forward this to other members of the Historic Arts and Theater district
committee.
I truly hope the historic commission and other powers that be will save this building. We can’t build them like this
anymore.
...Cheers to the good life!

On May 26, 2022, at 11:58 AM, Steven Robertson <srobertson@duluthmn.gov> wrote:

Hello. You had emailed us several weeks ago about the old Astoria Hotel, 102‐108 E Superior
Street. The property owner has submitted a zoning application for demolition of this structure. Since
this structure is contributing to the historic nature of the downtown historic district, a review by the
Historic Preservation Commission is required. This letter is being mailed out today (see attached).
Let me know if you have any questions. Thank you!
1

Steven Robertson | Interim Manager | City of Duluth | 411 West First Street, Room 160, Duluth,
MN 55802 | 218‐730‐5295 | srobertson@duluthmn.gov
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11

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC
PRESERVATION OFFICE, THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES, AND THE CITY OF DULUTH
REGARDING THE LINCOLN PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT,
DULUTH, SAINT LOUIS COUNTY, MINNESOTA
WHEREAS, Parties to this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) are the National Park Service,
the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office, the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources, and the City of Duluth (collectively “Parties”); and

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

WHEREAS, the National Park Service (NPS) administers the Outdoor Recreation Legacy
Partnership (ORLP) Program of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF); and

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

WHEREAS, 54 U.S.C. §200305(f)(3) of the LWCF Act protects parks that have received funding
through the LWCF program from conversion to other than outdoor recreation use without approval
from the Secretary of the Interior, which approval shall be given only when the standards of 54
U.S.C. §200305(f)(3) and its regulations (36 CFR Part 59) are met; and

36
37
38

WHEREAS, the Project includes rehabilitation of a fire-damaged park pavilion, alterations to
park facilities and landscape features in order to improve ADA accessibility, increase public
safety, and address groundwater and other ecological issues; and

39
40
41
42

WHEREAS, NPS has determined the approval of federal grant assistance for the proposed
Project is an undertaking as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y), and therefore is subject to review
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended (54 U.S.C. §
306108); and

WHEREAS, under the authority of the LWCF Act (Public Law 88-578, as amended, now
codified at 54 U.S.C. §2003) the NPS may make grants available to States as the grantee, and
through States to local jurisdictions as subgrantees; and
WHEREAS, 54 U.S.C. §200305(f)(3) of the LWCF Act requires the Governor of each state to
delegate a state agency to accept and administer LWCF section six funds; and
WHEREAS, Governor Tim Walz has delegated the NPS grantee responsibility to the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR); and
WHEREAS, in 2018, the NPS awarded grant number 27-01416 to the City of Duluth (City) for
Lincoln Park (Project); and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) may also fund
the Project through a Community Development Block Grant, and HUD has designated NPS to be
the lead federal agency for the Project for compliance with Section 106 pursuant to 36 CFR
800.2(a)(2); and

Memorandum of Agreement, Lincoln Park Improvements, SHPO 2017-2457, Page 1-DRAFT 9/3/2021

43
44
45

WHEREAS, NPS, in consultation with the MnDNR and Minnesota State Historic Preservation
Office (MnSHPO), has defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for indirect and direct effects
for the undertaking as shown on Attachment A; and

46
47
48
49

WHEREAS, NPS, in consultation with the MnDNR and MnSHPO, has identified the following
historic properties in the APE that have been determined eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places: Lincoln Park, Lincoln Park Bridge (Bridge L-8744/West 10th Street
Bridge), Lincoln Park Drive, Lincoln Park Pavilion and Zion Lutheran Church; and

50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

WHEREAS, the NPS, in consultation with the MnDNR and MnSHPO, reviewed the “Lincoln
Park Improvement Project Updated and Assessment of Effects” (June, 2021), which was based
on the “Lincoln Park Site Improvements” (6/14/2019), the Lincoln Park Pavilion architectural
drawings (6/7/2021), the draft schematic plans for Lincoln Park Drive (6/29/2021), and has
determined that certain aspects of the Project, as described in the said documentation, have been
designed and are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties which will avoid and minimize adverse effects to character-defining features
of the:, Lincoln Park, Lincoln Park Bridge Lincoln Park Drive, and Lincoln Park Pavilion; and

