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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Purpose 

This report details observations and recommendations of the Pedro Park Workgroup, a stakeholder-led 
collaboration with the City of St. Paul Planning and Economic Development and Parks and Recreation 
staff. The Workgroup was established in May of 2021 by the Capitol River Council (CRC) and Council 
Member Rebecca Noecker to analyze a) the CRC’s history with the City in community engagement and 
planning for the Pedro Park site, b) the community’s response to the City’s 2017 Request for Proposal 
(RFP) efforts with the Public Safety Annex (PSA) on 10th Street and Minnesota Street, and c) to identify 
options regarding both the PSA building and the park. The goals of the Workgroup were as follows: 

Goal 1: Review Fitzgerald (Pedro) Park Precinct Plan and past scenarios for context. 
Goal 2: Develop options for Pedro Neighborhood placemaking opportunities (signs on light posts, 

better representation in downtown visitor materials, etc.).   
Goal 3: Advocate for park improvements while keeping future park expansion (into the City-owned 

Public Annex land) on the table. 
Goal 4: Evaluate and support City efforts on Public Safety Annex (PSA) building reuse/redevelopment 

scenarios - financial feasibility, sources, RFP, etc.  
Goal 5: Consider Pedro Park options for the 2022 and 2023 City Budget and community budget 

initiatives. 
Goal 6: Create a recommendation for instituting official Friends of Pedro Neighborhood Group. 

 
Process 

The group held 10 meetings between May and November of 2021. Research and information were 
gathered and analyzed on several topics:   

• History of past Pedro Park events & community engagements. 
• Fitzgerald Park Precinct Plan for relevancy. 
• Past Request for Proposal process on the Public Safety Annex. 
• Current Pedro Park landscape architecture plan from the 2018-2019 design process. 
• Current state of the Public Safety Annex. 
• Complexities inherent on the block on which Pedro Park is located. 
• Tax advantages of investing in downtown parks. 
• Input and conclusions from past community surveys. 

 
The Workgroup also conducted several community engagements including:  

• One on one interviews with community members to gauge current attitudes about the park. 
• Community listening session in Pedro Park. 
• Presentation to the CRC board with community invites.  

 
After the information was discussed and analyzed, the Workgroup: 

• Identified options and a means to evaluate them. 
• Developed observations and recommendations for the city. 
• Submitted their report to the CRC board for endorsement. 
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Observations 

A. The Principles and Guidelines set forth by the 2010 Fitzgerald Park Precinct Plan remain 
relevant. The key vision for the Public Realm states: “Fitzgerald Park is a neighborhood that has 
a central green or park where residents and visitors alike can meet and share the common 
experience of being a part of the neighborhood.”  At the same time, a development strategy 
states: “Buildings of historical and/or architectural value should be retained, protected and 
preserved.”  

B. There has been a long history of planning and community engagement regarding a “park in the 
heart” of the Fitzgerald Park Precinct neighborhood for over 20 years, yet the park remains the 
same— deficient and undeveloped.  

C. Downtown residents feel discouraged and distrustful of City leaders who they believed had 
promised a large park but later reversed their position. Residents don’t feel that the city listens 
to their desires in this realm. 

D. There is little appetite by downtown residents for additional surveys and engagements 
regarding plans for Pedro Park because those activities have not resulted in a developed park.  

E. Uncertainty about the future of the Public Safety Annex (PSA) has prevented further park 
development. 

F. Community support or enthusiasm for reuse of the PSA is unlikely unless the community 
directly benefits from amenities they would enjoy. There is also no apparent organized effort to 
resist reuse.  

G. If the City is determined to sell the Public Safety Annex, the Workgroup has made some 
recommendations to include in the request for proposals. 

H. Decision criteria for examination of park options need to include community buy-in and not rely 
solely on financial calculations. However, if future use options are compared for potential tax 
revenue generation, then the enhanced park option should reflect the proven ability of parks 
to increase surrounding property values and tax base. About a decade ago, this type of 
comparison helped convince the city to support Frogtown Farm instead of residential 
development for an important piece of land. The tax base enhancement of properties near parks 
has also been witnessed around other park developments in Downtown Saint Paul. 

I. A more usable park in this neighborhood will help retain downtown workers and is an amenity 
that would increase employee excitement for returning to work after the pandemic.  

J. The Downtown community would welcome an opportunity to fundraise for the largest park 
possible and look to the city to allow that to happen.  

  



4 | P a g e  
 

Priorities 

Priority 1:  Take definitive action on the Public Safety Annex to include either selling the building or 
making immediate plans to demolish it and incorporate it into a larger park.  

Priority 2:  Invest in and support community fundraising efforts for expanding and developing 
Pedro Park. Community members would be enthusiastic in working towards that goal with 
city partners and non-profit organizations. 

Priority 3: Establish a Friends of Pedro Park 501c-3.  Members of the Workgroup have expressed 
interest in pursuing this goal and will reach out to other park supporters for assistance. 

Recommendations 

The Workgroup recommends the following next steps. 
  

CapitolRiver Council 
endorses report 

This report should be 
reviewed and endorsed by 
the CapitolRiver Council 
board. 

 

City provides 
feedback on report 

City elected officials and 
leaders from Planning & 
Economic Development 
and Parks & Recreation 
read report and provide 
feedback to Workgroup. 
Any factual errors or 
misrepresentations in the 
report will be corrected. 

City provides feedback 
on decision matrix 

City leaders from Planning & 
Economic Development 
review decision matrix found 
in appendix, identify errors or 
missing information, and 
provide feedback to 
Workgroup. 

 

City identifies actions to 
advance Pedro Park 

City Leaders communicate 
with Workgroup members on 
a set of actions regarding 
PSA. Workgroup members 
invite further dialogue and 
involvement in the request 
for proposals process if that 
moves forward. 

 

Community fundraising 
if City agrees to park 

expansion 

A Pedro Park fundraising 
group should be established 
if the City agrees that it will 
support expansion of Pedro 
Park.  

