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Executive Summary 

Report Description, Objectives and Vision 

The purpose of this report is to identify neighborhood priorities and potential projects in order to 

responsibly utilize current Neighborhood Revitalization Program Phase II monies and other 

future funding in Cedar-Riverside. The Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program 

(CRNRP) and the West Bank Community Coalition (WBCC) asked students from the Humphrey 

School of Public Affairs CHANCE course to collaborate on the formulation of an outreach and 

engagement plan to emphasize community participation and empowerment in this task. 

Methodology  

Our primary tool to engage the neighborhood was a survey in electronic and paper forms. 

Literature reviews, focus groups, and interviews informed the construction of the survey and 

provided other data to check the “fit” of our survey findings. Because our partners did not feel a 

probability sample to be feasible for the survey given our constraints, we cannot draw 

conclusions from our survey results that can be extrapolated to the population of the 

neighborhood as a whole. However, the information gathered from focus groups, interviews, and 

the literature review allowed us to cross-reference the survey results in a way that reinforces our 

conclusions about neighborhood priorities. In total, over 500 residents gave feedback through the 

survey, focus groups, or interviews. 

Findings 

Survey respondents most highly prioritized the Neighborhood image and safety area. Within that 

area’s options, street lighting was the most frequently chosen. Figure 1 summarizes the relative 

importance of priority areas (listed from highest to lowest priority) with the top three issues in 

each respective area. 

Figure 1: Top issues in each priority area by frequency  

Priority area N Top-ranked issues 

1) Neighborhood 

image and safety 

337 A) Street lighting 

B) Personal safety 

C) Burglary and theft 

2) Programs and 

services 

323 A) Activities for youth 

B) English language learning courses 

C) Workforce development 

3) Buildings and 

public space 

300 A) Outdoor green space 

B) Community space for all ages 

C) Grocery store or market 
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4) Community 

building 

317 A) Cross-cultural understanding and sharing 

B) Arts, music, theater, culture 

C) Community-wide events 

5) Housing 305 A) Improving the condition of the housing stock 

B) Providing education on tenant and landlord rights and 

responsibilities 

C) Increasing home ownership opportunities 

6) Infrastructure 301 A) Parking 

B) Road quality 

C) Sidewalk quality 

 

The most prominent theme we found within the neighborhood was that indicated priorities of 

participants were correlated by both race and location within the neighborhood. For example, of 

all people who indicated that personal safety is a priority and also ranked neighborhood image 

and safety as a number one priority, 65% identified as White. Twenty-four percent of survey 

respondents who identified as white and listed personal safety as a priority issue also ranked 

neighborhood image and safety their top priority. In addition, although lighting is a major 

neighborhood concern, it is more of a compartmentalized concern to people who identify as 

living, working, or studying the area nearest to the intersection of Cedar and Riverside Avenue. 

This is compared with parking as an issue area that has broad concern throughout the 

neighborhood.  

When broken down by demographics, respondents who identified as White indicated programs 

and services as a higher priority than other racial groups. Respondents who identified as Black or 

African American preferred English language learning programs, activities for adults, and 

workforce development in the Programs and Services priority area. 

Examining the priority area of Community building by either location or race reveals that this is 

of higher importance to those who identified living, working or studying nearest to Augsburg 

College and the University of Minnesota. Respondents who identified as being closest to the 

intersection of Cedar and Riverside preferred accessibility for people with disability. This 

dichotomy was also seen when running results against race, with those identifying as White 

preferring cross-cultural understanding and sharing whereas Black or African American 

identified respondents chose accessibility for people with disability most frequently. 

To be clear, it is not that all groups don’t support each of these priority areas; they are just not 

indicated as the top priorities of these racial groups and locations within the neighborhood. 

Neighborhood image and safety was, on the other hand, indicated as a top priority across all 

demographics throughout the neighborhood and was seen in the focus group, informant 

interviews, and survey data. Also, although some issues are broadly supported, the focus groups 

reveal that individuals and groups have specific areas in mind for implementation. 
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Conclusions 

Overall the results of our research have shown that the community has varying needs based on 

race and location as they relate to specific priority areas. While over 500 people participated in 

this study, additional follow up will be needed to ensure proper representation of all in the 

community is included. Given the diverse nature of priorities, often closely linked to 

demographics, collaboration will be especially important in any future engagement. The 

collaboration established during this first round of community feedback has provided a strong 

foundation for future efforts. 

Recommendations 

1. Create a task force between CRNRP and WBCC to develop a list of concrete plans to be 

presented back to both full boards 

2. Jointly determine criteria for investment – for example, degree of support, geographic 

breadth of concern, etc. 

3. Go back to community together for confirmation of findings 

4. Act soon - build on neighborhood momentum while findings are current 
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Introduction 

The Cedar Riverside neighborhood in the City of Minneapolis receives funding from a number 

of sources which pays for such neighborhood amenities as housing, infrastructure improvements, 

community building activities and staff support, among others. In order to identify and prioritize 

these programs the neighborhood organizations requested that a group of students assist them in 

collecting these priorities. 

This report is a collection of community perspectives gathered by a group of University of 

Minnesota graduate students produced for the Cedar-Humphrey Action for Neighborhood 

Collaborative Engagement (CHANCE) capstone at the Humphrey School of Public Affairs. “The 

main goal of CHANCE is to strengthen the interdependent relationship between Cedar Riverside 

residents and business owners and the University of Minnesota through civic engagement 

programming that builds the capacity of all of us, as neighbors, to advance a shared vision.”
 i
 

This was carried out through a partnership of two neighborhood organizations; The Cedar-

Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program (CRNRP) and the West Bank Community 

Coalition (WBCC). 

The agreement between the CHANCE student consultant team, WBCC, and CRNRP was 

finalized by a Memorandum of Agreement on December 12, 2011 (see Appendix 1). All parties 

involved agreed to work under the umbrella of Community-Based Research (CBR). CBR holds 

that collaboration between researcher and partner is full throughout the project, including idea 

generation, tool design, information gathering, data analysis and presentation of findings. 

With CBR in mind, our primary tool to engage the neighborhood was a survey in electronic and 

paper forms. Literature reviews, focus groups, and interviews informed the construction of the 

survey and provided other data to check the “fit” of our survey findings.  

Goals 

The purpose of this project was to assist CRNRP and WBCC in identifying neighborhood 

priorities and potential projects in order to use current Neighborhood Revitalization Program 

(NRP) Phase II monies and future funding from the City of Minneapolis. In addition, identifying 

what other communities have done to spend their NRP Phase II money and strategies to 

implement the outcomes of the project were requested. The intention was that collected research 

and findings are the first step in gathering community input to inform further engagement of the 

community and action by CRNRP and WBCC on priority issues. 
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Background 

Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood  

The Cedar-Riverside neighborhood, which is bounded by Interstate 94 on the south, Interstate 

35W on the west, and the Mississippi River on the north and east, is home to over 8,000 

residents and several major institutions, including Fairview Hospital, Augsburg College, and the 

University of Minnesota. The namesake of this neighborhood comes from the names of the main 

avenues, Cedar and Riverside.  

The graphics and figures following this paragraph describe different aspects of the 

neighborhood. Information comes from latest Census and American Community Survey data as 

well as the City of Minneapolis. General demographic information for the neighborhood helps 

interpretation of the survey results. For further information about the neighborhood, please see 

Figures 1 through 7 in Appendix 2. 

Figure 1 illustrates the population distribution of the neighborhood by census block. The maroon 

colored census block (located around the interactions of Cedar and Riverside avenues and 15
th

 

Avenue / 4
th

 Street) has over 3,000 residents, the highest concentration of people in the 

neighborhood. This concentration is due to the presence of multiple high-density, high-rise 

buildings. Other high population areas include Riverside Park, Seven Corners, the University of 

Minnesota and Augsburg College. 

Figure 1: High-density areas in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood 
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Figure 2 was constructed using Census 2010 Summary File 1 data. The data visually show that 

youth comprise the bulk of the neighborhood. In this case, those in age cohorts 15 to 19 and 20 

to 24 make up roughly 43% of Cedar-Riverside. Although it is not as apparent in the illustration, 

the overall population of females (52%) is marginally larger than that of males (48%).  

Figure 2: One in five Cedar-Riverside residents is aged 15-24 
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Figure 3 illustrates the percentage of residents by race according to latest census data. People 

who identify as Black or African American comprise the largest racial group. Note: 

Hispanic/Latinos are not listed here because of the difference in classification between ethnicity 

and race. According to latest census data, 3% of the neighborhood identifies as Hispanic/Latino 

across all races. 

Figure 3: Black or African American most prevalent race in Cedar-Riverside 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (Census 2010)  

The Neighborhood Revitalization Program 

In 1987, the mayor and City Council of Minneapolis formed a Task Force to address issues of 

neighborhood decline. The Task Force found that neighborhood revitalization would cost over 

$3 billion dollars and urged the City to create a citywide planning effort involving neighborhood 

residents. This eventually led to the creation of the Minneapolis Neighborhood Revitalization 

Program (NRP). 

Neighborhood based priority setting, planning, and implementation are at the core of the NRP. 

Residents and other neighborhood stakeholders create Neighborhood Action Plans (NAPs) that 

describe the neighborhood they want in the future and the goals, objectives and specific 

strategies that will help accomplish their vision. NRP completes the empowerment process by 

N = 8,094 
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providing funding to each neighborhood to help implement their approved NAP. Money has 

been provided in two phases, with phase II mandating a percentage of money must be spent on 

housing-related issues. Cedar-Riverside has yet to spend their Phase II money. NRP money for 

Cedar-Riverside is allocated to the Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program 

(CRNRP). 

Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program 

The Cedar-Riverside neighborhood administered and managed the NRP program through the 

West Bank Community Coalition (WBCC) beginning in 1998 when funding was allocated 

towards the renovation of Dania Hall. A committee of the WBCC, which was called the NRP 

Steering Committee, was the leader of the planning process for NRP Phase I. In 2008, the NRP 

Steering Committee separated from the WBCC and formed a new organization called the Cedar-

Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program.
ii
 

Having completed the implementation of the NRP Phase I Action Plan, CRNRP is currently 

looking towards the creation of an action plan for Phase II. They are the City-recognized 

organization for creating Cedar-Riverside’s NAPs. While working within the spending 

requirements set forth by the City, CRNRP also strives to promote cooperation, resident 

involvement, leadership development, and positive community initiatives in the neighborhood. 

West Bank Community Coalition 

The WBCC is Cedar-Riverside’s official citizen participation group. The organization strives to 

reflect, inform and involve residents as well as business and property owners in the 

neighborhood. The WBCC works to increase involvement and participation of the diverse 

populations in the community.  

The WBCC started as the Cedar-Riverside Project Area Committee (PAC) in 1971 in response to 

the Urban Renewal Plan. The City of Minneapolis and powerful real estate developers had 

produced an Urban Renewal Plan that called for the demolition of all but one building and 

displacement of everyone who lived here [Cedar-Riverside]. PAC successfully mobilized Cedar-

Riverside community members and was able to change the Cedar-Riverside Urban Renewal 

Plan.  

Relationship between WBCC and CRNRP 

The Cedar-Riverside neighborhood in Minneapolis is unique in that it is the only neighborhood 

with two independent, City-recognized community organizations who may act as fiscal agents 

for city funding. This provides both a challenge and an opportunity for dynamic collaboration to 

better the future of the neighborhood. It is within this context we approach the Community 

Priority Planning Project, with both NRP Phase II and neighborhood priority plans in mind.  
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Methods 

Summary 

Review of existing documents, focus groups, and interviews were used to collect a range of 

specific issues pertinent to the community. We clumped similar issues by common themes 

(priority areas) that emerged from these neighborhood sources. The priority areas provided 

organization to the survey and the issues became the answer options. The survey was distributed 

to the neighborhood and generated our last round of data. The following paragraphs explain each 

data collection step in further depth. 

Literature Review 

Our literature review focused on two areas: neighborhood information and methodology. For 

neighborhood information, we researched existing data that contained desires and priorities for 

Cedar-Riverside. These sources included the Minnesota Public Housing Authority (MPHA) 

newsletter Highrise Lowdown and the Cedar-Riverside Small Area Plan. The MPHA newsletters 

included articles submitted by staff and residents relating to life in public housing, including 

specific topics related to the Cedars East building in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood. We also 

read the Cedar-Riverside Small area plan, which was produced in 2008 by the City of 

Minneapolis. The Small Area Plan consisted of guidelines and principles for “land use and 

development in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood for the next 20 years.”
iii

 In addition to these 

sources, we also looked at past CHANCE reports. Although not specifically about Cedar-

Riverside issues, we also examined NRP Priority Plans from other Minneapolis neighborhoods 

from the last 20 years to identify the types of projects that were most frequently funded. 

Review for methodology was done to improve the quality of our other data collection methods. 

Readings were consulted on focus group design and facilitation, conducting one-on-one 

interviews, and survey design, implementation and analysis.
iv v

 

Focus Groups  

Our team conducted 14 focus groups between January and March 2012 which engaged over 150 

participants. The locations and dates of the meetings are shown in Figure 4. Focus group 

locations were selected to strategically represent major residential spaces throughout the 

neighborhood and to interface with a broad cross section of residents. Each focus group varied in 

attendance, ranging from 1 to more than 15. 

With the goal of moving towards the identification of neighborhood priorities, participants were 

asked to think about general areas of importance followed by specific examples within each area. 

Questions were framed to draw attention to community assets that could be replicated or built 

upon in addition to community needs. After opportunities to brainstorm and share ideas, the 
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facilitator provided some minor guidance to participants to collectively identify and agree upon 

priorities for the neighborhood. 

Focus groups were conducted in Somali and English. In cases where Somali was the 

predominant spoken language, a translator was available for other participants with need and the 

recorder. The team publicized events in advance through posting flyers within buildings or 

neighborhood space in appropriate languages. Other promotion was done through existing 

networks, such as the system of community advisors in Middlebrook Hall at the University of 

Minnesota. Efforts were made to hold the focus groups in spaces that would be convenient and 

safe for participants.
vi

 By making it as easy as possible to attend, the team hoped to generate 

higher turnout. Refreshments were sometimes offered as an incentive for participation as well. 

Three team members split roles for each one hour and a half focus group. One member 

facilitated the discussion, the second recorded the content of the conversations, and the third 

observed and recorded other pertinent data from each session (e.g. other participants’ nonverbal 

reaction to statements). In the event that only two members could be present, the second person 

recorded content and other notable information as best as possible. To lend structure to each 

focus group and some consistency between focus groups, facilitators worked from a process 

outline (Appendix 3). The expectation was to drop certain activities depending upon the 

constraints of certain meetings. Being aware to the sensitivity of the community members’ time, 

we were flexible to best match the schedule of the residents to maximize the number of 

participants. 
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 Figure 4: Fourteen focus groups held to match areas of high density (location and date) 
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1. Programs and services 

2. Infrastructure 

3. Buildings and physical space 

4. Community building 

5. Neighborhood image and public safety 

6. Housing 

Interviews  

A total of three interviews were conducted for this project. Interviews also played an important 

role in getting additional community voices in the process. The interviews targeted individuals 

who were both 1) a community leader from an area or group in the neighborhood with whom we 

were unable to hold a focus group and 2) had a unique viewpoint, position, or role in Cedar-

Riverside. We conducted the interviews between February 9 and March 5, using a question guide 

based on the focus group outline to provide some structure to the conversations and produce data 

that could be analyzed in concert with other collected data. 

One team member conducted the interview in order to ensure the interviewee did not feel 

overwhelmed. The interviewer took notes by hand. Interviews typically lasted between sixty and 

ninety minutes and gave interviewees an opportunity to speak freely about the topics they 

wished. 

Development of Priority Areas 

One of our partners’ goals for this project was to spotlight a few key interests or projects with 

broad community support. Essentially, we wanted to force participants to make judgments about 

the options they deemed most valuable. Given the amount of data collected through the literature 

review, focus groups, and interviews, it was unfeasible to expect choices to be made among the 

complete range of options. To overcome this challenge, we began a process of grouping items by 

themes that naturally arose in the data. The process started while focus groups were being 

conducted and were revised as we gathered additional information in later focus groups and 

interviews. Options ultimately fell into six priority areas, also referred to as themes or buckets, as 

seen in Figure 5. Additionally, these priority areas were influential in the development of the 

survey. 

Figure 5: Six priority areas that arose from the literature review, focus groups, and interviews 
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Survey 

Available from March 8 through April 2, 2012 respondents completed our survey in hard-copy 

or electronic format. To administer the electronic version, links to the online survey were posted 

on various websites, including the CRNRP, WBCC, and e-democracy web pages. Links also 

went out through neighborhood email lists. All members of the team worked on distributing hard 

copies throughout the neighborhood. One approach was to have questionnaires available at 

various high volume locations and events, including food shelf day at the Brian Coyle Center, 

the Annual Multicultural Dinner and in common areas of apartment complexes and dormitories. 

Tables with surveys were set up at Middlebrook Hall at the University of Minnesota and on the 

campus of Augsburg College (with the help of Augsburg volunteers). We also recruited 

individuals to help us administer and collect surveys. For example, Somali elders helped us 

collect surveys and reach Somali immigrants through oral administration of the survey. Existing 

networks were also used to reach out to the Korean community, Seven Corners and the Riverside 

Park Area. These decisions were made to increase participation in groups that are traditionally 

underrepresented. 

In order to reach as many people as possible, we wanted the survey available to non-English 

speakers because according to American Community Survey (ACS) 2006-2010 estimates, 28.3% 

of the neighborhood over the age of 5 cannot speak English very well.
vii

 The non-English 

surveys were only available in a hard copy format. Copies of the Korean, Spanish, Oromo, and 

Somali surveys can be found in Appendix 7. To prevent a single person from completing 

multiple surveys, the web-administered survey used a tracking cookie to prevent retaking and 

paper administration was typically done in front of a team member during tabling or at events. 

Our partners’ goal for the survey was to identify the salient issues that were most important in 

the neighborhood. To do this, we primarily used multiple choice questions that permitted only 

two options to be selected out of six to nine possible choices within a priority area. In a second 

question type, it meant ranking the relative importance of the priority areas against one another. 

Answer options were taken directly from findings of the literature review, focus groups, and 

interviews. Questions were randomized and answer options rotated on the online and English 

hard copy surveys to reduce bias.
viii

  

Findings and Analysis 

Literature Review 

The Cedar-Riverside Small Area Plan from 2008 was our first exposure to several issues and an 

important source in the identification of priority areas. Developed by City of Minneapolis 

planners, the plan details the extent of public involvement in influencing the document. It 

identified strategies pertaining to open public space, parking, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 

development that reflects the historic and eclectic character of the neighborhood, and crime and 
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safety concerns, among many others.
ix

 This document served as a comprehensive introduction to 

many of the issues and sentiments still present in the neighborhood four years later. 

A second source that offered insights into part of the neighborhood was the Minnesota Public 

Housing Authority’s published newsletter Highrise Lowdown.
x
 Published monthly and written 

by MPHA staff and building residents, we had copies ranging from October 2010 through 

January 2012. The most commonly cited issue across buildings was concern over cuts to security 

services which occurred in 2010 and the overall level of security in general. Two yearly surveys 

administered by MPHA staff both found security as the top priority for MPHA building 

residents. A second, less cited issue was ensuring enough outdoor play areas for children. 

