
STATE OF MINNESOTA DISTRICT COURT 

COUNTY OF HENNEPIN FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

 CASE TYPE: CONTRACT 

 
Minnesota Vikings Football Stadium, LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, a 
national banking association, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

Court File No. ______________________ 

Judge: ____________________________ 

SUMMONS 

___________________________________________________________________ 

THIS SUMMONS IS DIRECTED TO THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANT: 

1. YOU ARE BEING SUED.  The Plaintiff has started a lawsuit against you.  The 
Plaintiff’s Complaint against you is attached to this summons. Do not throw these papers away. 
They are official papers that affect your rights. You must respond to this lawsuit even though it 
may not yet be filed with the Court and there may be no court file number on this summons. 

2. YOU MUST REPLY WITHIN 20 DAYS TO PROTECT YOUR RIGHTS.  You 
must give or mail to the person who signed this summons a written response called an Answer 
within 20 days of the date on which you received this summons.  You must send a copy of your 
Answer to the person who signed this summons located at: 

L.J. Rotman 
Kevin R. Coan 
M. Annie Santos 
Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP 
333 South Seventh South  
Suite 2000 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402 

3. YOU MUST RESPOND TO EACH CLAIM.  The Answer is your written 
response to the Plaintiff’s Complaint.  In your Answer you must state whether you agree or 
disagree with each paragraph of the Complaint.  If you believe the Plaintiff should not be given 
everything asked for in the Complaint, you must say so in your Answer. 

4. YOU WILL LOSE YOUR CASE IF YOU DO NOT SEND A WRITTEN 
RESPONSE TO THE COMPLAINT TO THE PERSON WHO SIGNED THIS SUMMONS.  If 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA DISTRICT COURT 

COUNTY OF HENNEPIN FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

 CASE TYPE: CONTRACT 

 
Minnesota Vikings Football Stadium, LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, a 
national banking association, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

Court File No. ______________________ 

Judge: ____________________________ 

COMPLAINT 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 Plaintiff Minnesota Vikings Football Stadium, LLC, (“StadCo”), for its Complaint 

against Defendant Wells Fargo Bank, National Association (“Wells Fargo”), states and alleges as 

follows:   

INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff StadCo has worked diligently to create and promote the development of an 

iconic, bold new stadium (now known as “U.S. Bank Stadium”) and related infrastructure in the 

Downtown East area of Minneapolis. These efforts included StadCo’s negotiation of multiple 

agreements with its neighbors to control and protect the image of U.S. Bank Stadium, since it 

will be an important landmark in this State for years to come. To that end, StadCo entered into an 

agreement with Defendant Wells Fargo concerning the image, location, scale, size, and utility of 

any exterior signage, including roof top signs, which would be allowed on two seventeen story 

towers currently being constructed by Wells Fargo immediately adjacent to U.S. Bank Stadium.  

StadCo and Wells Fargo agreed that the only roof top signs allowed on these two towers would 

be “non-mounted” signs, which could not be illuminated. Agreeing to any roof top signs at all 
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was a major concession by StadCo, given that it had the ability to prohibit any and all roof top 

and other exterior signage on the Wells Fargo towers.  

Wells Fargo has recently started installing mounted and illuminated roof top signs that do 

not conform to the parties’ agreement in an effort to permanently “photo bomb” the image of the 

iconic U.S. Bank Stadium.  This prohibited action must be stopped immediately because not only 

do the new signs violate the parties’ agreement, they also adversely affect U.S. Bank Stadium’s 

iconic image. The irreparable harm caused by Wells Fargo’s actions can only be remedied by an 

injunction. In fact, Wells Fargo specifically agreed that an injunction would be appropriate in 

these circumstances.  Accordingly, StadCo seeks an injunction for the purpose of halting Wells 

Fargo’s violations of the agreement.          

THE PARTIES 

1. StadCo is a Delaware limited liability company that is registered to conduct 

business in Minnesota. 

2. Defendant Wells Fargo is a national banking association with its principal place 

of business located in Los Angeles, California. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

3. Jurisdiction and venue is proper in Hennepin County Minnesota because all 

parties have significant contacts with Hennepin County, the events giving rise to this litigation 

occurred in Hennepin County, and this matter involves real property located in Hennepin 

County. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

4. In 2012, and pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 473J.07, the Minnesota 

Legislature established the Minnesota Sports Facilities Authority (“MSFA”). Under Minnesota 
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Statutes Section 473J.11, MSFA was granted various powers and duties, including participation 

in the design, construction and operation of U.S. Bank Stadium. 

5. Through a series of use and development agreements with MSFA, StadCo was 

granted control over the use, design, branding and image of U.S. Bank Stadium and certain real 

estate surrounding U.S. Bank Stadium, defined by statute as the “Stadium Site.”  Pursuant to 

Minnesota Statutes Section 473J.03, subd. 12 and the parties’ agreements, StadCo was given the 

right to participate in the determination of the final boundaries of the Stadium Site. 