 

Community starts Friends 
of Pedro Park nonprofit 

A Friends of Pedro Park 501c-
3 should be established by 
willing participants. Members 
of the Workgroup are 
interested in pursuing this 
goal. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Over the past 20 years, Downtown residents, the CRC, and staff from the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and the Department of Planning and Economic Development have engaged the downtown 
community in various processes, conversations and plans for the neighborhood. Throughout there has 
been a vision articulated of developing a large park to serve as a centerpiece in the Fitzgerald Park 
Precinct neighborhood. Despite these many processes and plans, no developed park has yet 
materialized, leaving residents feeling abandoned and misled by city leadership. 

The following are many examples where these visions and hopes are expressed: 

1. In 1997, the Saint Paul on the Mississippi Development Framework was released and described 
a vision for a “park at its heart” in the neighborhood newly coined as “Fitzgerald Park.” 
 

2. CapitolRiver Council participated in the development of the 2002 city-adopted comprehensive 
plan which stated this objective: “Pursue opportunities and joint use partnerships to acquire or 
provide access to land for parks, open space, or recreation development… Priority will be given 
to areas that are under-served due to distance to existing parks, population density, or 
inadequate size and condition of existing nearby park(s);”   
 

3. The Fitzgerald Park Precinct Plan, adopted in 2006 and revised in 2010, states: “A full-block park 
should be built on the block bounded by 10th, Robert, 9th and Minnesota streets (section IX, 
FPPP).” The plan also states: “…While a park is the preferred future land use on Block 10 is a full-
block City park. Until such time as the City is able to take the necessary actions to assemble land 
and build a park, parcels on the block may be used for any legal use permitted under their 
current zoning classification (FPPP, IX. Public Realm/Public Safety Development Strategies, item 
5, pg. 25).”   
The plan described these goals: 

● Honoring/preserving historically and architecturally significant buildings.  
● Encouraging adaptive reuse of these buildings. 
● Making demolition the last resort if the structure is significant. 

(FPPP, VIII. Design and Appearance Development Strategies, #1, pg. 19) 
  

These two competing ideas set the stage for future conflict regarding Pedro Park expansion. 
 

4. In 2009, the City of St. Paul accepted a donation of property from the Pedro family on which 
Pedro’s Luggage stood.  The donation agreement specified that the 0.45-acre parcel was to be 
used for “park purposes”, but downtown residents viewed this as the logical beginning of a 
larger park that would hopefully result in demolition and incorporation of the city-owned Public 
Safety Annex building and property directly adjacent. Many community members believe that 
the city committed to expanding the park into the PSA property although there is no explicit 
official documentation of this.  
 

5. In the 2010 adopted Capital Improvement Budget, the City Council approved $100,000 (CF-
1701962)  to begin a planning process for the park to draft a formal park design that is in 
“keeping with the Fitzgerald Park Precinct Plan.” 
 

https://www.stpaul.gov/DocumentCenter/View4/73779.pdf
https://www.stpaul.gov/DocumentCenter/View4/15894.pdf
https://www.stpaul.gov/DocumentCenter/Government/Financial%20Services/Budget/2010%20Capital%20Budget/CIB%20Adopted%20Budget%20Book-Web.PDF
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6. In the 2012 Adopted Capital Improvement Budget (CF-1702918) $117,000 was approved for a 
Pedro Park master plan and cost estimates. The description reads: “This project will develop a 
master plan and cost estimate for the phased development of critical parcels for a new 
downtown park within the block bounded by 10th, Robert, 9th and Minnesota Streets.” 

7. In 2015 City Council resolution RES 14-1861 passed “Authorizing the naming of the downtown 
city park, on the half block on the north bounded by Robert Street, Tenth Street East, and 
Minnesota Street, as Pedro Park.”  The public viewed this as an indication that the property 
under the Public Safety Annex had been additionally designated as parkland. Yet again, alluded 
to was the vision of a larger park. Additionally,  resolution 15-945 was passed approving the 
demolition of PSA. At this point, excitement in the community continued to build as their vision 
of a larger park seemed within reach. 
 

8. In an early 2017 CIB draft (initially written in 2016 as CF-6603207), the demolition of the Public 
Safety Annex (PSA) was recommended in the justification for a new Police Department facility.   
 
Initial draft: “The police annex located at 100 E 10th Street is an aging and deficient building. 
The space does not meet the demands of our police force. Understanding this has caused the 
city to evaluate the building and decide on a plan to remove the building and develop the site 
into a park.” 

“The CapitolRiver District Council anticipates the creation of a new park on the 
north end of downtown to serve as a hub for community life in the new Fitzgerald 
Park neighborhood…The Park, as specified in the City-adopted Fitzgerald Park 
Precinct Plan, is to be located on the block bounded by 9th, 10th, Minnesota and 
Robert Streets. Currently, the community looks to develop a site design and 
proceed with engineering for the portion of the block currently owned by the City 
of St. Paul (located on the north end of the block across from the proposed 
Penfield), and begin acquisition of other parcels. However, the Fitzgerald Park 
Plan advanced the concept of the full block being developed as a park in the mid-
to long-term, instead of just a portion of the block. … this request would also be 
used to develop a general concept plan for the full block park, if and/or when the 
other parcels on the block are acquired. This general concept plan is necessary to 
inform choices around how to design and engineer initial parcels so that they 
might eventually function well as part of a larger park…” 

- 2010 adopted Capital Improvement Budget, CF-1701962 

https://www.stpaul.gov/DocumentCenter/Government/Financial%20Services/Budget/2012%20Capital%20Budget/2012%20Adopted%20CIB%20Bo_1.PDF
https://stpaul.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1946688&GUID=783E381A-9D7E-4F6F-810F-CF52237B0002
https://stpaul.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2321975&GUID=090B7602-3654-427B-BA87-838D56AEA560&Options=&Search=
https://www.stpaul.gov/sites/default/files/Media%20Root/Financial%20Services/2017%20Adopted%20CIB%20Book.pdf
https://www.stpaul.gov/DocumentCenter/Government/Financial%20Services/Budget/2010%20Capital%20Budget/CIB%20Adopted%20Budget%20Book-Web.PDF
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After years of suggesting the alluring possibility of a larger park in the neighborhood, the City suddenly 
reversed plans for the Public Safety Annex [PSA], which the public saw as threatening their long-held 
desire for an expanded Pedro Park. The language in the 2017 adopted CF-6603207 states: “After 
evaluating current and future needs, the City has decided to move forward with new facilities for these 
functions and is evaluating plans for the old public safety annex site (CF-6603207, page 72).”  In 
February of 2017, then-Mayor Coleman announced a plan to “push pause” on the decision to demolish 
the police annex and instead try to market the building as office space for job creation. 