The third piece of literature reviewed was NRP spending reports from other Minneapolis 

neighborhoods, collected by the City of Minneapolis. Although not specifically about Cedar-

Riverside priorities, we felt this might be helpful to CRNRP because it would provide the group 

with ideas and lessons for future projects. Appendix 4 offers the most commonly funded NRP 

project types as well as the least commonly funded project types from 1990 to 2011. 

Providing loans and grants for home improvements was the most frequently funded activity, 

implemented in 136 instances across Phases I and II.
xi

 For comparison, the second most 

frequently funded activity was for NRP plan coordination, staff costs and implementation of 

NRP plan strategies (66). NRP regulations mandate that neighborhoods must spend 70% of their 

NRP funds on housing related projects. The data showed that other commonly funded housing 

activities were providing financial assistance for home purchase (42), promoting existing 

housing programs (40), and providing housing education, counseling, and referrals (38). 

Some of the ‘least common project types’ funded by NRP were purchasing materials and 

equipment for schools and libraries and developing partnerships to enhance job training and 

placement. Under NRP’s housing category, the least frequently funded activities were 

developing mixed use property, providing financial assistance to preserve historic housing, 

providing financial assistance to help prevent mortgage foreclosure. 

Key Points 

 Safety and crime have been concerns as far back as 1998 

 Parking, open public space, and locations for youth were commonly cited issues 

 Offering loans and grants for home improvement was the most commonly funded NRP 

activity overall 
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Focus Groups 

Focus groups provided a wide breadth of data. As over 150 participants talked about aspects of 

the neighborhood they liked, issues for improvement, and other related topics, we recorded a 

broad array of information. A full list of locations and dates of focus groups can be found in 

Appendix 5. An outcome of each focus group was the identification of one to three top priorities 

that drew from all the ideas discussed. Appendix 8 contains the priorities of each focus group, in 

addition to the complete list of recorded neighborhood assets and interests grouped by priority 

area. Over fourteen focus groups, participants sometimes prioritized similar issues. Figure 6 lists 

these items and how many times they were highlighted. 

Figure 6: Pedestrian and bicycle safety and lighting most commonly cited priorities in focus 

groups 

No. of Mentions Issue Priority Area 

5 Pedestrian and bicycle safety Neighborhood image and safety 

5 Lighting Neighborhood image and safety 

4 Parking Infrastructure 

3 Personal safety Neighborhood image and safety 

3 Grocery market Buildings and physical space 

3 Neighborhood connectivity Community building 

2 Roads Infrastructure 

1 
English-language learning space and 

teachers 

Programs and services 

1 Activities for youth Programs and services 

1 Library or community space Buildings and physical space 

1 Housing rehabilitation Housing 

 

An interviewee suggested heeding different geographic areas of the neighborhood, noting that 

sensitivity to location is essential since there are different issues facing different parts Cedar-

Riverside. Figure 7 shows the number of mentions of priority area by location. Across focus 

groups and regardless of location, issues in the neighborhood image and safety area were highly 

prioritized. Lighting, which received five mentions, was brought up with several different parts 
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of the neighborhood in mind. Cedar and 6
th

 Street, the light rail station, the streets near the Co-

ops between Cedar and 19
th

 Avenue, and around Riverside Park were all mentioned as locations 

where improved lighting is desired. 

Figure 7:  Neighborhood image and safety on top – priority area frequency of mention by 

location of focus group 

 Intersection 

near Cedar 

& 

Riverside 

Seven 

Corners 

Riverside 

Park 

Augsburg 

College 

University 

of 

Minnesota Total 

Neighborhood 

Image and 

Safety 

7 3 3 1  13 

Infrastructure 3  2 1  6 

Buildings and 

Community 

Space 

1 1 1 1  4 

Community 

Building 
 2   1 3 

Programs and 

Services 
2     2 

Housing 1     1 

 

Parking was a second example of this phenomenon. Parking shortages have affected residents 

across the neighborhood in several different locations. While focus group participants agreed that 

the parking should be free, the locations identified differed, including the area around 7
th

 Street 

between 25
th

 and 26
th

 Avenues, Riverside Park, along Cedar, 6
th

 Street between Cedar and 15
th

 

Avenue, around Augsburg, and south of the Washington Avenue trench. 

With regard to Community Building, participants from Seven Corners were the only ones to 

place an issue in this area at the top of their list. They expressed a feeling of disconnectedness 

and physical separation from the rest of the neighborhood due to the design of Cedar-Riverside. 

Other focus groups mentioned that community building was an area where many places in the 

neighborhood had interest but did not prioritize it. Participants from different areas in Cedar-

Riverside identified cross-cultural exchanges, community events, and opportunities for students 

to become more invested with other residents as ways to contribute to community building..  

Although housing was not frequently mentioned as a priority in focus groups, mentions within 

the priority area included renovation of existing housing stock, infill development to provide new 

opportunities and money being made available for resolving foundation or façade issues. 
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Key Points 

 Focus groups most frequently prioritized issues in the neighborhood image and public 

safety area, specifically citing lighting and pedestrian and bicycle safety 

 The Seven Corners area expressed physical isolation from the rest of the neighborhood 

and deemed it more pressing than other issues 

 The issues and areas that had broad support through the neighborhood (lighting, parking) 

were named with specific locations in mind that did not always match 

Interviews 

Each of the community leaders raised unique issues. One community leader in particular 

discussed how the construction of the Central Corridor Light-Rail Transit station will potentially 

affect the community. Since Cedar-Riverside will be the only neighborhood outside of 

downtown Minneapolis with stations for both the Central Corridor and Hiawatha lines, this 

leader expects that developers and entrepreneurs interest in the area will grow. As a result, this 

person foresees increases in commercial rent that may lead to the displacement of lower income 

businesses. Residential rent may also grow as a result, potentially leading to displacement of 

residents who would no longer be able to afford living in the neighborhood. In sum, this person 

fears the gentrifying effects that the new LRT station brings and wants to see programs and 

policies in place to retain the neighborhood’s unique character and composition. 

A different neighborhood leader primarily addressed the topic of neighborhood youth. As noted 

in the demographics section, the 2010 Census reported Cedar-Riverside houses 1,354 youth 

under the age of 18 out of a total population of 8,094, a large share compared with other 

neighborhoods in Minneapolis. Citing the amount of youth, this person also noted the shortfall in 

opportunities for after-school programs and other spaces that provide positive resources for 

youth that make them feel like valued members in the community. This leader advocated for 

better collaboration between organizations and institutions that have resources to overcome the 

shortage, highlighting the success of the Health Commons as a model. Citing Darul-Quba, The 

Cedar, Augsburg, Brian Coyle Community Center, Mixed Blood, and the University of 

Minnesota, the argument was made that the resources are present but sharing and communication 

must improve. The issue highlights two areas – improved neighborhood connectivity 

(community building) and activities for youth (programs and services). 

The third interview addressed other topics, primarily those pertaining to Riverside Park. The 

leader expressed a desire to build upon the park as an asset in the community. While in some 

cases this meant repair (e.g. – the steps from Riverside Park to the Mississippi River), other ideas 

included making the park educational about native ecology and using the space for more 

community events. 



18 

In an interesting convergence, all three leaders spoke about neighborhood image and safety but 

not as their main concern. Mentions highlighted making businesses more attractive to consumers 

through unified facades, improving the look of sidewalks and streets along Cedar Avenue, and 

noting the success of the neighborhood Safety Community in reducing crime. 

As for discussion specifically pertaining to housing, only one leader noted a desire to see money 

made available so that units could be updated to focus on sustainability. 

Figure 8 breaks down the priorities of interviewees by priority area. Interviewees prioritized 

issues in only four buckets. 

Figure 8: Interviewees top issues by priority area 

Issue Priority Area 

Fixing the steps from Riverside Park that lead to the Mississippi 

River 
Infrastructure 

Better programs and resources for youth in the neighborhood 

Prevention of the displacement of the existing business 

community 

Programs and services 

A community hall or space that is feasible and sustainable Buildings and physical space 

Increased collaboration between neighborhood organizations 

and institutions to share resources that will benefit community 

programs 

Community building 

 

Key Points 

 Each interviewee had unique concerns to the others interviewed 

 Consideration of how Cedar-Riverside will change due to the Central Corridor Light Rail 

Transit station will be necessary to retain the characteristics of the neighborhood 

Survey 

Survey Respondents and Comparison to Neighborhood Characteristics 

Because of the possibility of oversampling and convenience bias, we did a number of cross 

tabulations, or multiple variable comparisons, with the survey data to find specific issues and 

themes with certain demographic groups. We discovered that prominent issues emerged based on 

race and location, while there was some sort of consensus on specific issues across all groups. 
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Our survey totaled 412 respondents. To maximize the information from our survey results, it is 

helpful to compare the characteristics of our respondents against those of the wider 

neighborhood. Figures 9-12 provide a more thorough breakdown of respondent demographics by 

neighborhood location, race, and age. Additional information, such as gender and income, about 

our survey respondents can be found in Appendix 9. 

Figure 9 shows that the largest areas of responses came from residents who identified that they 

lived, worked or studied closest to the intersection of Cedar and Riverside avenues, the 

University of Minnesota, and Augsburg College. These are also three of the densest areas of the 

neighborhood by population (see Figure 1). Areas that were underrepresented in our survey data 

based on neighborhood population information are Seven Corners and Riverside Park. The 

distribution also reflected our partners’ emphasis on engaging the student population which has 

typically been under-involved. 