61
62
63

WHEREAS, NPS, in consultation with the MnDNR, MnSHPO, and consulting parties, has
determined that the removal of Lincoln Park Wall Nos. 1 and 3 as part of the Project will result
in an adverse effect to the Skyline Parkway Historic District and Lincoln Park; and

64
65
66
67

WHEREAS, NPS, in consultation with the MnDNR, MnSHPO, and consulting parties, has
determined that there is no practicable alternative that will avoid the adverse effect to historic
properties and has developed this Memorandum of Agreement (Agreement) to resolve the
adverse effects; and

68
69
70
71
72

WHEREAS, requirements for public involvement were completed pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2(d)
including presentations at public meetings, posting on the City’s website, and review by the
Duluth Heritage Preservation Commission, which has approved the rehabilitation plans for the
Lincoln Park Pavilion, a locally designated landmark, and expressed support for the Project as a
whole; and

73
74
75

WHEREAS, federally recognized Native American tribes have been invited to consult on the
undertaking, as summarized in Attachment B, and the Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior
Chippewa has requested to participate in consultation; and

76
77
78

WHEREAS, the Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa, Duluth Heritage Preservation
Commission, Scott A. Marek, and Equilibrium 3 have been invited to participate in the
consultation and invited to concur with this Agreement; and

79
80

WHEREAS, the MnDNR has responsibilities under this Agreement and is an Invited Signatory
to this Agreement; and

81

WHEREAS, the City has responsibilities under this Agreement and is an Invited Signatory to

WHEREAS, the NPS, in consultation with the MnDNR and MnSHPO, has determined that the
Project will have no adverse effect on the Zion Lutheran Church; and
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82

this Agreement; and

83
84
85

WHEREAS, the NPS initially notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)
and provided documentation related to the proposed Lincoln Park Improvements and the ACHP
declined to participate.

86
87
88
89

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1), The NPS reinitiated Section 106 for the
proposed project to develop Lincoln Park in 2021 and has notified the Advisory Council of the
adverse effect and have provided the documentation specified in 36 CFR 800.11(e), and the
ACHP has chosen not to participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1)(iii); and

90

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:

91

STIPULATIONS

92

The NPS is responsible for ensuring the following measures are carried out:

93

I. MITIGATION MEASURES

94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101

A. Public Interpretation-Interpretive Plan
i. The City shall prepare and implement a plan for incorporating an appropriate
level of public interpretation of the history and significance of Lincoln Park and
Skyline Parkway (Interpretive Plan). The Plan shall be informed by the National
Association for Interpretation’s Standards and Practices for Interpretive Planning.
The team preparing the content and location of the Interpretive Plan shall include
a qualified historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualifications Standards (36 CFR 61).

102
103
104
105
106
107

a. Within six (6) months of the execution of this Agreement, the City shall
prepare a draft Interpretive Plan including themes for interpretation,
planned modes for delivering the interpretation, and draft text and
graphics for each mode. Modes may include, but not be limited to
webpages, interpretive signage, walking tours, and integration of
interpretive elements into the Project.

108
109
110

b. Prior to issuance of a draft Interpretive Plan, the City shall invite the
parties to this Agreement to a consultation meeting to discuss the proposed
Interpretive Plan and receive input.

111
112
113
114
115

c. The City shall submit the draft Interpretive Plan to the NPS and MnDNR
for coordination of review. Following approval of the draft Interpretive
Plan by MnDNR, the MnDNR shall distribute the draft Plan to the parties
to this Agreement for a thirty (30) calendar day review and comment
period.

116
117

d. Following receipt of, and in response to, comments from the parties to this
Agreement, the City may revise the draft Interpretive Plan. If the City
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118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129

e. The City shall submit the final Interpretive Plan to MnDNR for
coordination of final review with the SHPO. Following review of the final
Interpretive Plan by the SHPO, the MnDNR shall distribute to all parties
for review and comment. MnSHPO may disagree with the Interpretive
Plan in writing to the MnDNR. Upon receiving such comments, the
MnDNR and the City shall consult with MnSHPO and other parties, as
appropriate, to seek resolution in accordance with Stipulation III of this
Agreement.

130
131

f. Upon final approval by the MnDNR, the City shall distribute the final
Interpretive Plan to all parties to this Agreement.

132
133

g. Within two (2) years after approval of the final Interpretive Plan, the City
shall complete its implementation of the Interpretive Plan.