In the summer of 2017, the City of St. Paul issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) to gauge developer 
interest in the Public Safety Annex building. The RFP angered many downtown residents who felt the 
City (especially the mayor) acted in bad faith, or lacked transparency, reversing previous suggestions 
that the PSA would be demolished to make way for an expanded park. A group of residents, including a 
Pedro family member, commenced a lawsuit filed Aug. 15, 2018 against the City of St. Paul to prevent 
the City from selling the PSA property (since they believed it had been designated as parkland per the 
2015 RES 14-1861 ) “without due process (gofundme.com site).”  Former Council Member Dave Thune  
testified in support of the lawsuit, describing his efforts to combine the PSA site and the Pedro Park 
property in the draft resolution RES 14-1861 , thereby dedicating the combined sites as parkland. As the 
resolution passed unanimously, CM Thune and the Pedro family understood that the development of 
this near half-block park was a certainty and the beginning of realization of a future full-block park. 

In November 2017, the Ackerberg Group was granted tentative developer status and began to study 
reuse of the PSA and its purchase potential. At the same time, the City established the 2018 Design 
Advisory Committee to “determine community needs and desires for Pedro Park”. This committee 
included adjacent neighbors, businesses, and property owners. Proceeds from the sale of the PSA to the 
Ackerberg Group were intended as a partial funding mechanism for park development on the 0.45-acre 
lot donated by the Pedro family. 

On October 24, 2018 the St. Paul City Council held a public hearing with the Housing & Redevelopment 
Authority to finalize the Ackerberg Group proposal.  The City Council voted to authorize vacation and 
disposal of the Public Safety Annex to HRA for redevelopment. Many park supporters showed up to 
speak in opposition. Marilyn Pitera, the sister of Carl Pedro Jr. who donated the Pedro property, 
described the attempt to sell the PSA as a betrayal. Councilmember Noecker pointed out that the 
council was trying to move ahead on a plan that was opposed by most neighbors, the area district 
council, the area council member, and the previous council member.   

A 2018-2019 Design Advisory Committee began planning for the 0.45-acre park design using a variety of 
funding mechanisms including proceeds from the sale of the PSA to the Ackerberg Group. It was 
understood that this design exercise was intended to cover only the 0.45-acre park but also consider 
potential expansion in the future. 

After careful examination of the building and the marketplace, the Ackerberg Group dropped out of the 
PSA deal in early 2021. There is speculation that the ongoing lawsuit and community opposition were 
considerations in their decision. In addition, a global pandemic ensued, the lawsuit was eventually 
dismissed, and park development languished.    

In May 2021, the CapitolRiver Council formed the first stakeholder-led Pedro Park Workgroup to analyze 
a) CRC’s history with the City in community engagement and planning for this site, b) the community’s 
response to the City’s 2017 RFP efforts with the PSA, and c) to identify options regarding both the PSA 
building and the park. 

https://www.stpaul.gov/sites/default/files/Media%20Root/Financial%20Services/2017%20Adopted%20CIB%20Book.pdf
https://www.stpaul.gov/sites/default/files/Media%20Root/Financial%20Services/2017%20Adopted%20CIB%20Book.pdf
https://stpaul.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1946688&GUID=783E381A-9D7E-4F6F-810F-CF52237B0002
https://www.gofundme.com/f/saving-pedro-park
https://stpaul.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1946688&GUID=783E381A-9D7E-4F6F-810F-CF52237B0002
https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/parks-and-recreation/design-construction/current-projects/pedro-park
https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/parks-and-recreation/design-construction/current-projects/pedro-park
https://stpaul.granicus.com/player/clip/3400?view_id=37&meta_id=429945&redirect=true
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SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS 
 
1.  The Principles and Guidelines set forth by the Fitzgerald Park Precinct Plan remain 
relevant  
 
Precinct plans are part of the larger Downtown Development Strategy. There are downtown planning 
themes regarding common spaces, small walkable green spaces, attracting millennials, preparing for 
more residents, and recognizing downtown Saint Paul as the economic anchor for the East Metro. The 
Fitzgerald Park Precinct Plan was adopted in 2006 and amended in 2010 (to align with the 10th Street 
Station Light Rail Area Plan).  The Precinct Plan is used to evaluate new developments and zoning 
requests. It should be referenced for its high-level principles, and used to guide expenditures of public 
funds, advise private developers, and to secure grants and outside funding. The current Precinct Plan is 
an adopted policy and is used to guide decisions for the area unless it is updated or replaced by another 
plan. 
 
The Fitzgerald Park Precinct Plan provides for: 

• Diverse, mixed-use, human-scale, first floor uses. 
• Activity at street level to provide eyes on the street. 
• Preservation of historical buildings, and historic character of the neighborhood; new 

development that is compatible with what is already in the area. 
• Pedestrian-friendly movement. 
• Connections to skyways, and other modes of moving such as cycling, transit and car use. 

(includes transit-oriented development). 
• A central green space that is visible, safe, and well-maintained. 
• A Strong identity and sense of place. 
• Spaces to gather and share information, whether those spaces are city-owned (public) or 

businesses (private). 
 
The Workgroup examined questions about how this precinct plan fits into the overall development plans 
for downtown Saint Paul, as well as how the precinct plan is used by the city. It was determined that the 
precinct plan is consistent with the City of Saint Paul comprehensive plan and therefore the existing plan 
remains relevant. 
 