Figure 9: The majority of survey respondents came from the densest populations within the 

neighborhood 

 

Figure 10 illustrates the percentage of our survey respondents by identified race from highest to 

lowest. Although Census data from 2010 identified Black or African American as the largest 

racial cohort in Cedar-Riverside, people who identified as White made up the majority of our 

respondents. This number may be due to the fact that our survey was also open to people who 

work and study in the neighborhood. According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s On the Map 

mapping software with Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamic (LED) data from 2010, over 

6,000 White individuals work in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood. This means that despite the 

majority of the residents being Black or African American, 83% of the people who work in the 

N = 383 
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neighborhood are White. The individuals who work in the neighborhood come from all over the 

metropolitan area, which may account for some of the difference.
xii

  

Finally, another issue to mention is the status of Hispanic and Latinos. People who identified as 

Hispanic or Latinos are not listed here because of the difference in classification between 

ethnicity and race. According to our results, 1.9% of our respondents identify as Hispanic or 

Latino across all of these races. In this matter, we followed the wording of the most recent 

Census. 

Figure 10: The percentage of survey respondents who identified their race as White was greater 

than the percentage of White residents in Cedar-Riverside 

 

Comparing population pyramids (Figure 11 and 12) between our survey respondents to the 

neighborhood at large, we can see that by age and gender, our respondents somewhat reflect the 

neighborhood composition on these demographic aspects. The age ranges do not exactly line up 

due to the selection of age ranges for our survey and the fact that our survey was not 

administered to young children.  

N = 380 N = 380 
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Figure 11: Cedar-Riverside population pyramid reflected similar age ranges and gender 

breakdowns as survey respondents 

 

Figure 12: Survey respondents population pyramid by age and gender 

 

Given how our survey respondents matched up to community characteristics, we felt it important 

to heed race when examining the breakdown of survey data since that was a characteristic that 
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did not fit well. The decision to heed location within the neighborhood derived from our desire to 

be sensitive to specific areas in Cedar-Riverside. 

Ranking of Overall Priority Areas and Issues 

To give an overall picture of survey respondent priorities, we asked respondents to rank each 

priority area. Figure 13 shows the priority areas and the wording of the question. Unfortunately, 

some respondents misunderstood the directions and thus many selected only two priority areas, 

while other respondents ranked each priority area. In these cases, we entered their surveys as 

presented to remove conflict of choice on our part as analysts in what or what not to include. 

Figure 13: Ranking question from the English survey  

 

 

 

 

Figures 14 and 15 give us a sense of the most important priority areas by ranking and also the 

most important issues within each area. Neighborhood image and safety rose to the top and 

within that priority area, street lighting was the most commonly selected issue. These two figures 

represent a quick summary of the survey data. Rank of the priority areas relative to one another 

was found through comparing their average ranking, contained in parenthesis following the title. 

For a complete look at the survey results by question, see Appendix 6. 
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Figure 14: Neighborhood image and safety ranked top priority area by survey respondents 

 High     Low 

Priority area (average score) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1) Neighborhood image and safety (2.20) 170 63 34 29 16 25 0 

     N= 337  Row % 50% 19% 10% 9% 5% 7% 0% 

2) Programs and services (3.35) 37 74 71 63 37 37 2 

     N=323   Row % 11% 23% 22% 20% 11% 11% 1% 

3) Buildings and physical space (3.47) 27 79 58 45 47 41 3 

     N=300   Row % 9% 26% 19% 15% 16% 14% 1% 

4) Community building (3.50) 48 65 33 69 59 40 3 

     N=317   Row % 15% 21% 10% 22% 19% 13% 1% 

5) Housing (3.53) 72 34 39 39 64 54 3 

     N=305   Row % 24% 11% 13% 13% 21% 18% 1% 

6) Infrastructure (3.80) 27 60 54 35 57 64 4 

     N=301   Row % 9% 20% 18% 12% 19% 21% 1% 

Other, please specify 6 3 1 1 1 5 24 

     Row % 15% 7% 2% 2% 2% 12% 59% 

 

Figure 15: Top issues in each priority area by frequency 

Priority area N Top-ranked issues 

1) Neighborhood 

image and safety 

337 A) Street lighting 

B) Personal safety 

C) Burglary and theft 

2) Programs and 

services 

323 A) Activities for youth 

B) English language learning courses 

C) Workforce development 

3) Buildings and 

public space 

300 A) Outdoor green space 

B) Community space for all ages 

C) Grocery store or market 

4) Community 

building 

317 A) Cross-cultural understanding and sharing 

B) Arts, music, theater, culture 

C) Community-wide events 

5) Housing 305 A) Improving the condition of the housing stock 

B) Providing education on tenant and landlord rights and 

responsibilities 

C) Increasing home ownership opportunities 

6) Infrastructure 301 A) Parking 

B) Road quality 

C) Sidewalk quality 
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Neighborhood Image and Public Safety 

Figure 16 shows specific issues in descending order for neighborhood image and safety. Survey 

respondents picked street lighting, personal safety, and burglary and theft most often from the 

available choices. 

Figure 16: Street lighting, personal safety, and burglary and theft selected most by respondents 

in Neighborhood image and public safety priority area 

 

Figures 17-18 illustrate cross tabulations between the priority area of neighborhood image and 

safety versus location and race, respectively. All percentages are column percentages and 

highlighted cells represent the most frequent selection in that column. Because respondents were 

given the option of choosing two responses, note that column percentages do not add to 100%. 

Examining results by location, three of the five main areas where people live, work, or study 

picked personal safety most frequently. Burglary and theft is the second most common option 

selected in the same three areas in addition to being on top for those who identified as living, 

working, or studying nearest to Riverside Park. Street lighting, however, was selected by about 

58% of the residents living, working, or studying near the intersections of Cedar and Riverside.  

Figure 17: Priorities within Neighborhood image and safety vary by location 

 

N = 337 
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Breaking down the respondents by race, we found major differences between groups. 

Respondents who identified as Black or African American selected street lighting over 65% of 

the time whereas those who identified as White choose personal safety most frequently. Just 

under 50% Asian or Pacific Islander respondents selected burglary and theft. 

Figure 18: Priorities within Neighborhood image and safety vary by race 

 

 

Housing  

Figure 19 illustrates the issues and the percentage of their selection by all respondents. 

Improving housing stock was picked most frequently, leading the second highest response by 

more than ten percentage points. Other commonly selected options were landlord/tenant 

education and increasing home ownership opportunities.  
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Figure 19: Improving housing stock selected most frequently by all respondents from the 

Housing priority area 

 

Figures 20-21 illustrate cross tabulations between the priority area of Housing versus location 

and race, respectively. All percentages are column percentages and highlighted cells represent 

the most frequent selection in that column. Because respondents were given the option of 

choosing two responses, note that column percentages do not add to 100%. Improving housing 

stock is seen as the top priority across several of the major neighborhood locations. Respondents 

who live, work, or study nearest to Riverside Park, however, indicated the most interest in the 

option providing education on tenant and landlord rights and responsibilities. 

Figure 20: Priorities within Housing consistent save for those who live, work, or study near 

Riverside Park 

 

N = 305 

N = 305 
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When considering results by race, respondents who identified as White, Black or African 

American, and Asian or Pacific Islander all selected improve housing stock with the highest 

frequency, signaling some agreement within this priority area. 

Figure 21: Improving housings stock selected most frequently regardless of race in the Housing 

priority area 

 

Apart from residents who live, work, or study near Riverside Park, improving housing stock was 

the most frequency choice regardless of location and race. 

Community Building 

In the priority area of Community building, cross-cultural understanding and sharing was the 

most selected response option by all respondents. Figure 22 displays the overall breakdown of 

respondent selections in this priority area, indicating the significant drop after the top selection. 
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Figure 22: Survey respondents select cross-cultural understanding and sharing most frequently 

among Community building priority area options 

 
 

Figures 23-24 illustrate cross tabulations between the priority area of Community building versus 

location and race, respectively. All percentages are column percentages and highlighted cells 

represent the most frequent selection in that column. Because respondents were given the option 

of choosing two responses, note that column percentages do not add to 100%. Breaking the 

respondents down by location resulted in greater nuance among the findings. Across all 

respondents, cross-cultural understanding and sharing was the top response, bolstered primarily 

by respondents who live, work, or study near the University of Minnesota (51%), Augsburg 

College (65%), and Riverside Park (65%). Only 27% of respondents who live, work or study 

nearest to the intersection of Cedar and Riverside chose that option. Instead, 50% selected 

accessibility for people with disabilities. Those who live, work, or study nearest to Seven 

Corners selected arts, music, theater, and culture more often. 

N = 317 
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Figure 23: Community building options stratify by location in two important cases 

 
 

Consideration of race tells a somewhat similar story. Out of the 111 respondents who identified 

as Black or African American, almost 56% chose accessibility for people with disabilities 

compared to roughly 30% that selected cross-cultural understanding and sharing. Among those 

who identified as White or Asian or Pacific Islander, cross-cultural understanding and sharing 

and arts, music, theater, and culture were heavily preferred. 

Figure 24: Respondents who identified as Black or African American prefer accessibility for 

people with disabilities in the Community building priority area 

 
 

To get a sense of how race and location overlap in our respondents, about 64% who identified as 

Black or African American also chose their location for living, working or studying as the 

intersection near Cedar and Riverside. 

Programs and Services 

In the area of programs and services, youth activities were selected as a priority by most 

respondents overall and among different groups by a high margin, which can be seen in the bar 



30 

graph below (Figure 25). This is an issue worth exploring more as over 45% of the neighborhood 

is under the age of 30.  
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Figure 25: Youth activities most common response in the Programs and services priority area 

 
Figures 26-27 illustrate cross tabulations between the priority area of Programs and services 

versus location and race, respectively. All percentages are column percentages and highlighted 

cells represent the most frequent selection in that column. Because respondents were given the 

option of choosing two responses, note that column percentages do not add to 100%. By 

location, respondents did not differ much in their selection of options. Even respondents who 

live, work, or study nearest to Seven Corners had only four percentage points separating their 

most frequent choice (restoration of existing buildings) from the consensus choice. 

