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Executive Summary 

Over the past four and a half years, the Northside Fresh coalition of organizations and 

individuals has worked to combat the lack of healthy food access in North Minneapolis, with the 

assistance of a five-year funding contract from Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Minnesota. The 

purpose of this report is to highlight and analyze the key events and characteristics that have 

contributed or hindered the effectiveness of Northside Fresh.  An evaluative case study details 

the coalition’s history and then uses analysis based on the literature, document review, survey 

data and interviews to identify lessons learned and opportunities for the future.  To better 

conceptualize these data, we created a framework, based on pre-existing research on inter-

organizational relationships, network governance, and collaborative advantage to examine the 

effectiveness of the coalition. We propose that there are three factors that support efficacy: 

alignment of partners’ motivations and visions, the actual contributions of the partners, and the 

extent of the networks that exist within the coalition. We then submit that these three factors are 

mediated by the context in which the coalition operates to further encourage or inhibit efficacy.  

 We concluded that the motivations and visions were adequately aligned although the 

partners differed in their views of the coalition’s function. Member contributions to the coalition 

were consistent with the 5P model used by the coalition.  Networks of individuals and 

organizations, strengthened through coalition participation, also contributed to coalition 

effectiveness. Some aspects of the context posed challenges, however. These include a culture of 

mistrust with funding agencies as well as a culture of competitiveness that affects the way in 

which agencies and people work together on the Northside. Within the coalition there has been 

significant staff turnover, confusion over roles and responsibilities, and concern regarding 

transparency. 

In addition, we discovered that conflict over the value of different kinds of expertise and 

over the ownership of coalition work detracted from Northside Fresh’s ability to achieve its 

goals. We propose strategies for turning these issues into opportunities by discussing differences 

openly, cross-training each other to build everyone’s capacity, and increasing the participation of 

community members and organizations within Northside Fresh. 
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Introduction 

Residents in North Minneapolis have long faced numerous challenges accessing healthy 

foods. These include decreased availability and high cost of fresh foods, limited transportation 

options and, like many other communities, limited awareness of how to choose healthy options 

among a diversity of food choices. In 2008, Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Minnesota (Blue 

Cross), as part of its preventative efforts to reduce obesity through its Healthy Eating Minnesota 

initiative, issued a request for proposals for a five-year contract. NorthPoint Health & Wellness 

Center Inc. (NorthPoint), a health and human services agency in North Minneapolis responded 

with a proposal; NorthPoint proposed convening individuals and organizations in North 

Minneapolis to understand and improve the local food environment. Between 2009 and 2013, 

North Minneapolis community members and agencies came together first to administer a 

community food assessment and then to form a healthy food access coalition, which is now 

called Northside Fresh. 

NorthPoint’s Innovation Group, its research and evaluation arm, was designated to 

administer and evaluate the initiative. Dr. Julie Nielsen, Director of the Innovation Group, and 

Naima Bashir, Program Evaluator, contacted Dr. Melissa Stone to request the assistance of her 

Capstone course’s students in completing an evaluative case study of the coalition’s 

effectiveness. Our evaluation team included five members: Libby Caulum, Priya Vanessa Outar, 

Josie Shardlow, Kate Thomas-Tielke, and Girija Tulpule. We are all graduating Master in Public 

Policy (M.P.P.) students at the Humphrey School of Public Affairs at the University of 

Minnesota. We have all completed program evaluation coursework and the majority of us have 

performed evaluations in our internships or professional work. We completed this project while 

taking Dr. Stone’s Capstone workshop on managing collaborations.  

This report includes our research methodology, case study including analysis of our 

findings, and subsequent “lessons learned.” Our intention is to showcase the coalition’s many 

successes, as well as the challenges they faced along the way. Since the coalition is nearing the 

end of the Blue Cross funding period in December 2013, it is our hope that this report will be 

valuable to the coalition partners as they continue to work together to transform the food 

environment in North Minneapolis.  
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Research Plan and Literature Review 

 Our research plan draws from the academic literature on collaboration. Barbara Crosby 

and John Bryson defined collaboration as involving the “linking or sharing [of] information, 

activities, resources, and power to achieve jointly what could not be achieved separately” 

(Crosby & Bryson, 2005). According to Crosby and Bryson, what differentiates collaboration 

from less involved mechanisms of sharing, like communication or coordination, is that what is 

being shared in a collaboration is information, activities and resources, and power. In addition, 

Oliver (1990) describes a continuum of inter-organizational relationships, which range from 

independent organizations to mergers. The intermediate steps of this continuum are joint 

ventures, networks and collaborations. Oliver states that coalitions, collaboratives, partnerships 

and alliances all have similar depths of inter-organizational relationships (Oliver, 1990). Because 

of this similarity in inter-organizational relationships, collaboration-related literature is 

appropriate to analyze the effectiveness of a coalition.  

This case study is guided by a research plan (included in Appendix A) that includes 

guiding research questions, indicators, data collection methods, and data sources. The research 

questions and indicators are informed by the literature on collaborations. It is important to note 

that the main focus of the research was to evaluate the functioning of the coalition and not to 

evaluate the coalition's overall impact on the food environment. We focused on the extent to 

which members’ visions for the coalition, relationships and other factors contributed to the 

coalition’s ability to work together effectively. 

The reasons for and conditions under which organizations form linkages and exchanges 

with one another is crucial for understanding the coalition’s effectiveness (Oliver, 1990). That is, 

Northside Fresh’s ability to accomplish its goals is dependent upon, among other things, the 

reasons behind partners’ involvement. Therefore, our first research question addresses that by 

asking about partners' motivations for participating in the coalition. Our second research question 

explores what the partners are contributing to Northside Fresh. Provan & Kenis (2007) develop 

some propositions outlining the possible tensions in network governance. One of them is that the 

networks face a tension between the need for internal and external legitimacy (Provan & Kenis, 

2007). If a network lacks internal legitimacy over an extended period of time, participating 

organizations will be likely to drop out of the network or greatly reduce their involvement and 

contributions. Therefore, contributions from the partners can be an appropriate measure of 

internal legitimacy and therefore, functional effectiveness. In the third research question, we 

transition from contributions to the question of what partners gain from their participation. The 

benefits to member participation are closely tied to partners' motivation and the collective vision 

of increasing access to healthy food in North Minneapolis. 

Partner contributions and levels of engagement are a measure of the value they see 

coming out of the collaboration. Huxham and Vangen emphasize the importance of managing 
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aims to ensure that partners see the process and products of the collaborative effort as gainful 

relative to their individual motivations (Huxham & Vangen, 2005). That logically brings us to 

our fourth research question: What are the partners' goals for the coalition? According to 

Agranoff, because collaborations typically lack a central coordinating actor, there are differing 

objectives for the collaborative effort (Agranoff, 2007). The actors have to determine the benefits 

derived along with considering the costs of both substantive and process elements.  In reference 

to this, we wondered what partners perceive they can accomplish as a coalition that they cannot 

accomplish alone. We also considered the consistency among the partners’ visions and goals.  

Coalitions operate within specific environments that influence partners’ ability to work 

together. These environments create a “context” within which the collaboration functions. We 

further differentiated between the internal context, or the structures and processes in place within 

the coalition, and the external context, which includes community history and characteristics. 

Collaboration structure and processes build commitment among partners and enable collective 

decision making (Stone, Crosby, & Bryson, 2010). Our fifth research question gets at these 

collaboration characteristics by asking how the coalition's structure and processes affect its 

effectiveness. More specifically, we were interested in communication, roles, decision-making 

processes and policy guidelines. In terms of external context, research suggests that both 

competitive as well as institutional environments influence collaborations in both startup and 

sustainability phases (Sharfman, Gray, & Yan, 1991). Therefore, our sixth research question took 

into account the effect of interpersonal and institutional dynamics on the coalition’s efficacy.   

Finally, the Active Living by Design’s 5P Community Action Model
1
 (5P model) was 

adopted by Northside Fresh on the recommendation of Blue Cross. This model proposes using 

preparation, promotion, programs, policy, and physical projects to enact systems change. 

Therefore, our seventh research question was: How aware are the partners of the 5P model and to 

what extent is the coalition using it to do their work?  

  

                                                      
1
http://www.activelivingbydesign.org/our-approach/community-action-model 

http://www.activelivingbydesign.org/our-approach/community-action-model
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Research Methodology 

We chose to present our findings as an evaluative case study because it was specifically 

requested of us by the Northside Fresh Planning Team; it is an appropriate way to present 

qualitative personal perspectives about ideas like vision and motivations; and, because we felt 

that it was a way to make our work accessible to coalition members. Program evaluation has 

been defined as the systematic collection of information about the activities, characteristics and 

outcomes of programs in order to make judgments to improve effectiveness and/or inform future 

decisions (Patton, 2008). Therefore, we approached our work with this focus on systematic 

inquiry. In order to triangulate our findings, we used three different methods of data collection: 

document review, semi-structured interviews and a survey. 

Document review 

We grounded our work by reviewing over one hundred documents, about fifty of which 

we read closely and pulled out pertinent details. These included the original proposal, work 

plans, evaluation reports, meeting agendas and minutes, PowerPoint presentations, logic model, 

budgets, staff reports and other documents. We were struck by the large amount of 

documentation and research that has already been done on Northside Fresh. In this sense, much 

of our work consisted of sifting through and organizing the body of information that had already 

been created, updating it with our firsthand data collection, and then analyzing it all using the 

academic literature on collaborations.  