2.  There has been a long history of planning and community engagement regarding a “park 
in the heart” of the Fitzgerald Park Precinct neighborhood for over 20 years, yet the park 
remains the same; deficient and undeveloped. 
 
For 20+ years the alluring possibility of a large park in this neighborhood has been suggested through 
the solicitation of multiple community surveys, numerous City engagement processes, City plans for 
Pedro Park and other documents such as the Fitzgerald Park Precinct Plan and the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
From the Fitzgerald Park Precinct plan: 

“Vision: Fitzgerald Park is a neighborhood that has a central green or park where residents and 
visitors alike can meet and share the common experience of being a part of the neighborhood 
(section IX).” 
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“The park should be designed, in part, to provide for the active recreation needs of the 
burgeoning residential population in the neighborhood (section IX).” 

 
Over time, Downtown residents understood that demolition of the PSA, a building that had outlived its 
use for city purposes, was one route to expanding the .45-acre park. Since the city already owned the 
PSA property, this became a forgone and most logical conclusion in the minds of residents.  

“With much of the privately–owned ground plane devoted to building footprints and/or surface 
parking, there is very little room left for neighborhood greens, open space areas or parks…While 
these spaces are accessible to the public, they are not publicly–owned (FPPP, section II).” 
 
“As early as 1997, the potential of this area to become a new neighborhood was recognized, as 
was the importance of a “park at its heart (FPPP, section III).”  
 
“Strategy 7.1 - Ensure that downtown’s parks, trails and open space system serve the needs of 
downtown’s growing and diversifying population (F, section III).” 
 

From a presentation of the 2011-2012 Design Advisory Committee: 
“Goals for Phase 2: Expand “pocket park” on City-owned land to create a community gathering 
area with permanent tables and seating for small gatherings (2011-2012 Design Advisory 
Committee, https://www.stpaul.gov/DocumentCenter/View5/20809.pdf). The image depicted 
on page 26 refers to a short-term buildout of the park that includes a city-owned parcel which 
includes the PSA property. 

 
In short, stakeholders see these engagements in total as constituting a promise and commitment by city 
leaders to develop a larger park. 
 
3.  Downtown residents feel discouraged and distrustful of City leaders who they believe 
had promised a large park but later reversed their position. Residents don’t feel that the 
city listens to their desires in this realm.  
 
Despite all these plans and community engagements, in 2022 Pedro Park still exists on a .45-acre 
parcel— undeveloped 
and unexpanded. 
Leading up to 2017, 
residents wanted a 
completed park in the 
neighborhood. City 
leaders hoped if they 
shifted gears slightly, a 
smaller obtainable 
park could be 
developed, leveraging 
a real estate asset the 
city-owned.  At the 
same time, business 
leaders were telling 
the city that 
Downtown St. Paul 

https://www.stpaul.gov/DocumentCenter/View5/20809.pdf
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lacked the right type of office space. A suggestion was made by then-Mayor Coleman for the City to 
investigate the market for the PSA through a Request for Proposal (RFP).   
 
This shift in City plans for the building activated residents because the potential for a larger park was 
under threat. Although the CRC made a passionate plea to stop the RFP, and many park supporters 
spoke in opposition, the city council voted to move forward with the RFP. Some residents went on to 
sue the city claiming the city’s actions a) violated the city charter, b) would decrease property values 
and, c) violated the terms of the land donation agreement.  The lawsuit was later dismissed.  
 
Feedback the Pedro Park Workgroup received through interviews revealed the extent to which residents 
still feel discouraged. Variations of the comment “What makes you think you will be any more successful 
this time around?” were heard often. Many residents say they would be happy with just about anything 
as they’ve lost faith that the City will follow through on park development. An illustration of this lack of 
faith is the planting of 8 trees on the Pedro Park lot without Parks & Rec approval by a group of local 
gardeners in the fall of 2021.  
 
The Workgroup heard downtown residents express discouragement and distrust in the City and its 
willingness to enable a larger park. Residents expressed dismay at what they perceived as a “bait and 
switch”. The following quotes illustrate the sentiments of many residents perceptions and emotions 
(from the 2018-2019 Design Advisory Committee community survey): 

● “I can't fully express my anger at the city for the betrayal we're seeing by our elected 
officials. Studies and community planning sessions demonstrated the need for a full-

block park to accommodate all of the different needs of that very densely populated 
part of downtown.” 

● “Outrageous that the city went back on its word.” 

Quotes from participants of the Pedro Park Workgroup Community Listening Session: 
● “Unsure if our time spent providing feedback at events like this will make a difference.”   
● “Why are we here?  This has all been done before.”   
● “Do you think the city is taking your group seriously?” 

“By building out only a quarter block park, it shows the rest of the city how little the 
government cares about its planning, it shows people you will throw out their hard 

work for something else whenever it's convenient.” 

The City needs to restore faith in its ability to function in a way that constituents expect it to function 
and listen to the overwhelming feedback for which the city has repeatedly asked.  

“How could 20 years of planning and citizen input and careful thought just disappear, 
to result in the late 2017 agreement with a developer to buy the police annex building. 
Why would people participate in a planning process that is so easily abandoned? Why 
would people (like the Pedro's) give such precious gifts to St. Paul/government in the 
future, if representations to them are so lightly abandoned?”  

- 2018 survey respondent 

about:blank
https://www.stpaul.gov/sites/default/files/Media%20Root/Parks%20%26%20Recreation/Data_PedroParkDesign%202018-SURVEY-FINAL.pdf
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4.  Downtown residents would like the largest possible version of Pedro Park developed 
 
There is little doubt that if park options were put to a vote, nearly every resident living near the current 
Pedro Park would choose the option of a full block park over any lesser version. Condo owners 
purchased units with this in mind, hoping that their property values would increase much as it did for 
Mears Parks residents in the 1990s. 
 