Figure 26: Across locations in Cedar-Riverside, activities for youth selected most frequently in 

the Programs and services priority area 

 
 

This trend mostly remained true when examining the results by race. However, there was one 

notable difference – respondents who identified as Black or African American picked English 

language learning language courses, activities for adults, seniors, and elders, and workforce 

N = 323 
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development more frequently than activities for youth. Conversely, respondents who identified 

as other races selected English language learning courses less often. 

Figure 27: Respondents who identify as Black or African American select English language 

learning most frequently in the Programs and services area, breaking trend across other races 

 

While location of respondents had less effect on answer selection, the identified race of 

respondents reflected different interests in the Programs and services priority area. 

Buildings and Physical Space 

Outdoor green space is the leading indicated priority for all respondents; however, three other 

options, community space, grocery store, and public library, are close in range. Figure 28 shows 

how these and other options in this priority area compare against each other. 

Figure 28: There is no clear priority issue among the Buildings and physical space options 

 

N = 300 N = 300 
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Figures 29-30 illustrate cross tabulations between the priority area of Buildings and physical 

space versus location and race, respectively. All percentages are column percentages and 

highlighted cells represent the most frequent selection in that column. Because respondents were 

given the option of choosing two responses, note that column percentages do not add to 100%. 

Viewing results through the race of respondents, different groups favored different options, 

reflecting the overall lower percentages seen across all respondents. Those who identified as 

White most commonly picked outdoor green space which may have pushed that option to the 

front since that was the largest racial cohort in our survey. Respondents who identified as Asian 

or Pacific Islander preferred a grocery store whereas those who identified as Black or African 

American most commonly selected the development of 427 Cedar Avenue. 

Figure 29: In Buildings and physical space, different race cohorts identified different options 

most frequently 

 

When examining the data by location, several difference appeared as well. Respondents living, 

working or studying nearest to Seven Corners (grocery store at 70.4%) and Riverside Park 

(outdoor green space at 70.6%) selected their top choices with a very high frequency. 

Community space was the most common selected by those living, working, or studying nearest 

to Augsburg College. The development of 427 Cedar Avenue was the highest selection from 

those who identified living, working, or studying nearest to Cedar and Riverside. 
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Figure 30: Considering the options within Buildings and physical space by location reflected a 

diversity in responses 

 

Respondent answers are distributed among different issues when considered by both race and 

location. No option within this priority area had clear support from Cedar-Riverside broadly. 

However, if projects are being sought for specific locations within the neighborhood, Buildings 

and physical space broke down fairly clearly along those lines.  

Infrastructure  

When it comes to infrastructure, parking was a priority for all respondents with road and 

sidewalk quality following closely behind. Figure 31 displays this clumping and the distribution 

among the other choices in this priority area. However, cross tabulations reveal that there is not a 

consensus among different groups when it comes to specific infrastructure issues.  
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Figure 31: Parking, road quality, and sidewalk quality most commonly picked options in 

Infrastructure by all respondents 

 

Figures 32-33 illustrate cross tabulations between the priority area of Infrastructure versus 

location and race, respectively. All percentages are column percentages and highlighted cells 

represent the most frequent selection in that column. Because respondents were given the option 

of choosing two responses, note that column percentages do not add to 100%. Sidewalk quality 

and parking quality issues stood out when viewing respondent location. Although parking was a 

common response across locations, those who live, work, or study nearest to Riverside Park 

highlighted it most often within that group. Within three groups, those who live, work or study 

nearest to Cedar and Riverside, the University of Minnesota, and Seven Corners, each picked 

sidewalk quality most often even though it was the third most selected across all respondents. 

Figure 32: In Infrastructure, respondent location reflected different choices between the top 

three options 

 

N = 301 N = 300 
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Considering the results by race, respondents who identified as Black or African American and 

Asian or Pacific Islander selected parking most frequently whereas those who identified as White 

indicated road quality more often. However, the percentage point difference between the top 

three options within each race cohort were close. 

Figure 33: By race, parking, road quality, sidewalk quality still most frequently selected in 

Infrastructure 

 

In the Infrastructure priority area, parking, road quality, and sidewalk quality were the most 

common responses. Respondents identified with different locations picked between these three 

options with different frequency yielding unique top choices. 

Limitations and Notes on the Survey 

Because our survey was self-administered, we received a number of hard copy surveys that were 

only partially complete. We have chosen to include these “partial” responses in our data set since 

they do provide some information, albeit not all that we hoped to gather. Another issue that 

impacted survey results was the misinterpretation of survey directions. Some respondents either 

did not follow directions correctly or misunderstood some of the directions, which created 

unintended answer selections. For example, there were instances where respondents selected one 

option for questions where respondents were to select two options. There were some instances 

where some respondents did not even answer some questions. In these cases, we entered their 

surveys as presented to remove conflict of choice on our part as analysts in what or what not to 

include. 

Additionally, our survey did not selecting respondents by a probability approach meaning we 

could not extrapolate our survey results to the wider neighborhood population. This decision was 

made in conjunction with our partners organizations to maximize the opportunities for people to 

complete the survey. We have for this reason tested our survey findings against the information 

collected through our literature review, focus groups, and interviews. The findings from each of 

these separate data collection approaches were largely consistent, verifying the overall validity of 

the findings presented. 
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Key Findings  

 Neighborhood image and safety was deemed the most important priority area relative to 

the others 

o Lighting was more frequently selected by respondents near Cedar and Riverside 

o Respondents who identified as White ranked the area higher than other race 

cohorts 

 Under Programs and Services, Black or African American respondents indicated English 

language learning courses as a top issue 

o Those who identified as White most frequently selected activities for youth 

 No option within Buildings and physical space had clear support from Cedar-Riverside 

broadly 

o If projects are being sought for specific locations within the neighborhood, 

Buildings and physical space broke down fairly clearly along those lines. 

 For the Community building priority area, respondents who identified as White picked 

cross-cultural learning and understanding most frequently 

o Those who identified as Black or African American indicated accessibility for 

people with disabilities as their top priority 

 The most consensus within a priority area between locations and race was the Housing 

option of improving housing stock 

 Within Infrastructure, parking was a concern in multiple locations 

o Sidewalk quality was indicated with a higher frequency by those living, working 

or studying nearest to Cedar and Riverside 

Conclusion 

Over the course of this engagement process of the Cedar-Riverside community, the WBCC, 

CRNRP, and CHANCE student partners involved over 500 participants to start determining 

priority areas and projects of high interest. Although clear priorities across the neighborhood 

were not often found, identification of issues most important to different demographic groups 

were identified. In the case of Housing, improving the quality of housing stock was uniformly 

supported across neighborhood locations and groups. This effort represented a first round of 

engagement, meaning continued collaboration in the neighborhood is essential going forward. 

The process required much sharing and listening. To translate our findings to action, specific 

follow up by CRNRP and WBCC will be essential. 
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Recommendations 

We feel that this first round of engagement has been essential in identifying community priorities 

and potential projects. To capitalize on the work done and translate it into action, we make the 

following four recommendations: 

1. Create a task force between WBCC and CRNRP to develop a list of concrete plans to be 

presented back to both full boards. This will begin the process of moving from findings to 

action and can inform the development of Neighborhood Action Plans or Neighborhood 

Priority Plans. 

2. Jointly determine criteria for investment – for example, degree of support, geographic 

breadth of concern, etc. Making these criteria explicit can build integrity with the 

community when projects are ultimately selected. 

3. Go back to the community together for confirmation of the findings. While confident our 

findings are representative of community sentiments, an important step of engagement is 

repeating back what was heard to the original speakers. Going back to the community 

also provides an additional opportunity to have input before transitioning to next steps. 

4. Act soon. A large number of residents were involved in this process, both in providing 

information and in helping gather it, and building on this neighborhood momentum while 

the findings are current can increase buy-in and participation from the community in 

future efforts. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Memorandum of Agreement 

Memorandum of Agreement 

CHANCE Capstone Workshop 

University of Minnesota 

Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs 

 

Date:   December 12, 2011 

Project:  Neighborhood Priority Planning 

 

Background  

In 1987, the mayor and City Council of Minneapolis formed a Task Force to address issues of 

neighborhood decline. The Task Force found that neighborhood revitalization would cost over 

$3 billion dollars and urged the City to create a citywide planning effort involving neighborhood 

residents. This eventually led to the creation of the Minneapolis Neighborhood Revitalization 

Program (NRP). 

According to the NRP website, the program is “an innovative effort to bring residents into the 

priority-setting process of their city. It is based on the belief that the empowerment of residents 

and the mobilization of untapped resources, energy and creativity can make our progressive 

vision of the future a reality." 

Community Partners Student Consultants 

 Michael Schmitz, 

michael.schmitz@westbankcc.org 

Executive Director, West Bank Community 

Coalition 

 

 Elena Gaarder, gaardere@puc-mn.org 

Executive Director, Cedar-Riverside NRP 

 

 Hani Mohamed, mohamedh@puc-

mn.org 

Program Manager, Cedar-Riverside NRP 

 Nahila Ahsan, ahsan012@umn.edu 

 Master of Urban and Regional Planning Candidate 

 

 Brandon Baumbach, baumb007@umn.edu 

Master of Public Policy Candidate 

 

 Jennifer Borger, jyborger@gmail.com 

Master of Public Policy Candidate 

 

 Eriks Dunens, dune0007@umn.edu 

Master of Public Policy Candidate 



41 

Project Objectives 

The purpose of this project is to assist the Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program 

(CRNRP) in identifying neighborhood priorities and potential projects in order to responsibly 

utilize current NRP Phase II monies and future funding. The project is also in conjunction with 

the West Bank Community Coalition (WBCC), which is interested in identifying community 

priorities and desired projects for planning purposes separate from Phase II spending priorities. 

