
Charting the Future of Fairmount Park 

Agenda 

1. The Decision Before Us – Filby Williams –7 Min 

2. Process Review –Filby Williams – 3 Min 

3. Two Zoo Options – Tom Martin, ConsultEcon – 15 Min 

4. Three Non-Zoo Options – Bryan Harjes, HKGi – 15 Min 

5. City Perspective – Filby Williams – 5 Min 

6. Question and Answer – 15 Min 



The Area Under Discussion 

The Historical Fairmount Park 



The Big Question:  
What Should Fairmount Park Be? 

Should we improve, maintain, and subsidize 
Fairmount Park exclusively as a zoo for the next 

30-40 years… 

 

OR 

 

Should we commit to transform Fairmount Park 
into a different kind of public place? 



Lake Superior Zoo 

The Dual Identity of Fairmount Park 
 

2008 
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The Dual Identity of Fairmount Park 

The River Corridor’s Signature City Park 

1939  

1925-1940 1975  

1900-1915 



The Dual Identity of Fairmount Park 

The River Corridor’s Signature City Park 

Grand Avenue Entrance, 1939 

The Same Location, 2010’s 



Key Considerations 
 

1. Wise Investment of City Funds 

2. Contribution to Neighborhood 
Quality of Life 

3. Attraction of Visitors 
 

 



Wise Investment of City Funds 

Is it wise for the City to spend $12-$16 
million up front, and half a million per 
year thereafter, to maintain Fairmount 
Park as a quality zoo? 



Contribution to Neighborhood 
Quality of Life 



Contribution to Neighborhood 
Quality of Life 

Kingsbury Creek River Connector 



Contribution to Neighborhood 
Quality of Life 

For neighborhoods in the River 
Corridor, is a zoo the most beneficial 
use of Fairmount Park?  



Attraction of Visitors 
For our tourism economy, is a zoo the most 
beneficial use of Fairmount Park and the most 
productive recipient of $670,000/yr in city 
support?  
 

Duluth Overnight Visitor Activities in Duluth 
Activities % Participation During Duluth Visit 

Nature Activities 86% 

Outdoor Sports 59% 

Visit Waterfront/Beach 43% 

Visit Zoo/Aquarium 7% 



Lake Superior Zoo/Fairmount Park 
Facility Planning Group Process 

 Nine Member Planning Group 

Name Affiliation Role 

Dawn Mackety Lake Superior Zoological Society Chief Executive Officer 

John Scott Lake Superior Zoological Society Board President 

Maicie Sykes Lake Superior Zoological Society Director of Animal Management 

Tom Albright Community Representative 

Emily Larson Community Representative 

Carol Newkumet Community Representative 

Kathy Bergen City of Duluth Parks and Recreation Manager 

Daniel Fanning City of Duluth Communications and Policy Director 

Jim Filby WIlliams City of Duluth Director of Public Administration 



Facility Planning Group Process 
Purpose: Agree on the purposes and parameters that 
will drive facility planning, develop and assess three 
facility options, then develop a single preferred 
option. 

Duration: June 26 to September 24 

Meetings: 9 group meetings, numerous additional 
City-Zoological Society meetings 

 



Facility Planning Group Results 

Consensus Purposes 

1. Advance environmental learning goals 

2. Achieve long-term financial sustainability for both parties 

3. Meet professional standards and retain AZA accreditation.  

4. Improve accessibility of the zoo and park and connectivity 
with the community 

5. Strengthen the zoo and park as tourist attractions 

6. Improve neighborhood quality of life. 

7. Contribute to the development of a Corridor tourism hub. 

8. Improve vehicular and pedestrian flow for visitors and staff. 

 

 



Facility Planning Group Results 

Consensus Planning Parameters 

1. Capital Funding – Assume $0-$12 million in capital 
funding from all sources over 6-year period. 

2. Operational Funding – Assume that city is not 
seeking to change the annual city subsidy. 

3. Zoo Footprint – Assume that the SW portion of the 
park shall no longer be within zoo fence. 

 

 



Facility Planning Group Results 

Consensus Facility Development 
Preferences: 
1. Integrate diverse facilities to function smoothly 

together and complement each other. 

2. Design to reflect the zoo and park’s unique place  

3. Design to engage diverse visitors via in diverse 
ways 

4. Provide flexible spaces for new and travelling 
exhibits 

5. Moderately reduce unprogrammed space. 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Planning Group Impasse 

• The Planning Group sought but could not achieve 
consensus on a third zoo facility option. 

• The City embarked on an independent process to 
develop a third option for community and Council 
consideration. 

 







































































Wise Investment of Public Funds 
 

Is it wise for the City to spend $12-$16 
million up front, and $1 million per year 
thereafter, to maintain Fairmount Park as a 
quality zoo? 
 

 



Wise Investment of Public Funds 
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Wise Investment of Public Funds 

Poor Return-on-Investment 
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Contribution to Neighborhood 
Quality of Life 

For neighborhoods in the River Corridor, is 
a zoo the most beneficial use of Fairmount 
Park?  
 

 



Contribution to Neighborhood 
Quality of Life 

The St. Louis River Corridor  



Attraction of Visitors 

For our tourism economy, is a zoo the most 
beneficial use of Fairmount Park and the most 
productive recipient of $670,000/yr in annual 
city support?  
 



Next Steps 

1. Develop a single optimum facility option 
that will deliver maximum public benefit for 
our investment. 

2. Submit the optimum facility option for 
public review and refinement throughout 
the summer. 

3. Submit a final recommendation to Council. 