There is little appetite by downtown 
residents for additional surveys and 
engagements regarding plans for Pedro 
Park because those activities have occurred 
repeatedly and not resulted in a developed 
park 
 
Community opinions about wanting a park, as 
large as possible, have not changed in 20+ years. 
No amount of surveying is likely to change those 
opinions based on the consistent messages heard 
during the Workgroups research and community 
outreach. The City needs to stop asking the 
community for their opinions; there is little patience left for providing feedback as it has not led to a 
developed park of any size. The Workgroup engaged in 1-1 interviews and a well-attended community 
listening session primarily to avoid groupthink and let the community know another Pedro Park effort 
was underway. The Workgroup never considered conducting a larger survey as it was clear survey 
fatigue on this topic was palpable. Since 2011, there has been a record of at least 1,229 responses to 
surveys and interviews regarding Pedro Park. 
 
Community members would simply like to see some level of commitment by the city towards eventual 
park expansion.   
 
5.  Uncertainty about future of Public Safety Annex has prevented further park 
development 
 
The unresolved matter of the Public Safety Annex On the corner of 10th Street and Minnesota street has 
hindered forward movement on park development for several reasons: 

● The future of this building determines what is possible on this block. If it is demolished and no 
other properties are acquired, large retaining walls are needed to allow the other property 
owners on this block to access their properties. Demolition greatly impacts the current Pedro 
Parkland as well. 

● The city has expressed hesitancy to market the building out of concern that it will further 
provoke negative reactions by Downtown residents. 

● Council Member Noecker is determined to see that the neighborhood is represented in 
decisions going forward as their wishes were denied during the last PSA marketing attempt. 

 
Representatives from the Departments of Planning and Economic Development and Parks and 
Recreation posit the sale of the PSA could be a source of funds for park development (but certainly not 
all the funds needed no matter the size of the park).  The City wishes to dispose of the PSA as it is an 

“I would like to see the city keep its 
promise to expand. If they don't do 
this, how do we trust that they'll keep 
their word on other promises or plans 
in the future.” 

- 2018 survey respondent 
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increasingly more expensive maintenance headache. Current water intrusion needs to be addressed 
very shortly. The sale and development of the PSA would provide future tax revenues and could 
potentially create jobs. The Workgroup inquired about the current physical conditions of the PSA but 
was never able to get comprehensive answers from city representatives. Whether it was intentional or 

not, the city demonstrated a lack of transparency by not providing clear and specific information. 
Without that, it was difficult for the Workgroup to fully accomplish the fourth Workgroup goal to 
“Evaluate and support City efforts on Public Safety Annex (PSA) building reuse/redevelopment scenarios 
- financial feasibility, sources, RFP, etc.  Further, if there were active PED efforts to this end taking place 
the Workgroup was not completely aware of that work. 
 
6.  Community support for reuse of the PSA is unlikely unless the community directly 
benefits 
 
Community opinions on a sale of this building largely fall into these categories: 

● Those who are largely ambivalent. 
● Those who desire to rid the neighborhood of an eyesore. 
● Those who want it torn down and incorporated into a larger Pedro Park. 
● Those who feel any active use of the site is preferable to the current inactivity. 
● Those who imagine PSA development will bring something desirable to the neighborhood. 

 
Community feedback has not revealed an excitement for future development of the PSA, nor has it 
revealed an organized plan to fight it at this time. Community support for redevelopment would be 
stronger if the site provided amenities that benefit the residents directly which the downtown currently 
lacks. This is a partial list of ideas that came up in the Pedro Park listening session and other interviews: 

Inside dog area, athletic/community center including programming for kids, small-scale retail, Target 
Express or Trader Joes, senior center, art space, a museum with classrooms and sculpture park, 
coffee shop, ice cream store, restaurants, condominiums or residential housing, retail similar to Keg 
and Case, or pop-up markets, community venue for weddings and other events, community theater 
or public performance space, an art museum with classrooms (like ashcan artists) and a sculpture 
park, cultural event center. 

 
The community members in the Pedro Park Workgroup assert that any revenues earned by selling the 
PSA ought to be committed towards park development.  
 
 

“My preference would be that the entire block is made into a park…” 

“Fulfill the original Comprehensive plan developed and supported by the area residents, 
CapitolRiver Council, St. Paul Planning Commission & the city council under the leadership 
of Dave Thune and the promises made to the Pedro Family by expanding the park to at least 
3/4 of Block 10, starting with demolishing the Police Annex.” 

- quotes from multiple respondents to the 2018 survey 
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7.  If the Public Safety Annex is to be sold, Workgroup has considerations for the RFP 
 
If the City decides that the Public Safety Annex must be sold, these are the considerations the 
Workgroup recommends be included in the Request for Proposal: 
 

● Demolition and rebuilding should be allowed.  
● Building height should match the heights of surrounding buildings.   
● There should be some requirements for first-floor usage that will benefit the neighborhood.  
● A portion of proceeds from the sale and/or revenues from its future use should be dedicated for 

park investment. 
● Skyway connections are not required. 
● Allowing for alley access should be avoided, if possible. The concern is that alley access would 

seriously constrain park expansion. If the alley is included in the sale, PED should explain the 
reasoning.   

● Floor price: PED understands best the market conditions and what is needed to sell the building.  
● The developer should be required to contribute to a public art piece that takes the place of the 

current mural. 
 

If no serious offer is made within 6 months, the City should consider the RFP a failure, demolish the 
building, and incorporate the site into an expanded Pedro Park.  
 
8.  Decision criteria to evaluate park options must include community buy-in  
 
In establishing the Workgroup, city leaders from the Department of Planning and Economic 
Development (PED) requested a fourth goal for the Workgroup – “Evaluate and support City efforts on 
Public Safety Annex (PSA) building use/ 
redevelopment 
scenarios - financial 
feasibility, sources, 
RFP, etc.”  While 
this was not a 
welcome addition 
to the scope, 
Workgroup 
members moved 
forward in good 
faith and with an 
agreement to 
approach the work 
with open minds. 
 