Vision 

Work collaboratively on the formulation of an outreach and engagement plan to emphasize 

community participation and empowerment that transforms to implementation. 

Deliverables 

Report of Findings and Recommendations that  

● compiles and analyzes survey and focus group data to identify themes and 

priorities upon reception of the data 

● assesses what other communities have done to address similar needs and 

documents the pros and cons of these different alternatives 

● identifies strategies to implement the outcomes of the project 

 

● Presentation to client partners summarizing and highlighting key findings 

 

● Presentation to neighborhood verifying and publicizing key findings 

 

Approach and Methodology 

Student consultants will undertake five activities and use methodologies appropriate to each: 

 Apply for funding for student consultant group to fund project related expenses  

 Method: Research relevant grant opportunities  

 

 Provide support to survey process 

 Method: Literature review, stakeholder analysis  

 

 Formulate and observe focus groups  

 Method: Stakeholder analysis, literature review, field notes  

 

 Research other Phase II plans of Minneapolis neighborhoods 

 Method: Key informant interviews, secondary research  

 

 Compile and Analyze Data 

 Method: Qualitative and quantitative data analysis that removes all identifying 

participant information  
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Timeline  

CHANCE student consultants and client partners will abide by the general timeline for 

completion of tasks:  

 Mid-December to Mid-January 

1. Prepare for/organize focus groups, write/edit survey, determine methodology, 

identify stakeholders 

2. Survey finalized by December 22, 2011 

 

 Early January to End of February 

1. Execute focus groups and administer survey 

Research ways other neighborhoods have spent their Phase I and Phase II NRP 

money  

 

 End of February to End of March 

1. Analyze results of focus groups and survey responses and prepare report outlining 

community identified priorities  

 

 Early April to Mid-April 

1. Presentation of project to client partners 

 

 Mid-April to End of April 

1. Presentation of project to neighborhood 

 

 May 1, 2012 

1. Project completion  

 

Potential Challenges and Solution  

 Language barriers during meeting observation 

 CRNRP identifies potential volunteers to provide translation for student observers 

 Student observers raise funds and hire translator 

 

Budget  

The budget prepared by the Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program Phase II 

Participation Agreement is included in Appendix 1. The items listed here are costs the student 

consultants will likely incur and will cover through external funding sources. This money will 

support and augment the funds projected in Appendix 1. 
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● Meeting Expenses  $300 

● Publicity/Printing  $300 

● Translation Services  $400 

 

  Total    $1,000 

 

Neighborhood Partner Roles, Expectations and Duties  

 Provide clear and direct expectations of students  

 Attend meetings with students as needed 

 Encourage flexibility in scheduling and share pertinent information and honest feedback 

with the students 

 Respond to student correspondence within five business days  

 Complete evaluation of project and students 

 

Joint Responsibilities  

 Be professional: client partners will treat students as professionals; students will treat 

project as a professional business engagement  

 Be on time: if something comes up, please communicate with your colleagues and 

partners 

 At least one (1) member from CRNRP, WBCC, and the student consultants will attend 

each focus group  

 

Use of Project Materials 

The Instructor has the right to review and approve the delivery to the client partners of all written 

reports and other deliverables under this Agreement. 

Unless members of the student consultants, the client partners, and the Instructor otherwise agree 

in writing: 

1. The client partners have permission to use the materials prepared under the Project in its 

business activities and to reproduce or publicly display project materials in relation to 

business activities. 

 

2. The student consultants shall jointly own the intellectual property right, including 

copyright, in the materials and any other intellectual property developed as part of the 

Project, subject to the policies of the University. 

 

3. The University of Minnesota and the Humphrey Institute have permission to use and to 

reproduce or publicly display (e.g., post on the internet) the materials in connection with such 

activities.  
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Appendix 2 – Additional Community Information about Cedar-Riverside 

Figure 1: Cedar-Riverside Base Map 

This base map by the City of Minneapolis illustrates the neighborhood’s geography, including 

boundaries, green space, parcels, and streets.  
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Figure 2: Cedar-Riverside Land Use Map as of 2010  

This is the latest neighborhood land use map produced by City of Minneapolis Community Planning and 

Economic Development (CPED). It shows the diverse uses of land in the neighborhood and depicts how it 

is currently used.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JJJJJ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



47 

Figure 3: Population Trend in Cedar-Riverside (1980-2010)  

Between 1980 and 2010, the population of Cedar-Riverside grew approximately 20%. Based on 

population growth trends since 1990, the neighborhood is projected to continue an upward trend in 

population growth.  



48 

Figure 4: Educational Attainment in the Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood for Residents over the 

Age of 25 (ACS 2006-2010) 

The bar graph below illustrates the educational attainment of Cedar-Riverside residents. 

According to U.S. Census Bureau, approximately 27.9% of the U.S. population over the age of 

25 have Bachelor’s degrees or higher.  

 

Figure 5: Overall Poverty in Cedar-Riverside (ACS 2006-2010) 

The table below illustrates the number of people and percentage of people living in poverty. Note 

that the poverty rate for the entire neighborhood is not calculated but, rather, for a large 

proportion of the residents. Therefore, the percentage is not completely accurate and has a 

margin of error.  
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Figure 6: Poverty in Cedar-Riverside by Age Group (ACS 2006-2010) 

The table below illustrates the number of people and percentage of people living in poverty by 

age group. Note that the poverty rate for the entire neighborhood is not calculated but, rather, for 

a large proportion of the residents. Therefore, the percentage is not a reflection of the entire 

neighborhood and these numbers may not be scalable to the neighborhood in total. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Housing Tenure in Cedar-Riverside (ACS 2006-2010) 

The table below illustrates the results take from a large sample of the neighborhood. A large 

majority of the neighborhood residents are tenants. In community development discussions, 

homeownership is considered a positive indicator of a more stable community.  



50 

Appendix 3 – Process Outline for Focus Groups 

1. Introduction 

a. Facilitator and observer introductions 

i. Name 

ii. Organizational affiliation 

iii. Role in focus group 

b. Participant introductions 

i. Name 

ii. Length of time in neighborhood 

iii. Favorite location in the neighborhood (spoken and/or sticker on map) 

c. Overview of Focus Group Time 

i. Goals of the session 

ii. Schedule of session 

d. Ground Rules 

2. Priority Area Identification 

a. Small groups brainstorm and write list of individual priority areas for the 

community 

b. Participants share with the larger group 

c. Participant ranking/prioritization of priority areas 

3. Priority Area Definition 

a. Participant-drawn maps of neighborhood (in small groups) 

b. Label three items/areas/programs that are strengths on map (per priority area) 

c. Label three items/areas/programs that need focus on map (per priority area) 

d. Participants share with larger groups 

4. Group Analysis  

– Given the strengths and areas of focus from the previous activity, facilitator will ask 

probing questions of the participants to push at the underlying causes of why an area 

needs to be addressed or what causes something to be a strength 

5. Conclusion 

a. Brief summary of items discussed 

b. Each participant shares his or her single most important item that came up in 

discussion or an important item that they wanted to raise that had not been 

discussed 

c. Explanation of next step
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Appendix 4 – Top Ten Most and Least Popular City Wide NRP Past Projects, 1990-2011 

Most Popular Project Type     

Category Sub-Category Activity Default Primary Keywords Freq 

   Activity Type Measurement   

Housing Rehab, Renovation, 

Preservation  

Provide loans and grants for home 

improvements (3 or fewer DUS) 

Fin. Assist./Incentive for 

Phys. Imp.  

loans/grants 

provided 

Home Improvements 136 

NRP Plan 

Coordination 

NRP Plan 

Coordination  

Staff/implement NRP plan strategies  Organization/Organizing Plan Coordination 66 

Comm Bldg, 

Arts & 

Culture 

Community 

Organizing, 

Relationship Building  

Develop/support block clubs or other 

community organizing efforts 

Organization/Organizing  block/apartment 

clubs 

developed/supported  

Block Clubs, 

Community 

Organizing 

64 

Economic 

Development 

Commercial District 

Improvements and 

Promotion  

Implement 

corridor/streetscape/landscape/parking 

improvements 

Physical Improvement  blocks improved Commercial 

Corridors 

60 

Transpor & 

Infrastructure 

Transportation & 

Infrastructure, Other  

Study transportation issues 

(bike/pedestrian/transit/auto) 

Research/Analysis/Planning/Design  Alternative 

Transportation 

60 

Economic 

Development 

Industrial/Commercial 

Finance & 

Redevelopment  

Provide financial assistance for 

business development  

Fin. Assist./Incentive for 

Other Than Phys. Imp. 

loans/grants 

provided 

Commercial/Industrial 

Finance & 

Development 

56 

Crime 

Prevention & 

Safety 

Lighting & Other 

Security 

Improvements  

Install/improve street/alley lighting Physical Improvement  lights installed  Lighting 55 

 Human 

Services 

Youth, Teens  Support/provide youth 

activities/programs  

Service/Program  programs 

developed/supported 

Youth 55 

Comm Bldg, 

Arts & 

Culture 

Communication, 

Promotion, Nbhd 

Identity  

Promote/market the neighborhood  Communication/Promotion  Promotion & 

Marketing 

52 
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Comm Bldg, 

Arts & 

Culture 

Arts and Culture Develop/expand art/cultural events, 

performances & programming 

Service/Program  Community Events, 

Arts & Culture 

50 

       