Semi-structured interviews 

When we began the project, we met with Julie Nielsen who gave us a roster of over 100 

coalition participants. With the awareness that we had limited time and resources, we aimed to 

interview seventeen stakeholders including coalition partners and current and past members of 

the Planning Team. We chose individuals that played an active role in the coalition and who 

were recommended to us by others we interviewed. In the end, we were able to conduct semi-

structured interviews with fourteen stakeholders (Appendix D). We recorded the conversations 

and took detailed notes of the conversations, later using NVivo, qualitative analysis software, to 

code for prevalent themes (Appendix B, Appendix F). The interviews ranged in length from 30-

90 minutes with an average length of about 45 minutes. Two interviews were conducted over the 

phone while the other twelve were done in person. We were unable to record three interviews. 

The interviews were conducted in different combinations of two team members according to our 

availability, with the exception of one phone interview in which only one member of the research 

team was available. 
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Survey 

In addition to the document review and interviews, we also conducted a pen and paper 

survey at the most recent quarterly coalition meeting in March, which two of us attended. Out of 

twenty-eight attendees, thirteen completed the survey at the meeting. Two more coalition 

partners responded when we sent it out again via email to the entire roster, which gave us a total 

of fifteen responses (Appendix E). We are very grateful to all of the partners who met with us for 

interviews or took the time to fill out the survey. The individuals we spoke with were very 

generous with their time and open with their comments. 

Research Limitations 

While we collected and reviewed a large quantity of data, there were limitations to our 

research. First, there were about 650 documents associated with the coalition’s work. However, 

we did not have access to most of these until very late in the project. Given the large number of 

documents and time constraints, we were not able to systematically review all of them as we 

would have liked. We prioritized documents like the original RFP and proposal, meeting 

minutes, evaluation documents, and team reports that would help us piece together the story of 

Northside Fresh and give insights into our research questions. Also, we were not able to 

interview all of the key stakeholders we wanted to either because they did not respond to our 

requests or because of time limitations. Given more time or team members, we would have 

wanted to interview partners who are no longer involved with Northside Fresh and North 

Minneapolis community members not affiliated with the coalition at all. Talking with people 

outside of the coalition would have given us the perspective of how it is seen by outsiders who 

also have an interest in the North Minneapolis food environment.   

In order to contextualize the efficacy of the coalition, we also sought to understand the 

ways in which Northside Fresh is like and unlike other food access coalitions. To that end, we 

identified eight other healthy food access coalitions around the country to try to compare 

Northside Fresh with other comparable initiatives. However, we were able to conduct phone 

interviews with only three of them and could not find coalitions with a similar scope of work as 

Northside Fresh, which is why that research does not play a central role in our analysis. More 

information regarding these comparison coalitions is available in the Appendix I.  

As requested by the Northside Fresh Planning Team, we have created the following case 

study. Our intention is to tell the story of Northside Fresh, highlighting the main events that 

contributed to or detracted from its effectiveness over the almost four and half years of its 

existence (see Appendix C for a timeline). We will then discuss opportunities that Northside 

Fresh can embrace to continue to improve its effectiveness.  
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The Northside Fresh story 

 In 2008, Blue Cross issued a Request For Proposals for their “Healthy Eating Minnesota” 

initiative. The initiative's aim was to increase the access of healthy food in Minnesota through 

five-year contracts with eight different partnerships throughout Minnesota. Applicants that were 

interested in receiving funds as a host organization were asked to submit applications 

demonstrating their experience with policy, systems, and environmental change. The host 

organization also had to display experience and capacity to lead a partnership composed of 

diverse stakeholders, as well as the capacity to effectively work with broad target populations. In 

2009, Blue Cross awarded NorthPoint Inc. one of the eight $125,000 annual contracts with 

NorthPoint Innovation Group serving as the contract administrator. Northside Fresh is the largest 

of the eight partnerships funded. Each of the partnerships was able to customize the structure of 

their collaboration based on the unique traits of their respective communities. 

To commence the Healthy Eating Minnesota contract, a coordinator was hired to 

organize what became the Northside Healthy Eating Project (NHEP) Advisory Committee. Many 

of the members of this committee were previously identified within the contract application. 

These members included the University of Minnesota, University of Minnesota Extension, the 

Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), Cub Foods, 

Institute of Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP) and the Minneapolis Department of Health and 

Family Support. In the spring of 2009, the Advisory Committee began work on a Comprehensive 

Food Assessment. The research entailed a geographical and informational assessment, a 

community resident assessment (consisting of key informant interviews and a survey of 434 

Northside residents), and a convenience store assessment. They also conducted focus groups 

with Hmong, Latino, Lao, and Liberian residents, as well as youth (The Northside Healthy 

Eating Project, 2010). 

Published in March of 2010, the Comprehensive Food Assessment confirmed that North 

Minneapolis was a “food desert”.
2
 The 2008 Farm Bill defined this as an “area in the United 

States with limited access to affordable and nutritious food, particularly such an area composed 

of predominantly lower income neighborhoods and communities” (Ploeg, Breneman, & 

Farrigan, 2009). The findings from the community food assessment informed how the NHEP 

implemented their four-year plan to transform the North Minneapolis food environment. As 

suggested by Blue Cross, they proposed using Active Living by Design’s 5P
3
 community action 

model, which includes the stages of preparation, promotion, programs, policy and physical 

projects.  

                                                      
2
http://northpointhealth.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=hgJJ2lIwHzw%3D&tabid=135&mid=846 

3
http://www.activelivingbydesign.org/our-approach/community-action-model 

http://www.activelivingbydesign.org/our-approach/community-action-model
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The NHEP Advisory Committee included strategic institutional partners that could assist 

in the research and initial planning for the project (from NHEP Advisory Board Minutes 

6.25.09).As the research phase of the coalition ended, many of these institutions, including the 

Urban Research and Outreach-Engagement Center (UROC), University of Minnesota Extension, 

Cub Foods and IATP, did not continue their involvement. The network that developed as the 

coalition evolved was rich in diversity of experience and identities; however, the differences in 

the way that partners began to approach the work caused tensions. The different perspectives and 

experiences at the root of those tensions will play an important role in our analysis.  

It bears noting that during this time there was growing interest statewide in improving 

access to healthy foods. The Statewide Health Improvement Program (SHIP) was initiated in 

2009 and invested $47 million in 2010 and 2011 by funding projects addressing obesity and 

tobacco. All 53 of the state’s community health boards and 9 of the 11 tribal governments 

received funding. In 2012, SHIP funding was reduced by seventy percent, but Hennepin County 

and the City of Minneapolis are among the 18 grantees still receiving funding (The Minnesota 

Statewide Health Improvement Program, Ship Progress Brief, 2013). In the fall of 2010, 

Gardening Matters was contracted by the Minneapolis Department of Health and Family Support 

to implement Local Food Resource Hubs, a system based on Detroit’s “cluster” system. These 

Local Food Resource Hubs grew out of a recommendation by Homegrown Minneapolis and 

included the Northside Hub, which became part of NHEP(Department of Health and Family 

Support). Hennepin County also received funding from Blue Cross’ Healthy Eating Minnesota 

initiative to conduct a county-wide community food assessment during the same time that NHEP 

conducted theirs (“Healthy Eating Minnesota”). 

During the second and third years of the contract, the Planning Team, made up of 

NorthPoint’s Innovation Group staff, Northside Fresh coordinators, and Blue Cross consultants 

strived to create a structure for the coalition. The coordinator of NorthPoint Inc.’s food shelf was 

hired on as the coordinator, while the original coordinator transitioned to being a project 

assistant. The first meeting of the coalition (and not the Advisory Committee) was held February 

1, 2011. NorthPoint staff facilitated the initial meetings, rotating the role of facilitator among 

different staff members; coalition partners were also asked to present ideas during meetings. The 

first round of implementation mini-grants were given in 2011 on a “first come, first served” basis 

to individual partner organizations. The mini-grants were used to purchase gardening equipment 

and also funded outreach efforts. The outreach included education regarding use of Electronic 

Benefit Transfers (EBT) at farmers markets. In October 2011, a “bootcamp” meeting was held 

with the goals of creating the coalition’s structure, identifying roles and responsibilities for teams 

and staff, and giving teams time to draft work plans. A consultant affiliated with Blue Cross’ 

Healthy Eating Minnesota project, also assisted Northside Fresh by working to build the 

coalition’s multicultural outreach and communication capacity. Throughout 2011, a 

communications consultant worked with the coalition to facilitate a branding process that 

resulted in a logo and the name change to Northside Fresh.  
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After a difficult start to 2012, in which the second coordinator left his position, leaving 

the coalition without a coordinator for several months, the coalition made good strides in the 

spring and summer months. In early 2012, Dr. Vanessa McKendall Stephens was hired to act as 

a facilitator during the coalition meetings. Dr. McKendall Stephens is African American, a 

member of the North Minneapolis community, and a gardener, all of which make her an 

“insider” to the community even though she was new to the coalition. The Planning Team was 

strategic throughout its history to include people with Northside ties and cultural legitimacy, 

when possible. A new coordinator was hired in the spring of 2012. 

The first coalition meetings involved a brainstorming of interests, which were narrowed 

into the four issue areas the teams were formed around in 2012, with the help of the coordinators. 