City staff urged the 
Workgroup to 
assemble a matrix 
of options and 
criteria to prioritize 
its 
recommendations to the city about the park. One finding stood out among others – Workgroup 
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members insist that community buy-in needs to be considered as strongly, if not more so, than cost and 
revenues in the city’s decision-making for the park and adjacent properties, given the long-standing 
plans and commitment for a larger park in this area. See the decision criteria matrix in the appendix.  
 
There seems to exist a conflict between what Downtown residents want and what the city thinks will 
drive economic development downtown. Parks are viewed as expenses that generate no tax base, while 
buildings are assets from which revenue is generated. Downtown residents see parks as valuable 
amenities that improve the livability and desirability of an area in downtown that is often described as a 
concrete jungle.  
 
The Workgroup acknowledges that the Fitzgerald Park Precinct plan includes a strategy around historic 
preservation, “Buildings of historical and/or architectural value should be retained, protected and 
preserved (FPPP, section VII).” The question remains whether the PSA has historical or architectural 
value. The PSA is not on the National Register of Historic Places, but it may have historic value in other 
ways that the Workgroup is not aware of. Who decides if it has historic value and whether that value 
outweighs the benefits of expanded park space in this resident-rich area of downtown? 
 
9.  Calculation of future revenues needs to consider potential for increased tax revenue 
 
A cost/benefit calculation needs to include future increases in tax revenue around the park as has been 
seen around other parks downtown. Not considering these future revenues in the total calculation 
paints an incomplete economic picture. These revenues come in the form of both retail and property 
taxes. 
 
Impact on Property values/taxes:  With Saint Paul far short of having 10% of the city’s population living 
downtown – and with recent residential development offering almost no green space, landscaping, or 
pet relief areas on the property – developing high-quality green space is critical. The positive impact of 
parks on residential property is well documented. 
 
A paper published by the University of Washington states: “studies find that homes adjacent to 
naturalistic parks and open spaces are typically valued at about 8% to 20% higher than comparable 
properties (Local Economics :: Green Cities: Good Health (washington.edu), 2018)”.   
 
Similarly, an article from the National Recreation and Park Association asserts: 

While the intangible benefits of parks are wonderful for people’s quality of life, 
there are quantifiable economic benefits in the return on investment and a city’s tax 
base that urban planners and designers are seeing... if your home is located within a 
walkable area and near a park, the value will likely go up by [$98.23*] per square 
foot…So, for every dollar invested, there is generally a [$8.43*] return on the 
investment (Bowen, 2017). 
 
*2012 values adjusted for inflation  

 
According to a study in Portland, homes located within 1,500 feet of a park were priced an average of 
5% to 20% more than other homes (Lutzenhiser M and Netusil N., 2001).  
 
In Nashville city leaders say “their investment in downtown parks led to a 50% jump in Millennials and 
other young people moving to the city. These people buy, rent, and spend. Educated adults moving to 

http://depts.washington.edu/hhwb/Thm_Economics.html
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“livable and walkable” urban neighborhoods across the US has increased by 37% since 2000 (Caston, 
2019).” 

In another study (Espey M and Owusu-Edusei K., 2001) of the Greenville, S.C. area, the greatest impact 
on housing values was with homes within a 1500-foot proximity from both small and medium-sized 
parks, with property values as much as 13 percent higher for homes within 600 feet of such parks. 
 
Downtown St. Paul’s most notorious illustration that developing parks leads to higher property values is 

the success story of Mears Park 
and how it has shaped 
Lowertown. Former real estate 
developer John Mannillo was 
quoted as saying:  “The real 
estate values around Mears Park 
increased dramatically soon after 
the renovation of that park in 
1992” (newsletter 2 10.p65 
(friendsoftheparks.org). Mears 
Park residents describe how 
property values increased as 
much as three times after the 
completion of present-day Mears 
Park.  
 
Each of these examples points to 
higher tax valuations which 
means more tax revenue for 
cities. 
 
Impact on Retail Sales:  Surveys 
indicate that prices for products 
in districts with trees were on 
average about 11 percent 

greater than in no-tree districts; the quality of products was rated 30 percent higher than in areas with 
no sidewalk landscaping (City Parks Forum). 
 
Generally, shoppers are willing to spend more when shopping in pleasing natural settings. “Shoppers 
claim that they will spend 9% to 12% more for goods and services in central business districts having 
high quality tree canopy (Wolf, 2010).” 

 

10.  A more useable park in the neighborhood will help retain downtown workers and is an 
amenity that would increase employee excitement for returning to work post-pandemic 
 
We are in a “Knowledge” economy where today’s workers want their environment to have parks, green 
spaces and outdoor recreational activities such as hiking, jogging and riding bikes. To compete for these 
knowledge workers, businesses want locations with these amenities. Pedro Park’s location is a huge 
opportunity for the city to spur increased investment in the immediate neighborhood around the park. 

https://friendsoftheparks.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/2010_02_news.pdf
https://friendsoftheparks.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/2010_02_news.pdf
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A survey of 1,200 high technology workers by KPMG found that quality of life in a community increases 
the attractiveness of a job by 33 percent. Knowledge workers prefer places with a diverse range of 
outdoor recreational activities, from walking trails to rock climbing. 

When adjacent to residential areas, green spaces have been shown to create neighborhoods with fewer 
violent and property crimes and where neighbors tend to support and protect one another. With the 
spike in violent crime across Saint Paul since 2020, the City needs to consider how well-designed and 
maintained green space can be a lever for safety and community cohesion. 

With a near-record number of homicides in the fall of 2021 CEOs of the major companies in Downtown 
St. Paul have expressed concern about employees feeling safe enough to return to work in their 
downtown offices, along with worries that their efforts to recruit new workers could be hindered. 
Christopher Hilger, CEO of Securian wrote to city leaders: "The future of our city as a place to live, play, 
work and invest is at stake (Melo & Brault, 2021).” 