134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160

chooses not to incorporate a proposed change by the parties to this
Agreement, then the MnDNR shall provide a written explanation to the
parties to this Agreement and consult, as appropriate, to seek resolution.

B. Historic Property Documentation-Property Record
i. Prior to commencement of any Project-related construction activity, the City shall
complete Level I Documentation of Lincoln Park for the Minnesota Historic
Property Record (MHPR) according to the provisions outlined below. All
documentation shall be completed by an architectural historian meeting the
Professional Qualification Standards in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (36 CFR 61).
a. Recordation will be completed in accordance with the “Minnesota Historic
Property Record Guidelines (updated June 2009)” Level I Documentation
standards.
b. The City shall provide the MnSHPO with a draft version of the Level I
Documentation for review and comment. The MnSHPO shall have thirty
(30) calendar days to review the Level I Documentation. The City will
take the comments of the MnSHPO into account in developing the final
Level 1 Documentation.
c. The City shall provide a final archival copy and a digital (PDF) copy of
the Level I Documentation to the MnSHPO. The City shall provide a
digital (PDF) copy to NPS, MnDNR, Duluth Heritage Preservation
Commission, Duluth Collection at the Duluth Public Library, and
Northeastern Minnesota Historical Collections at the Kathryn A. Martin
Library, University of Minnesota-Duluth. Submission of these final Level
1 Documentation sets will constitute fulfillment of this stipulation.
C. National Register of Historic Places Nomination
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162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190

i. Within two (2) years following execution of this MOA, the City of Duluth, in
consultation with the parties to the MOA, shall prepare a National Register of
Historic Places Nomination Form (NRHP Nomination) for Lincoln Park.
ii. The City of Duluth shall have a qualified consultant prepare the NRHP
Nomination in conformance with the National Park Service’s Bulletin 16A How
to Complete the National Register Registration Form. The NRHP Nomination
shall be prepared by a historian and/or architectural historian who meets the SOI’s
Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR §§ 44738-44739) for history and/or
architectural history, and who has successfully completed previous NRHP
nominations.
iii. The City of Duluth shall submit the first draft NRHP Nomination, and any
subsequent drafts, to the SHPO for formal review and comment. The SHPO shall
have sixty (60) calendar days to provide written comments on the initial draft
NRHP Nomination. Any subsequent drafts of the NRHP Nomination, up to and
including the final NRHP Nomination, shall incorporate any written comments
and recommendations provided by SHPO. As needed, review of multiple drafts
may be required, and SHPO shall have thirty (30) calendar days to provide
comments on each subsequent version after the initial draft NRHP Nomination
review.
iv. The actual nomination of the historic property to the NRHP will be at the
discretion of SHPO and will follow the established procedures of the National
Park Service (36 CFR § 60). The intent of this stipulation shall be met following
SHPO notification to the City of Duluth that the NRHP Nomination for the
historic property is sufficient and has been forwarded to the State Review Board
for formal consideration.
II. PROJECT DESIGN REVIEW

191
192
193
194
195
196

A. The Project plans (drawings, specifications, special provisions, appendices, etc.)
including plans for temporary construction -related work, shall effectively meet the
Project purpose and be designed consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s (SOI)
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68) and associated SOI
Guidelines for the Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings and Cultural Landscapes in an
effort to avoid and minimize additional adverse effects to historic properties.

197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205

B. The City shall prepare updated 90% Project plans in accordance with the SOI Standards
and Guidelines and submit them to the NPS and MnDNR agency review and for
coordination of review by parties to this Agreement.
D. If NPS and MnDNR find that the 90% Project plans will not expand the APE and have
been developed consistent with the SOI Standards and Guidelines in order to avoid
additional adverse effects to historic properties within the APE, NPS shall issue this
finding, along with an appropriate level of documentation including the 90% Project
plans, to the parties to this Agreement for review and comment. If there are no objections
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207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230

to the NPS finding of 90% Project plans’ consistency with the SOI Standards and
Guidelines and corresponding finding of effect, then the City shall finalize Project plans
accordingly. If there are written objections to the NPS finding of 90% Project plans
consistency with the SOI Standards and Guidelines and corresponding finding of effect,
then NPS and MnDNR will continue consultation with the objecting party(ies) pursuant
to Stipulation III of this Agreement.
E. If NPS and MnDNR find that the Project plan modifications will result in additional
adverse effects to historic properties, NPS and MnDNR shall first consult with the parties
to this Agreement in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6 to seek ways to avoid and/or
minimize the adverse effect. The parties to this Agreement shall have thirty (30) days to
review and provide comments on this effect finding. If it is determined that the adverse
effect cannot be avoided, NPS and MnDNR will consult with the parties to this
Agreement, and the public, as appropriate, to develop a Mitigation Plan (Mitigation Plan)
for the adverse effect, taking into account the character and significance of the historic
property and the nature and scale of the adverse effect. Any newly identified consulting
parties under this stipulation will be invited to sign this Agreement as concurring parties
pursuant to Stipulation IV.