These working groups included Local Food Resource Hub (Hub), Youth, Economic 

Development, and Communications. Each team was to be composed of coalition partners and 

would be responsible for constructing an annual work plan and budget for the $5000 that would 

be disbursed to each team.  The teams then presented their work plans to the rest of the coalition, 

in hopes of seeking funding approval by the full coalition. One partner organization for each 

team was required to act as a fiscal agent. The projects that were completed during that second 

year of funding included building a community garden, selling produce at farmers markets, 

creating a tool lending library, and holding promotional events, among others. As the 

implementation process was coalescing, the organizational processes of Northside Fresh were 

also strengthening. Decision-making quickened and increased structure developed with the help 

of professional facilitation and the formation of teams.  

Throughout its history, Northside Fresh has adapted its coordinator positions in response 

to the coalition’s needs. In June of 2012, Northside Fresh hired the fourth coordinator, focusing 

her position on multicultural outreach and communications. According to this coordinator, it 

facilitated trust and relationship building that she was an African American Northside resident, 

(interview). During the last quarterly meeting of 2012, Northside Fresh developed guiding 

principles or ground rules for the teams and the coalition as a whole. As the year ended, one of 

the co-coordinators left her position, once again leaving the coalition with just one coordinator.  

Another chapter of Northside Fresh is still being written. At the March 2013 quarterly 

meeting, the coalition continued to execute its collective decision-making process. At that 

meeting, the partners voted against starting an Education Team due to the lack of participation 

and because many of the teams were already incorporating education in their work plans. This 

decision resulted in each team receiving $5000 to be used for implementation of their projects 

for the 2013 growing season. In April 2013, a new co-coordinator was hired to focus on fund 

development for the coalition. In addition, the Operations Team, an administrative team 

composed of one partner from each team, continues to develop. The Operations Team would be 

responsible for meeting monthly to plan the quarterly coalition meetings, build capacity to 
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support the coalition’s team-based structure, and develop a plan for the future of Northside 

Fresh.  Partners are still being recruited to the Operations Team with the incentive of a stipend. 

Having grown out of an Advisory Committee that oversaw a community food 

assessment, Northside Fresh is now a network of organizations and individuals with a collective 

decision-making mechanism and team structure. We know from our interviews and witnessing a 

quarterly meeting that the partners are passionate about the work and dedicated to the 

collaboration. While the coalition has experienced many challenges along the way, it has also 

worked to respond to them in order to meet its goals. Next, we will explain a framework that we 

used to analyze our data and evaluate the coalition’s effectiveness. 
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Analytic Framework 

Our analysis, which incorporates our research plan, literature review, and the data we 

collected, is best explained by the following framework. 

 

We propose that there are three main factors that contribute to the coalition’s efficacy. 

These are: 1) the alignment of motivations, visions, and goals, 2) actual contributions of partners 

and the conveners to the efficacy of the coalition, and 3) individual and organizational 

relationships and networks. In this section, we will examine each of these pieces. The three 

factors of the framework are critical components of, but do not fully explain, Northside Fresh’s 

effectiveness.  

The context within which the coalition operates is also critical and includes both external 

and internal dimensions. The external context consists of the history of North Minneapolis and 

initial conditions of the coalition. The internal context (coalition characteristics) includes the 

coalition’s structures and processes that facilitated or inhibited Northside Fresh’s ability to work 
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together to influence the local food environment. The factors are mediated by the internal and 

external contexts in order for the coalition to be effective.  

We defined effectiveness based on the indicators we developed from the literature on 

collaborations (Agranoff, 2007; Baker, 2003; Crosby & Bryson, 2005; Huxham & Vangen, 

2005; Oliver, 1990; Patton, 2008; Provan & Kenis, 2007). Some of these are that 1) the partners 

have clear and compatible motives for participation, 2) there is adequate participation to enact 

the “5Ps”, 3) there is a shared vision and common goals, and 4) there are clear roles, transparent 

communication and effective leadership.  

There are also feedback loops within the framework. For example, the internal context 

can influence an individual’s level of contributions. Similarly, the external context continues to 

affect the alignment of motivations, vision and goals as well as the contributions made. 

Factors 

Alignment of motivations 

The first factor we considered was the alignment of the partners’ motivations for 

participating in the coalition. Oliver describes six determinants of motivation: necessity, 

asymmetry of power, reciprocity, efficiency, stability and legitimacy (Oliver, 1990). Analysis of 

the interviews suggests that the partners’ motivations for participating in Northside Fresh vary 

slightly along personal and professional motives. Eleven of fifteen survey respondents mentioned 

that a primary motivation for participation was to share resources to help increase the 

effectiveness of their work.  Six interviewees said that their connection to the North Minneapolis 

community and their desire to improve conditions in the neighborhood, including healthy food 

access, was a motivation to participate in the coalition. Still, others spoke about the possibilities 

for increasing their organizations’ capacity. One interviewee was motivated by a family member 

who had struggled with health problems, which they attributed to a lack of healthy food.  

Not surprisingly, most partners spoke of wanting to improve the food environment in 

North Minneapolis and educating the community about healthy eating. Nine of fourteen 

interviewees and ten of fifteen survey respondents said that improving the food environment was 

a top priority. However, through our interviews we found that along with a desire to improve the 

food environment, there was a motivation around improving racial and economic justice in the 

community. For example, five interviewees spoke of reintroducing community food assets back 

into North Minneapolis like a gardening culture and urban agriculture projects. At least five 

partners mentioned the connection of community development and food access, such as 

engaging youth and possibly creating food access related jobs for youth. 
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Huxham and Vangen explain that in theory common aims are needed for partners to work 

together, but in practice just enough agreement is needed to allow for some small successes that 

can build on each other to start the cycle of trust building (Huxham & Vangen, 2005). The data 

suggests that partners have similar visions for the coalition, but that these differ slightly from the 

coalition’s stated vision and mission. In addition, as we will explain below, the partners did 

differ considerably in their perceptions about the coalition’s function, or how Northside Fresh 

should work to achieve its goals.  

Vision and purpose alignment  

1. Function/Purpose 

Because visions and goals were often discussed interchangeably in our interviews, we 

address them here together. When partners were asked about the “vision” of the coalition, they 

actually addressed something that might be better termed “function”. In other words, the partners 

we interviewed talked about their ideas for how the coalition should act to reach their goals and 

address the overarching vision and mission of Northside Fresh. Our stakeholder interviews 

indicated that there were a number of ideas for the coalition’s primary function, some of which 

overlapped.   

In terms of what Northside Fresh’s function should look like long term, interviewees 

indicated differing viewpoints. One long term view was characterized as the “Chamber of 

Commerce” model in which partners would meet to learn about each other’s work, share 

resources, and collaborate on projects. Another perspective imagined the coalition as an 

intermediary that would seek out funding while partners implemented projects. Yet another way 

in which partners thought the coalition should function would allow for the partners to work in 

teams to pool resources to do programming. This essentially describes the current model. An 

idea for sustainability included mention of turning the collaboration into a 501(c)3 nonprofit 

organization, though this idea was not always seen as a positive option. One interviewee thought 

that if the coalition became its own nonprofit, it would get caught up in the search for outside 

funding, and lose its Northside healthy food access focus. Two other interviewees mentioned that 

the nonprofit idea was not realistic, given the amount of time, resources and funding needed to 

create such an entity. Finally, one interviewee recommended a community based agriculture 

subscription or micro-lending model.  

The differences in the way that partners viewed the coalition’s functionality were not 

unique to the interviews and surveys we did in the early months of 2013. In the spring of 2012, 

the coordinator at the time interviewed partners of the coalition to gain an understanding of what 

their motivations and visions were and found similar differences in how partners saw the 

functionality of the coalition. The coordinator interviewed many partners and while we do not 

know what methodology was used or who the comments belong to, they do offer a snapshot of 
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perceptions at that time. When asked about their perspectives on the coalition’s purpose, partners 

interviewed indicated various views of function including: 1) networking and information 

sharing,  2) collective promotion of partners’ projects, 3) alliances for future projects, 4) using 

NorthPoint’s as an intermediary between funders and partners, and 5) educating the community 

about healthy eating. The differences in views that the coordinator found in 2012 closely 

resembled what we found from our interviews in 2013.  

2. Vision 

 While ideas about the functionality for the coalition differ slightly, the vision for the 

coalition is largely similar among partners. Although seven out of fourteen of the partners we 

interviewed stated that they felt that there was a lack of a cohesive vision for the coalition and 

four of the fifteen people surveyed said that they “somewhat disagree” that there is a shared 

vision for the coalition, the data collected indicates that the dual “vision” of healthy food access 

and an increase of racial and economic justice in North Minneapolis, is largely shared. It is the 

idea of how the coalition should do its work that differs among partners. The vision is rooted in 

the complementary motivations for participation discussed above. The lack of cohesion is 

actually in the views surrounding what exactly the function should be.  

Partners consider their work with Northside Fresh to be about both healthy food access 

and the pursuit of racial and economic justice. However, the stated vision and mission of the 

coalition, shown below, do not include explicit mention of these larger goals: 

VISION: The food environment in north Minneapolis will have plentiful options for 

affordable, healthy food that reflects the culture and the traditions of the people who live 

there. Children and their families will grow, preserve and cook healthy meals and take 

full advantage of a rich array of gardens, classes, markets and shops that offer healthy 

food grown within the neighborhood. Schools, childcare facilities and other 

organizations that serve and sell food will offer healthy, locally grown food that is 

cooked from scratch. The city will make it easy for small-scale local foods entrepreneurs 

to launch businesses and for residents to grow food on land across north Minneapolis. 