6. Wells Fargo is presently constructing two seventeen story commercial towers 

adjacent to U.S. Bank Stadium (the “Wells Fargo Towers”). 

7. The initial Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) relating to the construction of the 

Wells Fargo Towers included plans for two roof top signs, which were prohibited by 

Minneapolis Ordinance at the time the PUD was submitted to the Minneapolis City Planning 

Commission for approval of a conditional use permit on November 12, 2013. 

8. StadCo opposed and objected to the PUD. 

9. On November 12, 2013, the Minneapolis City Planning Commission approved of 

the conditional use permit for the PUD, but did not specifically prohibit roof top signs. 

10. StadCo also opposed, objected to, and appealed the Minneapolis City Planning 

Commission’s approval of the conditional use permit for the PUD. 

11. The Zoning and Planning Committee of the City Council denied the appeal at its 

meeting on December 9, 2013, claiming that there was nothing to decide since roof top signs 

would not be allowed unless the ordinance was properly amended in a separate process. 

12. On February 10, 2014, StadCo and Wells Fargo entered into an Agreement 

Regarding Signage (the “Signage Agreement”), a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 1 hereto.   
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13. The Signage Agreement allowed only two roof top signs on the Wells Fargo 

Towers and restricted them in terms of image, location, scale, size and utility.  

14. Among other things, Section 1 of the Signage Agreement provides: 

Signage Restrictions.  The following types of exterior signs . . . are prohibited on 
the [Wells Fargo Towers]: 

(a) roof-mounted or roof-applied signs of any kind other than (i) those 
depicted in terms of image, location, scale, size (56’ x 56’) and utility on the 
attached Downtown East Master Signage Plan Revision dated January 22, 2014 
and attached as Exhibit D (the “Master Signage Plan”); provided that roof top 
signs of the same image and in the same location as the 56’ x 56’ signs depicted 
on the Master Signage Plan may be smaller in size, scale and utility. 

15. The “Downtown East Master Signage Plan,” dated January 22, 2014, was 

incorporated into and attached to the Signage Agreement.  It describes and depicts the roof top 

signs on the Wells Fargo Towers as two signs that are non-mounted and non-illuminated: 

 
 

 
 

16. Section 5 of the Signage Agreement provides: 
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Remedies. The parties acknowledge and agree that if Wells Fargo . . .   fails to 
observe one or more of the restrictions set forth in this [Signage] Agreement or 
fails to perform one or more of the covenants to which such person or entity is 
subject (each a “Restricted Person”), the persons or entities benefited by the 
covenant or restriction would suffer irreparable harm for which a recovery of 
money damages would not be an inadequate [sic] remedy. It is therefore agreed 
that any person or entity benefitted by the restrictions set forth in this [Signage] 
Agreement may, as a matter of right, in addition to any other remedies available at 
law or in equity and without waiving any requirements for the posting of bond . . . 
commence an action in any court of competent jurisdiction seeking equitable 
relief including, but not limited to a temporary restraining order, temporary 
injunction or permanent injunction, both pending litigation as well as upon final 
determination thereof, to restrain or enjoin any Restricted Person from attempting 
to violate or violating those covenants or restrictions. 

. . .  

If any person or entity benefitted by . . . the covenants and restrictions set forth in 
this [Signage] Agreement commences legal proceedings against a Restricted 
Person to enforce this [Signage] Agreement, the prevailing party in the action 
shall be entitled to collect all of its reasonable costs of the action, including 
reasonable attorneys’ fees, from the non-prevailing party. 

17. In the Signage Agreement, StadCo and its affiliates agreed to: 

a. “discontinue opposition to and will not oppose Wells Fargo’s efforts now 

or in the future to obtain approval from the City of Minneapolis for the Roof Top signs 

. . . depicted in terms of image, location, scale, size (or smaller) and utility on the Master 

Signage Plan, or substitute signage in conformance with this Agreement” (Exhibit 1 at 

Paragraph 2); and 

b. release the Wells Fargo Towers from a Declaration of Restrictive 

Covenants (Signage) dated February 10, 2014, between Ryan Companies and MSFA (the 

“Declaration”) regarding the larger Downtown East Development, which included the 
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Wells Fargo Towers (the “Downtown East Project”). (Exhibit 1 at Paragraph 3 and 

Exhibit C to the Signage Agreement).1  

18. On August 8, 2014, Wells Fargo presented a new sign plan to StadCo dated 

August 7, 2014 (the “New Sign Plan”).  Wells Fargo requested that StadCo agree to amend the 

Signage Agreement to permit roof top signs as reflected in the New Sign Plan, which 

contemplated raised, illuminated lettering, specifically: “face lit/halo lit lettersets on painted 

background” with “letters to be mounted to i-beams” that were to be raised more than a foot 

from the roof top (rather than painted flat on the roof as required): 

 

                                                 
 