231
232
233
234

a. If the parties to this Agreement do not provide comments during the
review periods specified in Subparagraph D(i) of this Stipulation, NPS and
MnDNR shall consider it final and the City will move forward with the
Mitigation Plan as provided.

235
236
237
238
239
240
241

b. NPS and MnDNR shall take into account any comments provided by the
parties to this Agreement during the review period specified in
Subparagraph D(i) of this Stipulation in the development of a final
mitigation plan. The Mitigation Plan will be final upon acceptance by the
MnSHPO and written notice by NPS and MnDNR. NPS and MnDNR
shall provide copies of all final Mitigation Plans to the parties to this
Agreement.

242
243
244

c. Upon completion of consultation under this stipulation, the City shall
ensure that the terms and conditions of the final Mitigation Plan are fully
implemented.

i. The Mitigation Plan shall be developed within forty-five (45) calendar days of
any adverse effect finding made under this stipulation. NPS and MnDNR shall
provide a copy of the draft Mitigation Plan to parties to this Agreement who shall
have thirty (30) calendar days to provide comments on the Mitigation Plan prior
to the initiation of Project construction, or fifteen (15) calendar days to provide
comments on any Mitigation Plan prepared during Project construction.

245 III. TRIBAL MONITORING
246
247

A. The City of Duluth shall develop a monitoring plan in consultation with the Fond du Lac
Band of the Chippewa Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) to provide for tribal
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265
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269
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282
283
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monitors to be present on site during groundbreaking activities that may have the
potential to inadvertently affect cultural resources or human remains. The City of Duluth
and the Fond du Lac Band THPO shall develop a budget of monitor-related expenses,
and the City shall contract with the Fond du Lac for them to perform the agreed upon
work.
B. The City shall submit the monitoring plan to the NPS for review and confirmation with
the THPO.
C. Following consultation with the THPO, the NPS shall notify City that the plan is
appropriate or outline necessary revisions. A copy of the final monitoring plan will be
provided to the THPO for their records.
D. The City may not begin any Project construction until the Monitoring Plan has been
executed.
INADVERTENT DISCOVERIES
A. If previously unidentified historic properties (including archaeological sites) or
unanticipated effects to historic properties (including exceptionally significant finds) are
discovered during Project activities and reported to the City, the City shall immediately
halt all Project activities within one hundred (100) foot radius of the discovery, notify the
NPS of the discovery, and implement interim measures to protect the discovery from
looting and vandalism.
B. Immediately upon receipt of the notification required Stipulation V. A above, the City,
and MnDNR, will inspect the construction site to determine the extent of the discovery
and ensure that construction activities have halted, clearly mark the area of discovery,
and implement additional measures, as appropriate, to protect the discovery from looting
and vandalism, and notify the SHPO.
C. The MnDNR, in consultation with the SHPO, will design a plan for avoiding,
minimizing, or mitigating any further adverse effects prior to resuming Project activities
in the area of the discovery, if the discovery is determined to be a historic property.
D. Treatment of Human Remains: If an inadvertent discovery contains human remains, the
City will immediately notify the THPO, the Office of the State Archaeology (OSA), and
the MnDNR to comply with provisions of Stipulation V.A above and Minnesota Statutes
Section 307.08. Suspected human remains shall not be further disturbed or removed until
disposition has been determined by the OSA consistent with the Procedures for
Implementing Minnesota’s Private Cemeteries Act (Anfinson 2008). At all times, the
human remains must be treated with the utmost dignity and respect, and in a manner
consistent with the Council’s Policy Statement on the Treatment of Human Remains,
Burial Sites and Funerary Objects (February 23, 2007). The City shall ensure that the
requirements established in Stipulation V are incorporated into all appropriate
construction contracts.
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294

V. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

295
296
297

A. Should any party to this Agreement object to or be unable to complete the execution of
any provisions of this Agreement, NPS and MnDNR shall take the objection into account
and consult as needed with the objecting party to resolve the objection.