("NSF Coalition Statements") 

MISSION: Northside Fresh is a collaboration of 30-35 community organizations and 

individuals committed to increasing healthy eating in North Minneapolis by: 

a) improving access to and the availability of fresh produce; b) through cross 

generational and cross cultural programming; c) through physical changes to the 

community; and d) through formulating and advocating for policies that will lead to 

improvements in the North Minneapolis food environment by working in strategic 
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partnership with committed members of the Northside community 
4
(“Vision and 5 P 

model”) 

The Blue Cross contract focuses on healthy food access and not the racial equity 

implications with which many coalition partners are concerned. However, as the coalition 

finishes out the contact in 2013 and looks to sustain funding, there is an opportunity to fully 

embrace the dual visions. Doing so could even possibly open doors to new funding sources.  

 While the slight misalignment of the coalition’s actual vision and its stated vision does 

not appear problematic for the work in general, the coalition has not yet evolved to incorporate 

language to reflect the racial and economic justice purpose of the work about which most 

partners are passionate. Aligning the mission and vision to incorporate the fact that partners 

within Northside Fresh view their purpose as a means to address racial inequalities through food 

access may help give focus to the work. Many authors of collaborative theory agree that when 

attempting collaborations, it is critical to have a theory of change, or a stated and agreed upon 

end goal at the onset (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004; Oliver, 1990; Romzek, LeRoux, & Blackmar, 

2012; Stone et al., 2010). While Northside Fresh partners have common end goals of increased 

healthy food access and racial and economic justice, they have varying theories of how those 

goals are best attained.  

The 5p model and the contributions of partners  

The Active Living by Design (ALBD) Community Action 5P model was suggested by 

Blue Cross in the Request for Proposals and was chosen by NorthPoint as the implementation 

model for Northside Fresh. The model is rooted primarily in public health literature. It uses 

ecological systems theory to establish the importance of addressing health problems at multiple 

levels and recognizes that behavioral determinants ranging from individual and interpersonal 

factors to community norms, environments, and policies (Darling, 2007). The end product or the 

vision for the model is active living and healthy eating, rather than health as a means to a 

different end. ALBD has identified five strategies that address partnerships and the ecological 

influences on physical activity behaviors: preparation, promotions, programs, policies and 

physical projects (the 5Ps).  

The survey as well as team work plans indicate that through the four teams (Hub, Youth, 

Economic Development and Communications) significant amounts of work have been done on 

all of the 5Ps. The Planning Team has been advancing Northside Fresh’s preparation work by 

convening the group and facilitating joint decision-making. There are many examples of 

                                                      
4
 .https://dl-

web.dropbox.com/get/_NorthSide%20Fresh%20Core%20Team/Coalition%20copy/TEAMS/Oct%202011%20Team

%20Boot%20Camp/Boot%20Camp%20f_up%20letter%20docs/Email_Vision%20and%205%20P%20Modelv2_FI

NAL.pdf?w=AADY7V9UjKQsEm3OoMOTeBDEFj87dv5jBKWdfesy1nCGMg 

https://dl-web.dropbox.com/get/_NorthSide%20Fresh%20Core%20Team/Coalition%20copy/TEAMS/Oct%202011%20Team%20Boot%20Camp/Boot%20Camp%20f_up%20letter%20docs/Email_Vision%20and%205%20P%20Modelv2_FINAL.pdf?w=AADY7V9UjKQsEm3OoMOTeBDEFj87dv5jBKWdfesy1nCGMg
https://dl-web.dropbox.com/get/_NorthSide%20Fresh%20Core%20Team/Coalition%20copy/TEAMS/Oct%202011%20Team%20Boot%20Camp/Boot%20Camp%20f_up%20letter%20docs/Email_Vision%20and%205%20P%20Modelv2_FINAL.pdf?w=AADY7V9UjKQsEm3OoMOTeBDEFj87dv5jBKWdfesy1nCGMg
https://dl-web.dropbox.com/get/_NorthSide%20Fresh%20Core%20Team/Coalition%20copy/TEAMS/Oct%202011%20Team%20Boot%20Camp/Boot%20Camp%20f_up%20letter%20docs/Email_Vision%20and%205%20P%20Modelv2_FINAL.pdf?w=AADY7V9UjKQsEm3OoMOTeBDEFj87dv5jBKWdfesy1nCGMg
https://dl-web.dropbox.com/get/_NorthSide%20Fresh%20Core%20Team/Coalition%20copy/TEAMS/Oct%202011%20Team%20Boot%20Camp/Boot%20Camp%20f_up%20letter%20docs/Email_Vision%20and%205%20P%20Modelv2_FINAL.pdf?w=AADY7V9UjKQsEm3OoMOTeBDEFj87dv5jBKWdfesy1nCGMg
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programs and physical projects. For instance, St. Olaf Community Campus houses the Hub, the 

tool lending library, and another coalition partner, Appetite for Change. Together they carry out 

the Hub team’s work, including cooking demonstrations, film screenings and community 

dialogues. Project Sweetie Pie drives the Youth Team, which starts new gardens and supports 

young farmers. The Economic Development Team is guided by the West Broadway Business 

and Area Coalition to support growers to take their produce to market, provide volunteer support, 

and assist with vendor licensing as well as the actual physical setup. The Communications Team 

has achieved some promotional success through the recently developed website, branding 

initiative and community events. The documents and interviews indicated a continued effort to 

use technology and social media for promotion, but three interviewees explained that there are 

capacity challenges that have limited effectiveness in this realm. Finally, seven out of fifteen 

survey respondents indicated that they are working on policy changes. 

There are two ways in which partners contribute to the coalition other than attending 

quarterly meetings: the first involves project implementation, discussed above; the second 

involves serving on the Operations Team, which has not yet formed, to take on “fundraising, 

hiring, reporting, making decisions between coalition meetings, holding the coalition 

accountable, [and] recruiting new partners” (interviews). Interviews with Planning Team 

members indicated that there are capacity constraints within the coalition to take on this level of 

work and it has been difficult to find enough partners who can take on more commitment. For 

instance, one partner we interviewed reported an inability to deepen their involvement due to 

other responsibilities with their organization.  

 Many partners, especially those who participate in teams, have contributed in other ways, 

including significant amounts of time, energy and resources to Northside Fresh with the aim of 

bettering the future of their community. Coalition documents outline Northside Fresh’s 

expectations for the teams: meet regularly, create a work plan and budget, work in collaboration 

with other team members, and conduct evaluation. With the exception of the Communications 

Team, we noticed that each team is led largely by a single organization whose own work is also 

mission critical to the team’s work.  Minutes from a 2012 coalition meeting indicated concern for 

the lack of a team approach by one partner (May 24, 2012 meeting minutes). One interviewee 

also stated that the work of the teams is so close to that of individual organizations, that it is 

referred to by partners as the programming of that particular organization instead of the team’s.  

When we tried to attend the monthly meetings for each team, we discovered that they either were 

not meeting that month or planned to meet but not enough people came to actually convene. 

Evidently, these lead organizations are continuing to do the work that is critical to their own 

missions and are making the largest contributions to the teams. This suggests that the work has 

remained in the same silos as before the coalition was formed creating a missed opportunity to 

cross-pollinate ideas and work across interests.   
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Networks 

Social networks build trust by providing opportunities for successful collective action. 

The strength of each interpersonal relationship ought to increase with the frequency of contact 

and with the cumulative number of interactions over time (Leach & Sabatier, 2005). The data we 

collected makes it evident that Northside Fresh has resulted in an increased connection to other 

community members and organizations in North Minneapolis working to improve access of 

healthy foods. Based on our survey, a majority of respondents increased new interactions with 10 

or more organizations. Interview data indicated that through these relationships, partners were 

able to share information and resources. 

A number of survey respondents (7 of the 15 respondents) stated that they currently 

participate in Northside Fresh because it provides an opportunity to meet others working on food 

access in North Minneapolis. Through Northside Fresh, organizations and individuals have not 

only initiated new contacts, but they have also had the opportunity to collaborate in teams by 

working on joint projects. These projects allow the coalition partners to be, or continue to be, 

involved in the community. While the strengthening of community networks is an important 

output for the coalition, documents and interviews indicated that the coalition has been better at 

recruiting African American and Caucasian organizations and community members than any 

other cultural group. Hmong, Laotian, Liberian, and Latino residents and agencies were involved 

in the initial community food assessment phase, but their involvement was not sustained.  

Partners benefit from increasing their network beyond the relationships formed. For 

example, by receiving funding through their coordination in teams, partners can increase 

farmers’ market vendor stipends, volunteer imbursements, and tools for a lending library. This 

relieves some of the funding strains, especially among partnering organizations that struggle with 

having the technical capabilities to write grants for funding. 

Context 

 The extent to which aligned motivations, visions and goals, partners’ contributions, and 

networks are able to aid the coalition’s effectiveness are mediated by the context it operates in. 

We define the external context as the history and conditions of the community Northside Fresh 

works in and the internal context (coalition characteristics) as the structures and processes within 

Northside Fresh itself. 

External context 

Northside Fresh operates within the complicated external context of North Minneapolis. 