Eugenia C. South, assistant professor of emergency medicine at the University of Pennsylvania and 
faculty director of the Urban Health Lab conducted studies with colleagues in which vacant land in high-
risk neighborhoods was transformed with new grass and trees. She writes “We found that after both the 
greening and trash cleanup interventions, gun violence went down significantly (South, 2021).” She goes 
on to say: “We have demonstrated, for example, that in Philadelphia, for every $1 invested in greening, 
society saves up to $333 that would have gone toward costs such as medical expenses, policing and 
incarceration.” 

Imagine workers from nearby Securian grabbing lunch at a nearby restaurant or Lunds and walking over 
to eat in Pedro Park.  

11.  The Downtown Community would welcome an opportunity to fundraise for the largest 
park possible and look to the city to allow that to happen  
 
The neighborhood wants a park that the city invests in and is at least twice the size; the park should be 
taken seriously as a world-class park– a neighborhood-oriented downtown park. The community is 
eager to buy into it and contribute to it. 

The Workgroup understands that financing park development, no matter the scope of the park, is 
unfeasible if the city were to be the sole source of funding, and that funding a smaller developed park is 
more realistic. However, to our knowledge, there has never been a public or private fundraising effort 
attempted for Pedro Park development. The Workgroup scope did not include a fundraising component.  
 

”I would love the opportunity to get more involved in this project. I am a young professional who 
just bought a condo across the street and I hope to live here for many years...  please contact 
me if there are more opportunities to get involved.” 

- 2018 survey respondent 
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Downtown residents deserve an opportunity to fundraise for an expanded park. If the City is limited in 
the investments it can make, then interested stakeholders should be allowed to engage in a larger 
fundraising effort. There needs to be a formal arrangement in place that enables this to happen. 

In 2018 residents reached out to the St. Paul Foundation to explore fundraising for an expanded park, 
but foundation representatives iterated a policy not to interfere with city-held positions—in that case, 
the mayor’s desire to market the PSA. This shut down any possibility of park expansion. 

One suggestion by Workgroup members is to allow residents interested in fundraising to have the first 
right of refusal to purchase the PSA building for demolition to expand the park.  

 

PRIORITIES FOR ACTION  
 
Priority 1:  Take definitive action on the Public Safety Annex.  

The City needs to either issue an RFP or make immediate plans for demolition. If an argument is to be 
made for historic preservation, then steps need to be taken to designate the building as worthy of 
preservation. Nothing will move forward unless these matters are settled definitively. The community 
has spoken on this and believes that City leaders will ultimately decide what happens as the 
community’s wishes have been disregarded in the past. The Workgroup has developed a wish list for 
future development if the property is to be sold – see observation #7 above. 

Priority 2:  Invest in and support community fundraising efforts for expanding and developing 
Pedro Park.  

Downtown stakeholders want a park that is invested in by the City and at least twice the size of the 
existing park. Pedro Park should be taken seriously as a world-class, neighbor-oriented downtown park.  
The Workgroup is looking for the City of St. Paul to state explicit support for community fundraising 
efforts via non-profit organizations and other community donors. Members of the Workgroup have 
agreed to work with other community members on these fundraising efforts. 

Priority 3: Establish a Friends of Pedro Park 501c-3.    

Members of the Workgroup have expressed interest in pursuing this goal and will reach out to other 
park supporters for assistance. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The case for world-class parks in Downtown St. Paul is clear and now is the time to act. Developing and 
strengthening parks in downtown will drive progress toward the city’s stated goals for livability.  

Open land of this size in downtown is not available to purchase for a park. The block on which the 
existing Pedro Park stands includes land in a densely populated area that residents and workers will 
treasure as a park amenity. Residents in 
downtown already appreciate and treat 
Pedro Park as a community gathering place 
and in some ways as their backyard. Pedro 
Park is not just for the neighbors, but for 
all downtown stakeholders. Parks make 
the entire downtown a better place. A new 
park would showcase a different 
personality for downtown, different from 
Mears, Wacouta, and Rice Parks.    

Park space will also attract downtown workers at a time when employers are eager to have their 
employees back in the office. Pedro Park’s location is a huge opportunity for the city to spur increased 
investment in the immediate neighborhood around the park. 
 
A Friends group should be established to advocate for proper care and funding of this valuable resource. 
The city needs to quickly act on decisions regarding the Public Safety Annex so park development can 
move forward. In addition, the city should enable and support downtown stakeholders in a larger 
community fundraising effort with the goal of park expansion for a park at least twice the size of the 
existing park. The expectation is that there would be significant community involvement in park 
planning moving forward. 
 

  

“This is a once-in-a-
generation opportunity 
to have green space 
downtown.  

We have to take 
advantage of it.” 

- 2018 survey 
respondent 

“[Pedro Park is] one of the reasons I purchased 
my loft at the Rossmor, seeing the park out my 
windows is the best thing about living here.” 

- 2018 survey respondent 
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APPENDICES 
 

Matrix of Options 

The ‘Decision Matrix for Pedro Park’ was devised by the Pedro Park Workgroup at the request of representatives of 
the City of Saint Paul. The Workgroup provided a draft of the matrix to City representatives on 11/1/2021 with a 
request for their input on the general approach, the criteria chosen, the weights given to the criteria and estimates 
for revenues and expenses. The City representatives acknowledged receipt but no estimated timeline for the 
completion of this work was available from the City by the deadline for this report. Therefore, Workgroup ratings 
were not possible.  

The Matrix of Options is a tool that can be used to compare alternatives using both hard numbers and more “soft” 
criteria. A tool such as this can help defuse some of the emotion in decision-making. The values and emotions of all 
parties are represented in the choice of criteria & the weights applied to those criteria.  This was intended to be a 
collaborative exercise between City staff and the Workgroup however, City staff were not able to help complete 
this by the time of the report. 

Options:  The options across the top were chosen by the Workgroup for evaluation. While the group landed on 
four options, a fifth was included since “½ block park” has different revenues/expenses depending upon the 
direction the park goes. Additionally, the status quo was included, but not necessary. 