298
299

B. If NPS determines that the objection cannot be resolved, NPS shall request the further
comments of the ACHP pursuant to 36 CFR 800.7.

300
301
302
303

C. Any ACHP comment provided in response to such a request will be taken into account by
NPS in accordance with 36 CFR 800.7(c)(4) with reference only to the subject of the
dispute; the responsibility of the parties to this Agreement to carry out all actions under
this Agreement that are not the subjects of the dispute will remain unchanged.

304 VI. DURATION, AMENDMENTS, AND TERMINATION
305
306
307
308

A. This Agreement will automatically terminate if its terms are not carried out within five
(5) years from the date of its execution. Prior to such time, NPS may consult with
MnDNR, MnSHPO, and the City to amend it in accordance with Subparagraph IV.B
below.

309
310
311

B. This Agreement may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by all
signatories. The amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by all of the
signatories is filed with the ACHP.

312
313
314
315
316

C. If any signatory to this Agreement determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried
out, that party shall immediately consult with the other signatories and concurring parties
to attempt to develop an amendment per Subparagraph B above. If within sixty (60)
calendar days an amendment cannot be reached, any signatory may terminate the
Agreement upon written notification to the other signatories and concurring parties.

317
318
319
320

D. Once the Agreement is terminated, and prior to work continuing on the undertaking, NPS
must either (a) execute an Agreement pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6 or (b) request, take into
account, and respond to the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR 800.7. NPS shall
notify the parties to this Agreement as to the course of action they will pursue.

321 VII. IMPLEMENTATION
322
323
324
325
326

A. This Agreement may be implemented in counterparts, with a separate page for each
signatory or party. This Agreement shall become effective on the date of the final
signature by the signatories. NPS and MnDNR shall ensure each party is provided with a
complete copy of the final Agreement, updates to appendices, and any amendments filed
with NPS and MnDNR.

327
328
329
330

B. Execution of this Agreement by the Parties implementation of its terms is evidence that
NPS and MnDNR have taken into account the effects of its undertaking on historic
properties and has afforded the ACHP opportunity to comment pursuant to Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act.
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF DULUTH,
THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND
THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING THE LINCOLN PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT,
DULUTH, SAINT LOUIS COUNTY, MINNESOTA

SIGNATORY
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

By:

Date
Roger Knowlton, Program Manager Recreation Grant Programs
Authorized Representative
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF DULUTH,
THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND
THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING THE LINCOLN PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT,
DULUTH, SAINT LOUIS COUNTY, MINNESOTA

SIGNATORY
MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

By:

Date
Amy Spong, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Authorized Representative
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF DULUTH,
THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND
THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING THE LINCOLN PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT,
DULUTH, SAINT LOUIS COUNTY, MINNESOTA

INVITED SIGNATORY
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

By:

Ann Pierce, Director, Parks and Trails Division
Authorized Representative

Date
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF DULUTH,
THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND
THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING THE LINCOLN PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT,
DULUTH, SAINT LOUIS COUNTY, MINNESOTA

INVITED SIGNATORY
CITY OF DULUTH

By

Date
Mayor

Attest

Date
City Clerk

By

Chief Administrative Officer

Countersigned:

City Auditor
Approved as to form:

City Attorney
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF DULUTH,
THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND
THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING THE LINCOLN PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT,
DULUTH, SAINT LOUIS COUNTY, MINNESOTA

CONCURRING
FOND DU LAC BAND OF LAKE SUPERIOR CHIPPEWA

By:

Name, Title
Authorized Representative

Date
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF DULUTH,
THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND
THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING THE LINCOLN PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT,
DULUTH, SAINT LOUIS COUNTY, MINNESOTA

CONCURRING
DULUTH HERITAGE PRESERVATION COMMISSION

By:

Name, Title
Authorized Representative

Date

Memorandum of Agreement, Lincoln Park Improvements, SHPO 2017-2457, Page 14-DRAFT 9/3/2021

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEENTHE CITY OF DULUTH,
THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
THE NATIONAL LPARK SERVICE, AND
THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING THE LINCOLN PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT,
DULUTH, SAINT LOUIS COUNTY, MINNESOTA