North Minneapolis’ history of economic depression and racial discrimination has been the basis 

for an influx of social service agencies and human services institutions in that area of the city. 
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The interviews we conducted with coalition partners uncovered an uneasy relationship with the 

way partners have seen the historical relationship between funders and the Northside. Six of 

fourteen interviewees said that they perceived caution from funders about investing large 

amounts of money into North Minneapolis social service agencies. These people said that the 

perception that funders are cautious about investing has led to a culture of mistrust with funding 

agencies, as well as a culture of competitiveness that affects the way in which agencies and 

people work together on the Northside.  

These six people pointed to a perception among social service agency workers and 

residents of North Minneapolis that funding agencies give minimal amounts of money to 

agencies, so that they feel that they are pitted against one another for their programmatic needs. 

As one of our interviewees said, the culture of competitiveness is rooted in the caution that 

funders exercise when considering investment in the Northside. “One challenge is, this is a 

community of color that is negatively seen by the funding community...Funders have 

said...because [North Minneapolis] does not yet practice leadership for a collective impact, it’s 

kind of a waste of money to [invest] there. So they put small sums of money in North 

Minneapolis, but [they] won’t put significant sums of money in [the community] until they show 

us that they are capable, that they are better leaders.” 

While the perceptions of the funding environment in North Minneapolis impact the way 

the coalition operates, the way in which partners perceive the history of racial discrimination in 

the community plays another important role. Forty-three percent of interviewees (6 of 14), spoke 

about a history in North Minneapolis where outsiders to the community, particularly white 

people working in social service agencies, come into the community to “fix all of the problems, 

but [take] the resources and money” when they leave. Coupled with the historical theme of race 

inequities, our research revealed a respondent perception of distrust between people with 

institutional knowledge and community organizing knowledge. This tension was named by five 

of our interviewees as a way that people with higher socioeconomic status or professional 

training have occasionally been perceived by some residents on the Northside. As one 

interviewee put it, “Different than a racial bias, there is a professional bias about a way to serve 

the community, which actually blocks the community.” According to half of our interviewees (7 

of 14),NorthPoint itself has not escaped questioning from the community about its motives and 

approach in the community. As one person put it, “there is an undercurrent that Northpoint is this 

institution that’s in our community but are they really serving our community? [People say] ‘I 

don’t know if I trust them because they’re an institution.’ Some of that carries over into 

Northside Fresh.”   
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Internal context 

Huxham and Vangen consider structures, processes and participants as integral to 

understanding leadership in collaboration. Their “spirit of collaboration” model involves a 

progression of leadership activities including 1) embracing the “right” kind of members, 2) 

empowering members to enable participation, 3) involving and supporting all members, and 

finally 4) mobilizing members to make things happen (Huxham & Vangen, 2005, pg 216). Over 

the four and half years, Northside Fresh has been moving along this continuum to increasingly 

create mechanisms for decision-making and project implementation within the coalition. They 

have done this by forming teams and utilizing the Planning Team and professional facilitators. 

The Operations Team, while not in place yet, represents an opportunity to add further 

infrastructure and facilitate community leadership of the project. However, staff turnover, 

confusion over roles, and a perceived lack of transparency led to mistrust and interrupted this 

progression towards mobilization. What follows is an explanation of each component in turn. 

Progress: Formation of Teams  

One key success was the formation of working teams in late 2011. A key way to mobilize 

action is to design processes to facilitate effective interfaces and the teams increase the frequency 

with which partners can negotiate, seek agreement and commit to action (Huxham & Vangen, 

2005). Eleven out of fourteen interviewees talked about the importance of the teams, which 

partners self-selected into and took three coalition meetings to decide on the structure and form.  

The Policy and Education Teams never formed, but the four others meet monthly. Two 

interviewees did report that some teams are stretched thin and have capacity limitations. Because 

the agreed-upon coalition process requires all teams to create work plans, budgets, and reports of 

their accomplishments, this has increased accountability to the larger coalition. To the extent that 

belonging to a team increases communication, information sharing, and follow-up on 

commitments, this facilitates accountability and therefore effectiveness of the coalition (Romzek 

et al., 2012). 

Progress: Planning Team and facilitators 

 Both Planning Team members and partners indicated that the Planning Team brings 

technical capabilities that have contributed to the coalition’s effectiveness. Throughout the 

coalition’s history, the Planning Team has created agendas, scheduled meetings, done evaluation 

and reporting, and facilitated meetings. This core group includes members of the Innovation 

Group staff, Northside Fresh consultants affiliated with Blue Cross, co-coordinators, and the 

facilitator. At times, a few coalition partners have also joined in the planning process. Dr. 

Vanessa McKendall Stephens, brought on in early 2012, was the second facilitator enlisted by 

the Planning Team. Huxham and Vangen indicate that it is common for partnership managers 

(like the Planning Team) to enlist facilitators (Huxham & Vangen, 2005, pg. 222).  When our 
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group members attended the March 2013 meeting, it was evident that Dr. McKendall Stephens’ 

facilitation ensured that voices were heard and kept partners’ discussions to the agenda. She has 

also implemented the “five finger method” decision-making method, a process proposed by one 

of the coalition members, which was discussed in the first year of the contract but not used until 

2012 (see Appendix G). This consensus method, used for coalition-wide decisions, helped clarify 

the decision-making process and sped it up. It should be noted, however, that a few partners feel 

there have been too many outside consultants involved and that this has inhibited Northside 

Fresh’s ability to be more community-driven. 

Challenge: Staff Turnover 

Relative to the internal context in which Northside Fresh operates, there were also a few 

issues that detracted from effective structure and processes. One of these was turnover among 

staff, partners, and, before hiring facilitators, facilitation. Also, there were two transition periods 

without coordinators. Romzek, LeRoux and Blackmar’s model of informal accountability among 

network organizational actors indicates that staff turnover (as well as competition and financial 

pressures, which are also pertinent to Northside Fresh) presents challenges and cross-pressures 

which inhibit accountability relationships (Romzek et al., 2012). For Northside Fresh this created 

challenges in continuity, especially since different coordinators brought different skills, 

according to interviewees. The partners involved have changed over the years as well, per 

meeting minutes. A positive aspect that has come out of the staff turnover is that the Planning 

Team has been able to adjust the coordinator roles in accordance with the needs of the coalition. 

It is important to note that all of the coordinators we spoke to indicated that they were limited by 

the relatively few hours they were commissioned to work, compared to the number of duties they 

felt they were supposed to take on. 

Challenge: Confusion of Roles and Responsibilities 

Another process issue that detracted from the coalition’s efficacy was a lack of common 

understanding around roles and responsibilities. Four interviewees indicated a perception among 

partners that NorthPoint was making decisions for Northside Fresh. While the Planning Team 

wanted the community to lead the process and built mechanisms for increasing community 

member’s leadership capacities, the partners looked to NorthPoint for leadership, although 

warily. Three interviewees indicated a perceived confusion as to whether the Planning Team was 

a partner or just facilitating the Blue Cross contract. 

Challenge: Lack of Transparency 

 Concern over transparency was mentioned in eleven of the fourteen interviews. Six 

interviewees reported a perception that NorthPoint was not being transparent about the budget or 

components of the work (like the Comprehensive Food Assessment) and what they were being 
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paid for. This plays into confusion over roles. A majority --eight of fifteen-- survey respondents 

indicated that they only “somewhat agree” that there is effective leadership, clear and transparent 

communication, and open and transparent decision-making. At least four interviewees indicated 

a perception of distrust between partners and NorthPoint. Recently, communication has grown 

more transparent; all partners are given a notebook with foundational documents and since 2012, 

budgets have been shared with the larger group. However, our survey still indicated that less than 

half of our respondents fully trust the Northside Fresh leadership. Some level of mistrust still 

exists concerning the leadership. This is problematic because without reinforcing trusting 

attitudes the ability to take on more ambitious collaboration is undermined (Huxham & Vangen, 

2005). 

Opportunity: Operations Team  

As Stone, Crosby, and Bryson assert, “In collaborative settings, collective by nature, 

building this leadership capacity is essential and may make the difference between successful 

and unsuccessful partnerships (Stone et al., 2010). Ten out of fourteen interviewees indicated 

that they want to see Northside Fresh be more community-driven and not led as much by staff. 

The Operations Team would involve a member of each team receiving a stipend to work together 

on finding funding, coordination, and creating policies. This would shift these duties away from 

the Planning Team. There was optimism among some interviewees that the Operations Team 

will coalesce soon. A majority of survey respondents (twelve out of fifteen) agreed that there are 

opportunities for coalition members to take leadership roles. While so far it has been difficult for 

partners to commit to that higher level of engagement, many interviewees agreed that it was 

important to have an Operations Team in place. A committed Operations Team would further 

strengthen the infrastructure of the coalition and increase the leadership of community members.   

Opportunity: Differing Expertise 

 Finally, through our interviews we identified a division and tensions between some of the 

partners and the Planning Team. Both acknowledged what the other brought to the table - 

reporting, evaluation, and planning skills, in the case of the Planning Team and culturally 

relevant, community building (and gardening) skills among the partners. However, these skills 

were often perceived in opposition to each other rather than as complementary. This division led 

to a perception by some that NorthPoint was taking credit for partners’ work (interviews). 