Criteria:               

1. Hard criteria:  Revenue and expense criteria came from discussions with City representatives who 
suggested short term/long term expenses and revenues are important considerations to City leaders. The 
Workgroup would look to the City to refactor these as they see fit. 

2. Soft criteria:   Residents care about things like long-term benefits and community buy-in.  All parties care 
about feasibility (how likely is this to happen based on political will, difficulty, funding, etc.?). 

Weights:   The values in this spreadsheet are pure fiction, but the group would like to see the soft criteria 
weighted heavier than costs/revenues. Workgroup members agreed that these could be negotiable. 

Numbers:  The values here are fictitious and for illustrative purposes. 

A. Measurement:  Each criterion row has a number that represents some measurement: 
1. Costs/revenues:  Amounts should be based on ballpark estimates. The Principal Project 

Manager, Department of Parks and Recreation offered to polish up estimates that were 
done previously. There exists a PSA-Pedro Side-by-side comparison PDF which makes 
apparent very similar options were compared in the past.  

2. Soft criteria:   These criteria are harder to measure but general assumptions may be 
made. 

B.  Score:   Each criterion row also contains a number on a 1-5 scale: Excellent (5) to Bad (1).  In the 
case of expenses – the higher the expense the worse the score. The opposite would be true for 
revenues. With criteria like community buy-in & long-term benefits, it’s probably safe to say that the 
bigger the park the more “excellent” the score. Workgroup members have no sense of how feasibility 
would be measured/scored and look to City representatives to weigh in about that criterion. 

Total Scores:  The line on the bottom contains a formula that multiplies the weight times the 1-5 value for each 
criteria and then sums them. The higher the total score, the more optimal the option. This can be altered by 
shifting the weights in column B. 
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Weights 
(1) status 

quo 
(2) City 

Plan Lite 

(3) City 
Plan with 

Everything 
on It 

(4) 1/2 
Block Park 
with PSA 

Demo 

(5) 1/2 
Block Park 

Extend 
South 

(6) Full 
Block Park 

Short Term Costs 10% 
X million X million X million X million X million X million 

5 4 4 2 3 1 

Long Term Costs 10% 
X million X million X million X million X million X million 

5 4 4 3 2 1 

Revenues (short term) 10% 
None $V $W $X $Y $Z 

0 1 1 1 5 1 

Revenues (long term) 10% 
None $V $W $X $Y $Z 

0 1 1 1 5 1 

Feasibility 20% 
High High High Medium Medium Low 

5 5 3 3 3 1 

Long Term Benefits 20% 
None Low Low Medium Medium High 

0 1 2 3 3 5 

Community Buy-In 20% 
None Low Low Medium Medium High 

0 1 1 3 3 5 

Weights should total 
100% 

100% 2 2.4 2.2 2.5 3.3 2.6 

Directions: Play with the rankings and weights in 
the shaded boxes and observe the impacts on 
the decision. Scale for criteria: Excellent (5) to 

Bad (1).       
 

General Option Descriptions 

1. The City Plan Lite 

Sell the Public Safety Annex building (issue request for proposal with fairly unrestricted usage) and do a scaled-
down model of 2018-2019 Parks & Rec plan with no water feature, less concrete, and more grass, trees, and 
plantings (can include community garden plantings). The building could become residential, restaurant space, 
fitness center, retail, or office space (unlikely in this climate). Funding for trees could be sought from the Tree Trust 
and community fund-raising. Revenues from the sale of the building would be used to develop the existing .45-
acre park.  

2. The City Plan with Everything on It 

Issue a request for proposal on the Public Safety Annex with hopes of an eventual sale, develop the .45-acre block 
park per the 2018-2019 plan exactly as it has been drafted. The mural would likely not remain when privately 
owned as developers would prefer to add windows to bring in light. The building could become residential, 
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restaurant, fitness center, retail, office space, etc. with some limits (no tobacco, alcohol or ‘adult uses’). Revenues 
from the sale of the building would be used to develop the existing .45-acre park. 

3. Half-Block Park with PSA Demo 

This option would include demolition of the Public Safety Annex and extending the park through the PSA footprint. 
Execute a more spacious version of the 2018 Plan (or the City Lite plan with a new artistic focal point). Build 
retaining walls and terrace to level out the park.  

4. Half-Block Park Extending South 

This option would extend the park south through the alley, daycare center & parking lot. Execute a more spacious 
version of the 2018 Plan (or the City Lite plan with a new artistic focal point). Build retaining walls and terrace to 
level out the park.  

5. Full-Block Park 

Demo the PSA, acquire the parking lots & Daycare Center, and execute a full-city block park. Either execute a more 
spacious version of the Parks & Rec 2018 plan or engage in a new design process. A new artistic focal point is 
needed. 

Community Feedback 
Community Engagements and surveys over time.docx 
 

1. SurveyMonkey Analyze - Export (stpaul.gov)  - community feedback from 2018-2019 design process - 221 
respondents 

2. 2012 survey - Microsoft PowerPoint - Presentation_20120501_for web.ppt (stpaul.gov) - 883 respondents  
Project Goal: This project will develop a master plan and cost estimate for the phased development of 
critical parcels for a new downtown park within the block bounded by 10th, Robert, 9th and Minnesota 
Streets Envisioned a 2-acre park that didn't include Union Gospel Mission Childcare center 
 

3. Pedro Park Workgroup 
interviews: 1) individual 1-1 
interviews between June 
2021-August 2021 (46 
individuals); 2) a community 
listening session held on 
10/4/2021 (46 individuals). 

 
4. Upper Mississippi Academy 

Student presentations to 
Pedro Park Workgroup 
Members. 36 students (May 
2021). 

 
 
 

  

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1RSYmDZ7wxB3hRbP0Det0YQWOSJBYbBgS/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=111392682674148801874&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://www.stpaul.gov/sites/default/files/Media%20Root/Parks%20%26%20Recreation/Data_PedroParkDesign%202018-SURVEY-FINAL.pdf
https://www.stpaul.gov/DocumentCenter/View5/20809.pdf
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