Least common Project Types     

Category Sub-Category Activity Default Primary Keywords Freq 

   Activity Type Measurement   

Schools & 

Libraries 

School Programs and 

Events  

Purchase school non-computer 

resource materials/equipment 

Physical Improvement  School Programs 1 

Human 

Services 

Employment  Develop/coordinate partnerships to 

enhance job training/placement 

Organization/Organizing  Job Placement & 

Training, Community 

Partnerships 

1 

Parks & 

Recreation 

Programs, Events in 

Parks 

Support additional park staffing Organization/Organizing  Park Programs 1 

Parks & 

Recreation 

Safety, Lighting in 

Parks  

Increase/develop/support non-police 

park patrols 

Organization/Organizing  Citizen Crime 

Prevention 

1 

Parks & 

Recreation 

Building 

Improvements in 

Parks  

Install bike racks in parks Physical Improvement  bike parking spaces 

added 

Bicycling, Park 

Improvements 

1 

Environment Water and Air 

Quality, Noise 

Pollution                 

Implement other noise abatement 

measure 

Research/Analysis/Planning/Design  Pollution Control 1 

Crime 

Prevention & 

Safety 

Police Services, 

Community Policing  

Develop/support unspecified police 

patrols  

Service/Program  Police Services 1 

Economic 

Development 

Commercial District 

Improvements and 

Conduct inventory of vacant & 

deteriorated properties 

Research/Analysis/Planning/Design  Blighted 

Properties/Demolition 

2 
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Promotion  

Transpor & 

Infrastructure 

51 Bicycle, 

Pedestrian, Transit  

5108 Study park & ride lots  Research/Analysis/Planning/Design Transit, Parking, 

Alternative 

Transportation 

2 

Environment Habitat, Open 

Spaces, Landscaping               

Create community compost site Physical Improvement compost sites 

created 

Recycling. Planting & 

Landscaping & 

Gardening 

2 
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Appendix 5 - Focus Group Dates and Locations 

# Date Location Group 

1 1.10.12 1611 6th Street So. The Cedars Residents 

2 1.13.12 603 Cedar Ave. So. The Cedars Residents 

3 1.21.12 2001 Riverside Ave. So Augsburg LINK Students 

4 1.27.12 420 15th Avenue So. Youth Council 

5 1.9.12 1627 6th Street So. The Cedars Residents 

6 2.13.12 2500 Riverside Ave. So. Riverside Park area residents 

7 2.15.12 1400 2nd St. So. Seven Corners Residents 

8 2.16.12 412 22nd Avenue So. University of Minnesota Students 

9 2.22.12 1920 1st Street So. 

Riverview Apartment Resident Focus 

Groups 

10 2.23.12 2211 Riverside Ave. So. West Bank Business Association 

11 2.24.12 1601 6th St. So. Riverside Tower Residents 

12 2.28.12 601 25th Avenue So. St. Kates Students 

13 3.6.12 2001 Riverside Ave. So Trinity Lutheran Church group 

14 3.6.12 1810 Riverside Ave So. Cedars East 
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Appendix 6 – Marginals and Open Ended Question Responses 

Cedar-Riverside Community Survey     

     

Questions   

No. of 

respondents   

% of 

respondents 

Total  412  100% 

     

     

How long (weeks, months, etc.) have you 

been living, working or studying in the 

Cedar-Riverside neighborhood?  

See below for all open ended responses 

and any "Other, please specify" entries 

     

Which TWO issues relating to community 

building are most important to you in the 

Cedar-Riverside neighborhood? (Please 

circle only two options)     

Community-wide events and 

celebrations  101  25% 

Cross-cultural understanding and 

sharing  185  45% 

Accessibility for people with 

disabilities  95  23% 

Physical community bridging and 

interaction  93  23% 

Relationship with the police  92  22% 

Preservation of neighborhood 

character  88  21% 

Arts, music, theater, culture  134  33% 

Other, please specify  18  4% 

     

     

Which TWO issues relating to buildings 

and physical space are most important to 

you in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood? 

(Please circle only TWO options)     

Community space for all ages  137  33% 

Public library  125  30% 

Development of 427 Cedar Avenue 

(former Dania Hall site)  78  19% 

Bus shelters  71  17% 

Post office  71  17% 

Grocery store or market  135  33% 

Outdoor green space  156  38% 
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Other, please specify  34  8% 

     

     

Which TWO issues relating to housing are 

most important to you in the Cedar-

Riverside neighborhood? (Please circle 

only two options)     

Improving the condition of the housing 

stock  223  54% 

Providing resources to make home 

repairs  115  28% 

Increasing home ownership 

opportunities  160  39% 

Providing education on tenant and 

landlord rights and responsibilities  176  43% 

Building new housing  67  16% 

Other, please specify  24  6% 

     

     

Which TWO issues relating to programs 

and services are most important to you in 

the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood? (Please 

circle only TWO options)     

English language learning courses  121  29% 

Activities for adults, seniors, and 

elders  100  24% 

Health awareness  100  24% 

Workforce development  115  28% 

Activities for youth  211  51% 

Restoration of existing buildings  111  27% 

Other, please specify  29  7% 

     

     

Which TWO issues relating to 

neighborhood image and public safety are 

most important to you in the Cedar-

Riverside neighborhood? (Please circle 

only TWO options)     

Street lighting  163  40% 

Graffiti  31  8% 

Trash and litter  90  22% 

Burglary and theft  150  36% 

Pedestrian safety  124  30% 

Bicycle safety  41  10% 
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Public disorder  29  7% 

Personal safety  161  39% 

Other, please specify  21  5% 

     

     

Which TWO issues relating to 

infrastructure are most important to you in 

the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood? (Please 

circle only TWO options)     

Sidewalk quality  152  37% 

Road quality  158  38% 

Parking  165  40% 

Crosswalks  97  24% 

Stop signs / stop lights  92  22% 

Signs to light rail station and other 

destinations  82  20% 

Other, please specify  36  9% 

 

Please rank how much of a priority each 

area is to you in relation to the others 

listed. (Beside your first priority, write 

a 1. Beside your second priority, write a 

2. You should have ONLY ONE first 

priority, ONLY ONE second priority, 

etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Housing 72 34 39 39 64 54 3 

Row % 24% 11% 13% 13% 21% 18% 1% 

        

Community building 48 65 33 69 59 40 3 

Row % 15% 21% 10% 22% 19% 13% 1% 

        

Programs and services 37 74 71 63 37 37 2 

Row % 11% 23% 22% 20% 11% 11% 1% 

        

Buildings and physical space 27 79 58 45 47 41 3 

Row % 9% 26% 19% 15% 16% 14% 1% 

        

Infrastructure 27 60 54 35 57 64 4 

Row % 9% 20% 18% 12% 19% 21% 1% 

        

Neighborhood image and safety 170 63 34 29 16 25 0 

Row % 50% 19% 10% 9% 5% 7% 0% 
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Other, please specify 6 3 1 1 1 5 24 

Row % 15% 7% 2% 2% 2% 12% 59% 

 

Have you attended a neighborhood or 

community meeting within the past month? 

(Please circle only ONE option)     

No  258  63% 

Yes  128  31% 

     

     

What is your age in years? (Please circle the 

appropriate range)     

17 and under  3  1% 

18-34  234  57% 

35-54  93  23% 

55-65  42  10% 

65 and older  20  5% 

     

     

What is your gender? (Please circle only 

ONE option)     

Female  214  52% 

Male  178  43% 

Other  1  0% 

     

     

Do you consider yourself of Hispanic, 

Latino, or Spanish origin? (Please circle 

only ONE option)     

Yes  8  2% 

No  363  88% 

     

     

What would you consider to be your race? 

(Please circle only ONE option that BEST 

describes your race)     

White  189  46% 

Black or African American  111  27% 

American Indian or Alaska Native  2  0% 

Asian or Pacific Islander  48  12% 

Two or more race  11  3% 

Other  19  5% 



59 

     

     

Which of the following BEST describes the 

location where you live, work, or study the 

most? (Please circle only ONE option)     

The area around the intersection of 

Cedar and Riverside  118  29% 

Seven Corners  27  7% 

Riverside Park  17  4% 

Augsburg College  77  19% 

University of Minnesota  113  27% 

I don' know  2  0% 

Other, please specify  29  7% 

     

     

What is your estimated annual household 

income? (Please select only ONE option)     

Under $15,000  170  41% 

%15,001 - $35,000  59  14% 

$35,001 - $50,000  36  9% 

$50,001 - $75,000  36  9% 

$75,001 - $99,999  9  2% 

$100,000 or over  21  5% 

I don't know  46  11% 

 

Open ended survey responses 

Note: All comments are left unedited 

How long (weeks, months, etc.) have you been living, working, or studying in the Cedar-

Riverside neighborhood? (Please enter the amount of time in the space provided) 

Responses varied from a minimum of six weeks out past 20 years. 

Which TWO issues relating to community building are most important to you in the Cedar-

Riverside neighborhood? (Please circle only TWO options) 

All! 

programs for kids - I volunteer frequently with kids in this neighborhood and have 

noticed that since the parents are lower income and work so much their kids often lack 

supervision and get into trouble. Programs like Youth Farm give kids a structured place 

to go where they stay out of trouble 

I am very concerned about the state of the youth. We have the largest number of youth 

per density of land in the state of MN if not the midwest. There are no resources for 

youth. 

Church 
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Eliminate racial profiling! 

good communications about what is neighborhood activities 

Outdoor theater on flats! Only cultural plays and music -concerts (no hard rock!) (Like 

Lake Harriet Bandshell) 

Our Neighborhood needs activities for our youth 

Get rid of the Graffiti  

For people enjoying Riverside Park to be respectful of the space, to steer away from the 

area becoming a gang hangout/territory, to communicate beasics in regard to no loitering 

(has been an issue) 

Safety and Attractions (Both are central to community Building) 

sense of shared vision for the neighborhood 

more comfortable public gathering spaces 

Home ownership is importnat home unlike renters home owners will work for the good 

of the neighborhood 

 

 

Which TWO issues relating to buildings and physical space are most important to you in the 

Cedar-Riverside neighborhood? (Please circle only TWO options) 

*public library with a variety of texts (cultures/ages/languages) 

play areas for children - developed & Updated 

Park space to play sports 

Not just markets - quality food! 

all choices are good ones 

gym/workout/health 

Outdoor Green Space - "Connected to A" (Community Space for all ages) 

neighborhood events 

Laudromat 

Making Cedar Avenue a beautiful, vibrant, active space.  