CONCURRING
EQUILIBRIUM 3

By:

Jodi Slick, Executive Director
Authorized Representative

Date
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF DULUTH,
THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND
THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING THE LINCOLN PARK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT,
DULUTH, SAINT LOUIS COUNTY, MINNESOTA

CONCURRING

By:

Scott Marek
Consulting Party

Date
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ATTACHMENT A: AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

The APE illustrated above and below include
areas that will be physically affected by the
project or might be subject to indirect visual
effects. The project will not physically affect
or be visible from most of Lincoln Park. If the
project makes Lincoln Park ineligible for the
National Register, however, it would have an
effect on the entire park, so the park as a
whole (left) is also in the APE.
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ATTACHMENT B: FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES
INVITED TO CONSULT ON THE UNDERTAKING
1.

Apache Tribe of Oklahoma

2.

Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes

3.

Bad River Band of Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa

4.

Bois Forte Band (Nett Lake) of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe

5.

Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes, Oklahoma

6.

Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa

7.

Fort Belknap Indian Community of the Fort Belknap Reservation of Montana

8.

Grand Portage Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe

9.

Keweenaw Bay Indian Community

10.

Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of the Lac du Flambeau
Reservation of Wisconsin

11.

Lac Vieux Desert Band of the Lake Superior Chippewa Indians

12.

Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin

13.

Mille Lacs Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe

14.

Upper Sioux Community, Minnesota

15.

White Earth Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe

16.

Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa
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Bemidji City Hall ● 317 4th Street NW
Bemidji, Minnesota 56601-3116
Phone 218-759-3560 ● Fax 218-759-3590
www.ci.bemidji.mn.us

May 31, 2022

RE:

Heritage Preservation Commission Member Recruitment Challenges

Dear Commission Representative:
As members of the Bemidji Heritage Preservation Commission, we are seeking input regarding
your commissions experience with retaining and recruiting members to serve on your boards.

1. Do you have difficulty filling your seats on your City Heritage Preservation Commission?
2. What solutions would help you recruit members?
3. Would a change in the state statute that allows persons residing in the larger community,
but outside the city limits, create problems or be beneficial?
Minnesota Statute Section 471.193 “Municipal Heritage Preservation”, Subdivision 5
“Commission members” states: “...that commission members must reside within the political
subdivision regulated by the ordinance creating the commission.”
The City of Bemidji has persons interested in historic preservation in the surrounding area that
reside just outside the city limits, and are longtime residents. We have increased our city limit
boundaries, but residents often live on the surrounding lakes in our community. It will not be
practical to continue to increase city boundaries.
This statute has been very restrictive to our recruitment. Therefore Bemidji HPC is thinking of
requesting an amendment to the Statute. In Bemidji, the Commission is set at seven (7)
members. We would like the amendment to allow for the minority of members (3 of the 7) to be
former residents, or current or former workers in the city, or having attended educational or
religious institutions in the city. Would an amendment like that work for you?
I appreciate hearing about your experiences as a community leader in preserving your historic
heritage.
You may reach me by phone at 218-766-6292 or by email at llemmer@paulbunyan.net or you
may reply to Michelle Miller, City Clerk at michelle.miller@ci.bemidji.mn.us.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,
Linda L. Lemmer, Chair
Bemidji Heritage Preservation Commission

Steven Robertson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Minnesota Department of Administration <Admin_Minnesota@public.govdelivery.com>
Wednesday, June 1, 2022 11:02 AM
Steven Robertson
Minnesota's State Historic Tax Credit Program Will Sunset After June 30th

State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO)
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June 1, 2022

Minnesota’s State Historic Tax Credit Program Will Sunset After
June 30, 2022
On May 23, 2022, the Minnesota State Legislature adjourned without passing an extension
for the Minnesota Historic Structure Rehabilitation Tax Credit program. After June 30, 2022,
the program will sunset. SHPO will no longer accept new state Part A applications for the
program.
Please be advised, the federal program is not due to sunset and SHPO will continue to
process federal applications in partnership with the National Park Service.
Over the next several weeks our office will update SHPO's Tax Incentives webpages to
reflect this change. For applicants who receive Allocation Certificates issued before July 1,
2022, the State Historic Preservation Office looks forward to working with you in
rehabilitating your historic property.
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