1  The Declaration prohibited all roof top signs. Under the Declaration, the parties “impose 
certain signage restrictions” to the Downtown East Project “for the benefit of the . . . holders of 
all or any of the use and possessory rights under the Stadium Use Agreement,” which includes 
the Team and StadCo. The Declaration provides that: “subject to the release provisions in 
Section 2 . . . the following types of signs . . . are prohibited on the [Downtown East Project]: (a) 
roof-mounted or roof-applied signs of any kind.” Section 2 of the Declaration explains that the 
Signage Agreement was signed “to establish alternative signage restrictions that are intended to 
and will apply to [the Wells Fargo Towers].”  To that end, Ryan, Wells Fargo, MSFA, and 
StadCo executed and acknowledged a Combination Partial Release of Declaration of Restrictive 
Covenants (Signage) and Partial Release Signage Agreement and Memorandum of Signage 
Agreement (the “Release”) which was, among other things, intended to release the Wells Fargo 
Towers from the Declaration only because it was subject to the “alternative signage restrictions” 
in the Signage Agreement. 
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19. At that time, Wells Fargo informed StadCo that if StadCo did not agree to amend 

the Signage Agreement to allow for the roof top signs reflected in the New Sign Plan, Wells 

Fargo would attempt to circumvent the Signage Agreement by lighting the entire roof of each 

tower, including the signs. 

20. On August 13, 2014, StadCo sent a letter to Wells Fargo stating that the Signage 

Agreement did not allow for any illumination of the two roof top signs or for any raised lettering 

to be used on those signs, and that “StadCo is not prepared to amend the Signage Agreement to 

allow for such signs.” StadCo also informed Wells Fargo that Wells Fargo’s threatened action of 

lighting the entire roof was similarly not permitted under the Signage Agreement. StadCo 

requested that Wells Fargo honor the Signage Agreement and warned that “if Wells Fargo 

attempts to breach its agreement, StadCo will seek to enforce the Signage Agreement.” 

21. In a letter dated May 4, 2015, after learning from MSFA that Wells Fargo 

submitted its non-conforming New Sign Plan to the City, and that, according to MSFA, it met 

“all of the City’s requirements,” StadCo again informed Wells Fargo that the illuminated and 

raised letters on the roof signs in the New Sign Plan are a “material deviation from the roof 

signage allowed under our Signage Agreement dated February 10, 2014.” StadCo again warned 

of its “intentions to enforce the terms of the Signage Agreement,” but received no response.  

22. Wells Fargo has advised StadCo that it does not intend to comply with the 

Signage Agreement, and that it intends to install and maintain roof top signage that is mounted 

and illuminated as presented in the New Sign Plan, all in violation of the Signage Agreement. 
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23. StadCo has recently learned that, in breach of the Signage Agreement, Wells 

Fargo is in the process of installing roof top signs that are, or will be, mounted and illuminated, 

as shown by the following photograph dated December 21, 2015: 

 

COUNT ONE: BREACH OF CONTRACT 

Plaintiff restates and realleges each and every allegation, matter, and thing set forth in all 

previous paragraphs as if they were fully set forth herein. 

24. The Signage Agreement is an enforceable contract by and between StadCo and 

Wells Fargo. 

25. Under the terms of the Signage Agreement, Wells Fargo agreed that its two roof 

top signs would be restricted to signs that were not mounted or illuminated. 

26. Wells Fargo breached or intends to breach the Signage Agreement by installing 

and maintaining roof top signs that will be mounted and illuminated. 
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27. Wells Fargo’s roof top signs do not conform to the restrictions set forth in the 

Signage Agreement.  

28. Wells Fargo’s failure and refusal to abide by the terms of the Signage Agreement 

constitute a material breach of the Signage Agreement, resulting in irreparable harm to StadCo, 

for which there is no adequate remedy at law. 

29. As a result of Wells Fargo’s material breach of contract, StadCo is entitled to 

equitable relief in the form of temporary and permanent injunctions prohibiting Wells Fargo 

from installing or maintaining any roof top signage that is mounted or illuminated, or that does 

not otherwise conform to the roof top signage permitted in the Signage Agreement, in addition to 

a mandatory injunction directing the removal of all existing and non-conforming roof top 

signage. 

COUNT TWO: RESCISSION AND DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 

Plaintiff restates and realleges each and every allegation, matter, and thing set forth in all 

previous paragraphs as if they were fully set forth herein. 

30. Wells Fargo has committed a material breach of the Signage Agreement that 

violates the primary purpose of the Signage Agreement. 

31. The injury caused by Wells Fargo’s breach of contract is irreparable, and money 

damages would be inadequate, difficult, or impossible to determine. 

32. Accordingly, pursuant to the Declaratory Judgment Act, Minn. Stat. § 555.01, et 

seq., StadCo is entitled to an Order rescinding any and all rights to place roof top signage, of any 

image, location, scale, size or utility, on the Wells Fargo Towers.  
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