Dania could be developed as a community space 

Physical Space beautified! Ad to outdoor green space Flower plantings and plants on 

Cedar and Riverside Park 

Preserving historic buildings and connections among housing, parks, shops. 

youth recreation space 

Keeping Riverside Park as 'green' as it can possibly be. No added sprts arenas, etc. The 

city needs a 'nature' centered park, and this is what the majority of residents living by 

riverside park want to see too. 

Get Us A Post Office Station Back In The Neighborhood!! 

None of the Above 

All areas of commercial enterprise 

not losing any more music/performance venues 

Peace Garden in Riverside Park and Flowers in park and Cedar Riverside  

Possibly a community book exchange within community space 

economically stratified housing (ownership & rental) 

More lighting, Free Parking space - people are tited get ticket 

Update store fronts; provide unique, inviting faces to the city (African Ctr. Is beautiful) 

Roads 
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Fixing and updating fences, houses, buildings, store fronts, etc. 

 

 

Which TWO issues relating to housing are most important to you in the Cedar-Riverside 

neighborhood? (Please circle only TWO options) 

Community centers for all nationalities 

not sure 

it would be nice to make the housing more open to community activities to help build 

relationships. Right now the housing seems to compartmentalize people instead of invite 

them to interact with each other.  

More student friendly apartments 

no comment 

Use money given by the state wisely 

street lighting in residential areas 

increasing home ownership opportunities by providing and building new housing 

affordable rental housing 

Perhaps more housing for low-income tenants (I don't know how many there are) 

Perhaps more housing for low-income tenants (I don't know how many there are) 

Programs that give skills to mothers and youth so they will be able to gain jobs 

Programs that give skills to mothers and youth so they will be able to gain jobs 

more upkeep on affordable housing 

affordable housing, convenient housing 

homeownership for neighborhood residents, resident-controlled resources for rental 

housing improvements 

Holding RPTA (Sherman) accountable for providing safety for tenents and spaces in the 

complexes through which he makes millions of dollars. As a community we need to 

demand accountability. 

Improve neighborhood appearance and of homes exteriors 

Amenities for housing in Cedar East (20th Ave. to cedar) 

Adequate parking for residents and businesses 

Decreasing density related to housing stock 

 

Which TWO issues relating to programs and services are most important to you in the Cedar-

Riverside neighborhood? (Please circle only TWO options) 

Site for development of a universal place for young adult and adults community center 

that provides shopping, wifi, laudry, social settings for dance and entertainment since it's 

close to UofM and many multi-cultural environments here in the Cedar Riverside ares. 

(As an older adult we used to call "A teen center" Smile!!) 

Youth development and enrichment 

Infrastructure repair and maintenance 

Safety 

Plaza 

don't think about these issues 

Undoing negative stereotypes regarding the Somali population - education of that culture 

would be good somewhere 
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Explain what each program is really for. Some clients come to the food shelf just because 

we give out free food. Some clients think youth programs are for people till they are 25 

years old. Which its not.  

Developing the connection between the University community and the rest of Cedar-

Riverside 

support groups  

cross cultural education and activities. 

Education, training for professional development 

Improving storefront facades 

Streetscape improvements for pedestrians and bikers 

Restoration of the stairs by Riverside Park. 

Maintaing and enhancing the area as a arts center 

cross cultural integration 

Expansion of the Brian Coyle facilities and hence, the programs there. 

Amplitheater on Bohemian flats for concert music onle - like Lake Harriet Bandshell (No 

hard Rock!) 

intervention programs for those involved in gangs, or drug/alcohol addiction 

Create place for the community 

Re-establish old theater buildings as muilt=purpose ctr.  

new building 

Community-wide capture the flag 

saftey is a concern drunk person, and teenagers hanging around the corner and disrupt the 

public...it is a scary place to walk 

 

 

Which TWO issues relating to neighborhood image and public safety are most important to you 

in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood? (Please circle only TWO options) 

The roads are awful 

Signage and storefronts 

Gangs/loitering 

I like harmony and orderliness. Happy folks are peaceful folks 

Safety at the light rail station 

Resident education – safety training 

Neighborhood patrols by citizens! 

Nature, ecologica, educational riverside park. No more added sports areas. Peace garden 

to teach children and adults. Multicultural. 

Loitering 

Old facilities, (facilities within buildings) 

Less light pollution 

All of the above safety issues are of utmost importance 

24hr Safe space for youth/young adults  

After school safety 

Can we get rid of the Somalians 
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Which TWO issues relating to infrastructure are most important to you in the Cedar-Riverside 

neighborhood? (Please circle only TWO options) 

Lane demarcations - often ambiguous 

Bike lines 

Road quality - even after construction, lighting for pedestrians 

Less bars and liquor stores 

Cheap or free parking needed 

Traffic 

Including demarcations on the road 

public access wheelchairs 

Handicap parking sign for Associated Bank on Riverside 

Bike paths and clearly marked bike lanes - especially around busy corners 

Clear lines on roads to distingush lanes  

Bike path development, light rail station area development 

Signs to river and ways to get there to enjoy it and flowers! Pots, plants, etc. 

Multilingual Signs 

Bike lanes/ Bike safety 

Starting a construction project and then not working on it for 4 months, and then finishing 

it in 1 day. 

lighting 

Pedestrian improvements 

Very important to keep the Riverside Park parking as parking by permit only. It has 

helped out neighborhood tremendously.  

These Damn Muslim Stores That Don't Post Prices On Their Products.  

Flower Planters along Riverside avenue and at bus stops 

Recreasional facilities 

bike paths 

Bike accessibility 

Along with road/sidewalk quality, I think the look, quality & standards of businesses and 

their storefronts is important 

Public Art lighting 

Sidewalk in business district, with planters, trees. 

We love to have inviting, user-friendly sidewalks on Cedar and Riverside; plantings, 

hanging baskets, etc. 

playgrounds 

Bike markings on roads. Condusing by our building (right by 10th Ave. Bridge) 

 

Please rank how much of a priority each area is to you in relation to the others listed. 

(Beside your first priority, write a 1. Beside your second priority, write a 2. You should have 

ONLY ONE first priority, ONLY ONE second priority, etc.) 

 Community Center 

 Green Space 

 Arts & Culture 

 Economic Development on Cedar Avenue. Development near the Central 

Corridor LRT station 
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 a community newsletter 

 Parking ramps 

 Green Space 

 Attractions 

 Make the area a happening spot to go for shopping, dining and entertainment. 

Keep the U workers here after work. 

 Green Space 

 "It was dumb to put this question on a separate page from question #8. 

 Health related issues (nutrition, exercise, parenting skills, etc) 

 Grants or low-interest loans for home improvement 

 Compiling and disseminating a complete (as possible) history of the West Bank, 

so that we can all know who has gone before and the struggles they faced and 

goals they accomplished. I feel that past accomplishments must be appreciated to 

work together effectively. 

 In relation to housing but not the increase but rather affordable housing options 

maintained. Prevention of gentrification 

 Home ownership is important it will create stability in the neighborhood. Home 

owners will work for the good of community. Renters do not have plan and 

investment they will move out if they do not like it 

What would you consider to be your race? (Please circle only ONE option that BEST describes 

your race) 

 Persian 

 South Asian 

 African 

 Human 

 Brown 

 white, black/AA, Amer. Ind 

 Somali 

 Somali 

 Somali 

 Please do not seperate Hispanic, Latino and Spanish from other race options 

 Human 

 Somali 

 Multi racial 

 European Born 

 Universal! 

 Somali 

 Somali 

 American 

 Somali  

 African -> Somali 

 Somali 
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Which of the following BEST describes the location where you live, work, or study the most? 

(Please circle only ONE option) 

 20th & Riverside 

 Riverside & 20th 

 Riverside Plaza 

 Riverside Plaza 

 Trinity Lutheran Congregation 

 15th & 4th 

 Riverside & 21st 

 Brian Coyle Center 

 St, Catherine University - We exist too!! 

 20th and Riverside 

 Coyle Center 

 6th and Cedar 

 St. Catherine University 

 between Augsburg & Cedar Avenue 
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Appendix 7 – Surveys (English, Korean, Oromo, Somali, Spanish) 

English Survey (Version 1) 
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Korean Survey 
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Oromo Survey 
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Somali Survey 
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Spanish Survey 
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Appendix 8 – Focus Group Results - Interests and Priorities by Group/Location  

1627 6th St. Focus Group (Cedars) 



95 

 

 

1611 6th St. Focus Group (Cedars) 
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603 Cedar Ave. Focus Group (Cedars) 
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Augsburg College 
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 Cedar-Riverside Youth Council 

(CRYC) 
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Riverside Park 
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Middlebrook Hall (University of Minnesota 

dorm) 
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Riverview Tower  
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Riverside Plaza  
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Cedars East   
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St. Catherine University     

    

Seven Corners   
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Appendix 9 – Additional Survey Respondent Demographic Information 

We administered the survey in the five languages listed in the graph below. The majority of our 

respondents responded to the survey in English (79.9%). No Spanish surveys were filled out during our 

administration period suggesting further outreach with this population in the neighborhood should be an 

area of future emphasis for engagement. 

Figure 1: Surveys Collected by Language 
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Figure 2: Income of Survey Respondents  

 

Figure 3: Gender of Survey Respondents  

 

The gender breakdown of the survey respondents is sufficiently close to the demographic 

makeup of the neighborhood. 
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