Finally, the way the budget was allocated communicated to some partners that planning work 

was valued more than community-based work. The 2012 budget indicates that nearly 80% of the 

year’s funds were allocated for planning purposes, while 18% was allocated for implementation 

of projects (including promotion costs and team stipends). There is an opportunity to bridge 

these divisions. 
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Effectiveness 

According to Provan and Kenis, “Effective network governance means building 

structures that are responsive to both internal and external legitimacy needs” (Provan & Kenis, 

2007). As such, our framework helped us to identify what factors are in place and how the 

context influences the coalition’s efficacy. Much of what is needed for an effective coalition 

already exists.  The partners who remain involved are deeply passionate about the work and 

maintain their participation despite the growing pains of the coalition’s early years. While we did 

not have a way to gauge awareness of Northside Fresh in the broader community, there is no 

doubt that Northside Fresh has succeeded in creating and strengthening the network of people 

who are working on healthy food access in North Minneapolis. Partners value this aspect of the 

coalition, which is no small achievement given the internal and external context. There is 

improved structure in place through quarterly meetings, facilitation, and policies around roles 

and responsibilities of team members for community organizations and individuals to implement 

projects that the coalition may not have the funds to support.  

Given all of the aforementioned positive factors, one might wonder why the coalition was 

slower to coalesce than the Planning Team expected, why the Operations Team has been slow to 

come together, and why many partners and interviewees are pessimistic about the future of the 

coalition without a large influx of funding. Our analysis indicates that the partners’ different 

ways of viewing and approaching the coalition’s work, as well as the partners’ different kinds of 

expertise have been the driving force behind these challenges.  

Recent, yet unpublished, research on boundaries within collaborations by Quick and 

Feldman informed our analysis of these challenges. They define four boundary zones that can 

affect collaboratives, two of which are pertinent to our analysis. Firstly, knowledge boundaries 

can present themselves as expert versus lay. As Quick and Feldman explain, “‘Expert’ 

knowledge is certified in some way, perhaps through degrees or institutional affiliations, and is 

generalizable, though it may be customized for specific contexts. ‘Lay’ or ‘local’ knowledge, by 

contrast, is constituted of understandings about what works in a specific context; it is practical in 

its orientation, not generalizable and not certified” (Quick & Feldman, 2012).Secondly, 

organizational boundaries are expressed in terms of physical space as well as ownership of work. 

As Quick and Feldman state, “Managing the tension between differentiation and unity among the 

participating organizations’ individual identities, resources, and activities is critical to attaining 

desired individual and collective goals” (Agranoff, 2007; Quick & Feldman, 2012). The 

effectiveness of any collaborative is driven by its ability to coordinate, integrate, negotiate, or 

reconfigure along and across these boundaries (Quick & Feldman, 2012). Coalition members 

bring their own values, preferences and biases with regard to these boundaries, which have 

caused confusion and conflict throughout Northside Fresh’s history. Importantly, Quick and 

Feldman’s work suggests that, rather than being predetermined and rigid, boundaries can be 
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created or recreated through action and practices, thus presenting an opportunity for Northside 

Fresh. Next we will explore both of the boundaries of interest in more detail. 

Knowledge Boundaries 

This was the most prevalent boundary issue that we identified in our interviews 

(mentioned 37 times in eleven out of fourteen interviews). Among the partners there are 

differences in what they know and what knowledge they value. Some partners have technical 

expertise, including planning, fundraising, creating budgets, and report writing skills. Then there 

are others who have implementation expertise like grassroots community building, outreach, 

youth work, and gardening skills. Importantly, there are also some partners with both types of 

capacities who have the potential to build bridges between the two groups. Both technical and 

implementation expertise are extremely valuable for the scope of work being attempted. 

However, in the case of Northside Fresh tension arises when it is perceived that planning skills 

are more valued than implementation skills, which is reflected financially in the budget 

(Appendix H).  

Organizational Boundaries 

Organizational boundary issues came across in many interviews (eight out of fourteen 

with twenty mentions). For instance, there was a perception from two Planning Team members 

that some partners were wary that NorthPoint would take credit for the work of the partners’ 

organization, creating unproductive territorialism. An example of how organizational boundaries 

play out occurred at a coalition meeting last May. There was conflict over whether one of the 

teams was collaborating enough and not just advancing the work of their organization (5/24/12 

coalition meeting minutes). As one interviewee said, “There are still a lot of competing forces 

about what I and my group can get out of this. There is that tension...”.  The blurred lines 

between individual organizations’ work and the teams’ work, as well as between teams’ work 

and NorthPoint created confusion as well as a potential for mistrust. In fact, six interviewees 

discussed distrust because people continued to work in the silos of their individual organizations.  

Working Across Boundaries  

There is an opportunity for Northside Fresh to address both of these boundary issues. 

Quick and Feldman identify three ways boundaries can be overcome: 1) by removing boundaries 

thereby rendering differences inconsequential, 2) translating differences, or talking about them, 

and 3) aligning differences, for instance by increasing the scope of the work. In the case of the 

knowledge boundaries, the different types of expertise present among coalition partners need not 

operate in opposition. In fact, both sets of knowledge, skills and interests are extremely valuable 

to the work and are actually complementary. They just need to be recognized (translated) and 

reconciled (rendered inconsequential), perhaps by partners training each other in the expertise 
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they lack. As Quick and Feldman explain, “Rendering differences inconsequential involves 

finding ways to work that do not activate distinctions as meaningful differences or ways to work 

that elide the barriers that are typically enacted” (Quick & Feldman, 2012).Northside Fresh’s 

organizational boundaries could be addressed using this strategy by expanding participation in 

the coalition. For instance, it would be more difficult for a single organization to lead a team so 

strongly if there were more organizations and individuals at the table. Perhaps more multicultural 

outreach could be done to Hmong, Laotian, Liberian and other ethnic groups to this end. Also, an 

increase in individual community members could dilute the issues of territorialism. At least one 

interviewee indicated a desire for more cross-generational participation, which is part of 

Northside Fresh’s stated purpose. The importance of community elders’ participation was 

mentioned in a few interviews; perhaps more youth could be at the table as well. The challenges 

brought on by knowledge and organizational boundaries should not hold the coalition back as 

they actually present opportunities for increased understanding and growth.   
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Conclusion 

Progress 

Before NorthPoint Inc. responded to Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Minnesota’s RFP 

there was no known coalition of organizations and community members working on healthy 

food access in North Minneapolis. Now there is a group of over 30 people who regularly meet to 

collaborate on improving the food environment there. This collaboration was a large 

undertaking, significant progress has been made and those successes should be celebrated. While 

the process is ongoing and iterative, there is value in the process itself since individual 

relationships and an overall network have been built. Moreover, there is now increased 

accountability and organization through the development of teams, norms, and 

roles/responsibilities. Northside Fresh’s best practices include incentivizing implementation 

through collaboration by offering funds for teams, continuing to streamline communication and 

transparency, and bringing in facilitators and coordinators from the community.   

Northside Fresh’s strength has been to respond to challenges by adjusting its strategies 

and participants. Most scholars on collaboration agree that effectiveness depends on “finding the 

right combination of administrative capacity (through coordination and elements of hierarchy) 

and social capacity to build relationships” (Thomson & Perry, 2006) and the coalition has 

worked to adjust their structure and processes to develop a network that can respond to the 

internal and external context in which they operate. 

Challenges 

Coalition building takes time and is difficult work. Huxham and Vangen put it quite 

bluntly stating that unless the potential for real collaborative advantage is clear or if there is no 

better option, collaboration should be avoided (Huxham &  Vangen, 2005). Many of the 

struggles Northside Fresh faced between 2009 and 2013 appear to have been in line with normal 

processes of coalition formation in which building the network, structure and processes are time-

consuming and iterative. As Ring and Ven explain, “the development processes associated with 

cooperative interorganizational relationships are cyclical, not sequential” (Ring &Ven, 1994). 

However, those expected struggles were coupled with the challenging external context of 

working within a historically marginalized part of the city where institutions are often viewed 

with distrust and nonprofits frequently have experienced competitive relationships with each 

other. Relative to the internal context, the Planning Team was initially inexperienced at coalition 

work and was sometimes without staff support when there was turnover. Additionally, confusion 

over roles and responsibilities and a lack of transparency led to mistrust and inhibited 

effectiveness initially. 
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Opportunities 

Given our analysis, we have identified a number of opportunities for Northside Fresh’s 

future. In order to continue to function past the Blue Cross contract, which ends in December 

2013, it will be critically important for the Operations Team to develop. Interviews indicated 

optimism that the Operations Team will form. This would further strengthen community 

ownership of the coalition. Another important component going forward is to find sustaining 

funding. The newly hired co-coordinator is well experienced in grant writing and can hopefully 

secure funding for the coalition. This is critical as eleven out of the fourteen interviewees 

stressed that it will be very difficult to continue without funding. There is also the possibility of 

amending the stated vision and mission of Northside Fresh to include racial and economic 

justice, which is already a strong motivator for many partners. 

The other key opportunity is that of addressing the knowledge and organizational 

boundaries we have identified. Our analysis of the knowledge boundaries indicates that, in 

essence, all the necessary characteristics exist to achieve effectiveness. There are partners with 

expertise in planning and evaluation and others with expertise in running farmers markets and 

teaching gardening to youth. The partners could benefit by recognizing and discussing the assets 

in each other. Also, there is the possibility of sharing knowledge, increasing each other’s 

capacities to make those differences less problematic. The opportunity with the organizational 

boundaries is to recruit new people into the coalition. There is already a stated desire for 

multigenerational and multicultural inclusion. Bringing more people into Northside Fresh would 

lessen the influence of lead organizations within teams and potentially reduce perceptions of 

territorialism.  

Logsdon found that reconciling private interests with collective interests became possible 

only when partners began to understand the problem in terms of the high stakes of not engaging 

in a shared vision (Logsdon, 1991). Unfortunately, Northside Fresh partners’ contributions are 

currently made in response to their individual motivations and needs. Without spanning these 

boundaries, partners are apt to see people with different knowledge and organizational 

experiences as in opposition to themselves and collaborative thrust is reduced. Northside Fresh 

has come a long way in managing its history and context. Now coalition members have an 

opportunity to embrace their full vision of not just increasing access to healthy foods, but also 

addressing racial and economic equality and bridge the boundaries that currently divide them. 

Through our research we have identified these opportunities so that subsequent conversations 

have a starting point.  
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Appendix A: Research Plan 

 

Research Plan for Northside Fresh Case Study  

 

Guiding Research Questions 

What do you want to know? 

How will you use this information? 

Indicators 

How will you know it? 

Method 

How will you gather 

the information? 

Source 

Who will 

have/provide this 

information? 

The efficacy of the coalition 

(outputs, outcomes, relationships) 

 

 

 

 

 

1) What are the partners’ motivations 

for participating in the coalition or 

not participating? 

 

 

Clear Motives 

Compatible Motives 

● Partners have a clear motivation for 

their participation. 

● There is compatibility among partners’ 

motivations for participation. 

● Partners do similar work and/or have a 

history of working in food access on 

the Northside. 

● Partners talk about scarce funding or 

public nonprofit returns indicate scarce 

funding.  

● Partner organization or individual 

benefits from networking. 

● Interviews 

● Surveys 

● Public nonprofit 

returns 

● Document 

review 

● Past and current 

partners 

● Past and current 

co-coordinators 

● Consultants 

● Former partners 

● Potential partners 
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 2) What are the partners contributing 

to Northside Fresh?  

 

 Adequate participation to enact the 

5Ps. 

● Coalition members demonstrate 

commitment to the coalition by 

attending 75% of the meetings.  

● Partners participate on a team 

● Partners participate in a project for 

which they get a grant 

● Partners do any of the Ps as part of the 

coalition and not their own work: 

Preparation, Promotion, Programs, 

Policy, Physical Changes 

● Interviews 

● Surveys 

● Document 

review 

● Past and current 

partners 

● Past and current 

co-coordinators 

● Consultants 

● Team rosters, 

work plans and 

other documents 

3) What do they gain (as an 

organization or individual) from their 

participation? 

There is a clear benefit. 

● Percent change in partnerships 

between coalition members. 

● Partners gain leadership opportunities 

● Partners’ work is strengthened 

● Partners gain knowledge or access to 

resources 

● Interviews 

● Surveys 

Document review 

● Past and current 

partners 

● Past and current 

co-coordinators 

● Consultants 

● Team rosters, 

work plans and 

other documents 

4) What are the partners’ goals for the 

coalition? To what extent do the 

partners’ goals contribute to the 

coalition’s common goals? What do 

partners perceive they can accomplish 

as a coalition that they cannot 

accomplish alone?  

 

Shared vision and concrete, 

● Concrete, attainable goals and 

objectives 

● Shared vision 

● Partners share a stake in 

both processes and outcomes 

● There are multiple layers of 

decisions 

● Clear role and policy 

guidelines are developed 

● Interviews 

● Surveys 

● Document 

review 

● Past and current 

partners 

● Past and current 

co-coordinators 

● Consultants 

● Documentation 

and 

communication 

materials 
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attainable goals and objectives.  ● Flexibility 

● Adaptability 

 

● Team work plans 

and project 

proposals 

5) How do the coalition’s structure 

and processes affect its efficacy 

(conveners, coordinator, teams, 

partners, quarterly meetings)? 

● How does the coalition 

communicate? 

● How are decisions made? 

● Are there policy guidelines? 

 

Clear roles, effective leadership and 

transparent communication. 

● There are clear roles and 

responsibilities 

● There is strong and effective leadership 

● There is evidence of clear/transparent 

communication between coalition 

members, conveners, staff, funder, 

community.  

● Decision-making is deliberate and 

transparent 

● There are established policy guidelines 

● Interviews 

● Surveys 

● Document 

review 

 

6) How does the context in which the  

coalition operates affect its efficacy? 

What are the interpersonal and 

institutional dynamics of the 

members’ relationships? 

 

Members know how to navigate the 

tensions of historical and 

interpersonal relationships. 

 

● Partners in the coalition demonstrate 

cultural competencies 

● Indicators of trust or lack of trust 

● Leadership roles and initiative  

● Previous relationships 

  

Efficacy of the 5-P model 

(outcomes) 
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7) How aware of the 5-P model are 

the partners? 

 

How does the coalition’s work to date 

reflect the 5-P model? 

● Preparation 

● Promotion 

● Programs 

● Policy 

● Physical Projects 

● Coalition members reference 5-P 

model as a part of their strategic work.  

● There is evidence of progress in each 

of the 5 P categories. 

● Coalition members perceive the 5-P 

model as a useful tool for NSF long 

and short-term goals. 

● Interviews 

● Surveys 

● Document 

review 

 

● Past and current 

partners 

● Past and current 

co-coordinators 

● Consultants 

● Northside Fresh 

documents 

● Active Living by 

Design materials 
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Appendix B: Codebook 

Process/Structure: Includes any mention of facilitation, meeting planning, meeting 

implementation.  Includes comments about funding from NorthPoint or Blue Cross. Structure of 

the coalition, including breakout teams: Economic Development, Hubs, Operations, etc. 5P 

Model: Any mention of the 5P model, any reference to using the model to complete the goals of 

NSF 

Subnodes:  

 Teams (excluding Operations) 

 Operations Team/Planning Team 

 5P  

 Facilitation  

 Funding  

 Communication 

 Coordinator Roles 

History: Includes any mention of historical timeline and evolution of the coalition. Includes 

partners who used to be involved.  

 Subnodes:   

 2008 

 2009 

 2010 

 2011 

 2012 

 2013 

 Unsure of when 

Context: includes any references to people, events, efforts relevant to but outside NSF. Includes 

mentions of North Minneapolis social service environment.  

 Subnodes:  

 Racial  (may want to break this into black v white and “multicultural”) 

 Institutional  

 Poverty 

 Paternalism  

 Culture of distrust (among agencies) 

Motivations for Participation: Includes any mention of motivation for participation, 

perceptions of other people’s motivations, and perceptions of why people may have left the 
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coalition. Commitment and passion for the work. Mention of what people get out of 

participation.  

Subnodes:  

 I knew we couldn't solve the food access problem alone.  

 Because access to healthy food is a top priority of mine/my organization. 

 Healthy food access is a stepping stone for healthy community.  

 Increase my/my organization’s capacity (financial/staff/skills/knowledge/cultural 

competency). 

 Access to resources for my work. 

 Opportunity to share resources by coordinating with others. 

 Opportunity to meet others working on food access in North Minneapolis. 

 Other. 

Interpersonal Relationships: Includes any mention of dynamics between individuals of the 

coalition, positive or negative. Includes any mention of racial or class tensions. Includes 

mentions of tensions between residents and organizational members.  

 Subnodes:  

 Racial 

 Positive interactions 

 Negative interactions 

 Personality Conflict  

Implementation: Includes any mention of actual decisions, events, programs implemented 

through NSF  

 Subnodes:  

 Youth 

 Hubs 

 Economic Development 

 Operations 

 NSF Events etc 

 Communications  

 Awareness of knowledge  

Vision/Mission/Goals: Includes any mention of the mission and vision (shared or not) of the 

coalition.  
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 Subnodes:  

 Chamber of Commerce  

 Education (Raise awareness) 

 Community Building 

 Economic Justice 

 Grassroots projects 

 Racial/Social Justice  

 Healthy Living/Healthy Food Access 

 Food Policy/Systems Change 

Future of the Coalition: Includes any mention of what the coalition will look like in the future. 

Includes mention of structure, funding, makeup. Includes personal feelings about what the 

coalition should or will look like.  

 Subnodes:  

 Optimistic  

 Pessimistic  

 Neutral 

 Nonprofit Idea 

 Funding 

Confusion about Roles: Includes any mention of unclear roles and responsibilities of coalition 

members, NorthPoint, Coordinators. Includes confusion over what the purpose of the coalition 

actually is. Includes any discussion of who the leaders are or should be. Includes comments 

about lack or presence of leadership. Includes any comments on what leading the coalition looks 

like or should like.  

 Subnodes:  

 Role of NorthPoint 

 Why the coalition exists. 

 Role of Coordinator  

 Role of Members/Partners 

 Role of Community Members 
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Relationship with NorthPoint: Includes mention of tensions, challenges or positive 

relationships with NorthPoint. Includes perceptions of roles and responsibilities of NorthPoint 

and their staff. Includes NorthPoint’s staff perceptions of their work for the coalition.  

 Subnodes:  

 Positive  

 Negative 

 Internal Perceptions  

 Planning Team  

Transparency: Will include any mentions or references to access or inaccess to financial or 

other information that can be interpreted as a basis of trust or distrust.  

 Subnodes:  

 Between NorthPoint and coalition partners 

 Between coalition members/partners 

 Between NSF and community 

 Between NorthPoint and the Community 

Boundaries:  

Organizational Boundaries: Can be expressed by physical space, facilities. Talked about 

continuum of collaboration earlier, this suggests ever  more boundary “encroachment” as you 

move up the collaboration ladder until you get to Merger where boundaries are totally redefined 

(at least in a formal sense). For public agencies – Inside the agency v. outside, and what is 

outside?  Legislative bodies, other institutions, and The Public. 

Knowledge Boundaries: expert v. lay but can get more refined here; in readings, was planning 

expertise, transit expertise, v. expertise about particular neighborhoods. Capacity for structural 

and institutional work vs capacity for grassroots organizing/coalition building. Respect for the 

different types of capacity.  

Temporal Boundaries: Have you defined the boundaries so that one problem needs to be solved 

before the next one can be addressed (sequential) or are there possibilities of solving things 

simultaneously?   Often an implied linearity that precludes new ideas about actions. Example: 

The conundrum about funding/capacity building while they are trying to focus on their present 

work as a coalition. 

Issue Boundaries: How an issue is framed can create boundaries.  Closely related to 

Organizational and Knowledge boundaries. Differences between how people frame the work of 

Northside Fresh. Differences between how people frame the tensions within Northside Fresh.  
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Appendix C: Timeline 

2009 

• BCBS contract 
with North 
Point began 

• NHEP advisory 
committee was 
formed  

• Food 
assessment 
research began 

2010 

• Food 
assessment 
research was 
published in 
March  

• NHEP kickoff 
meeting in May 

• Greening of 
Detroit trained 
partners to set 
up a Local Food 
Resource Hub 
as a part oh 
Homegrown 
Minneapolis.  

 2011 

• Efforts to 
expand 
coalition 

• First official 
coalition 
meeting in 
February 2011 

• The first round 
of 
implementation 
grants  “first 
come, first 
serve” 

• Changed name 
to North Side 
Fresh 

•  Boot camp in 
October, 
conversations 
of structure, 
roles and 
responsibilities 
and draft work 
plans 

2012 

• Difficult start 
that stabilized 
by new 
facilitator 

• Hub, Economic 
development, 
youth and 
communication
s teams fully 
formed 

• Teams received 
$5000 each 
towards 
implementation 
of the work 
plans   

• Developed 
guiding 
principles or 
ground rules 

2013 

• Teams 
submitted new 
work plans 

• Coalitions gears 
towards fund 
raising 

• BCBS contract 
expires at the 
end of 2013 
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Appendix D: Interview Protocols 

 

Interview Questions: Northside Fresh coordinators (past and present) 

1.  Tell us about your history with Northside Fresh.    

a. What did you hope to accomplish in your role? 

b. What did your work consist of? 

i. Did you participate in promoting Northside Fresh?  How do you do this? 

ii. Did you work on policy and advocacy issues?  How so? 

iii. Did you participate in making physical changes to the food environment? 

c. What excited you about the work? 

d. How did you engage the community and other organizations? 

 

2. What do you think the coalition’s vision is? What do you think some of the partners’ goals 

for the coalition are? 

a. How did it come about?   

b. Is it widely shared?  How are they similar or different? 

 

3. In your role as coordinator, what did you observe as the biggest successes of the coalition? 

a. Could you give me an example of a particular success for Northside Fresh?   

 

4. In your role as coordinator, what did you observe as the biggest challenges facing the 

coalition? 

a. Could you give me an example of a particular challenge for Northside Fresh?   

 

5. We know you can’t necessarily speak for the partners, but can you tell us about why you 

think they come to the meetings?   

a. For those who are on a team, what do you think leads to that higher level of 

participation? 

 

6. What worked well about your position? 

a. Could you give me an example of what worked? 

b. What did not work well about the position? Could you give me an example of what 

didn't work?   

 

7.  What kind of a future do you think this coalition has?  

a. What are your recommendations? (structurally/funding/status/staff) 

b. Could you draw what the coalition could look like? Structurally?  

 

8. Is there anything else you’d like to tell us about Northside Fresh that we didn’t ask about yet? 

 

9. Can we follow up with you if we have more questions later on? 
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Interview Questions: Northside Fresh Coalition Partners 

1. Tell me about your history with Northside Fresh.  (Timeline) 

a. What did your work consist of? 

i. How did you do (Preparation), Promotion, Policy, Programming, Physical 

Changes? 

ii. What did you hope to accomplish?  What excited you about the work? 

 

2.  What do you think the coalition’s vision is?   How did it come about?   

a. Is it widely shared? 

 

3.  As a member, what have you observed as the biggest successes arising from the work of the 

partners? 

a. Could you give me an example of a particular success for Northside Fresh?   

 

4. What have you observed as the biggest challenges facing the partners? 

a. Could you give me an example of a particular challenge for Northside Fresh?   

 

5. What do you think the members’ goals are for participation in Northside Fresh?   

 

6. What do you think motivates people to be involved/what gets them to the table? 

 

7.  How invested are the partners in the coalition? 

 

8. What do partners perceive they can accomplish as a coalition that they cannot accomplish 

alone? 

 

9. What do you think the coalition should look like going forward?   

a. What are your recommendations? (structurally/funding/status/staff) 

b. Could you draw what the coalition could look like? Structurally? 

c. Given what you know about the coalition, what is it capable of achieving during this 

current year? 

d. In 2014 and beyond? 

 

10. Is there anything else you’d like to tell me that I didn’t ask you about today? 
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Interview Questions: Northside Fresh Coalition: Other non-Partner stakeholders (BCBS, 

Planning team and consultants) 

1. Tell us about your history with Northside Fresh.  

a. What did you hope to accomplish in your role? 

b. What did your work consist of? 

i. Did you participate in promoting Northside Fresh?  How do you do this? 

ii. Did you work on policy and advocacy issues?  How so? 

iii. Did you participate in making physical changes to the food environment? 

c. What excited you about the work? 

d. How did you engage the community and other organizations? 

 

2. What do you think the coalition’s vision is? What do you think some of the partners’ goals 

for the coalition are? 

a. How did it come about?   

b. Is it widely shared?  How are they similar or different? 

 

3. In your role as coordinator, what did you observe as the biggest successes of the coalition? 

a. Could you give me an example of a particular success for Northside Fresh?   

 

4. In your role as coordinator, what did you observe as the biggest challenges facing the 

coalition? 

a. Could you give me an example of a particular challenge for Northside Fresh?   

 

5. We know you can’t necessarily speak for the partners, but can you tell us about why you 

think they come to the meetings?   

 

6. What works well about your role? 

a. Could you give me an example of what worked? 

b. What did not work well about the position? 

c. Could you give me an example of what didn't work?   

 

7. What kind of a future do you think this coalition has? 

a. What are your recommendations? (structurally/funding/status/staff) 

b. Could you draw what the coalition could look like? Structurally? 

c. Is there anything else you’d like to tell us about Northside Fresh that we didn’t ask about 

yet? 

 

Can we follow up with you if we have more questions later on? 
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Appendix E: Survey Marginal 
 

1. When did you become involved with Northside Fresh?  (Please circle 

one) 

   

 

2009 7% 

   

 

2010 33% 

   

 

2011 20% 

   

 

2012 40% 

   

 

2013 0% 

   

      
2. What motivated you to FIRST participate in Northside Fresh?  (check all that apply) 

  

 

___ Opportunity to meet others working on food access in 

North Minneapolis  60% 

   

 

___ Opportunity to share resources by coordinating with 

others  53% 

   

 

___ Access to resources for my work (financial, staff, skills, 

knowledge, cultural competency)  60% 

   

 

___ Increase my/my organization’s capacity  40% 

   

 

___ Because access to healthy food is a top priority of 

mine/my organization 53% 

   

 

___ Because I knew we couldn't solve the food access 

problems alone  60% 

   

 

___Other 33% 

   

      
3. What motivates you NOW to participate in Northside Fresh? (check all that apply) 

  

 

___ Opportunity to meet others working on food access in 

North Minneapolis  47% 

   

 

___ Opportunity to share resources by coordinating with 

others  73% 

   

 

___ Access to resources for my work  47% 

   

 

___ Increase my/my organization’s capacity (financial, 

staff, skills, knowledge, cultural competency)  33% 

   

 

___ Because access to healthy food is a top priority of 

mine/my organization 67% 

   

 

___ Because I knew we couldn't solve the food access 

problems alone  47% 

   

 

___Other  13% 
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      4. BEFORE joining Northside Fresh did you/ your organization 

__________ 

   

 

___ Meet frequently with others to work together on 

healthy food access  47% 

  

  

 

___ Occasionally partner with others informally  27% 

  

  

 

___ Know of others working on healthy food access, but 

did not partner  13% 

  

  

 

___ Did not know or partner with others working on 

healthy food access  27% 

  

  

 

___Other 7% 

   

5. BEFORE your involvement with Northside Fresh, how many organizations or 

community members did you interact with? (please circle around one) 

  

  

 

  0             1 - 3           4 - 6           7 - 9             10 or more  

  

    

 

(27%)          (7%)          (20%)         (7%)                (40%) 

  

    

      6. Through your involvement with Northside Fresh, how many new 

interactions with other organizations have you made? (please circle 

around one) 

   

 

  0             1 - 3           4 - 6           7 - 9             10 or more  

    

 

 (0%)          (20%)         (20%)          (7%)             (53%) 

    

      7. How do you promote Northside Fresh? (select all that 

apply) 

    

 

___ Northside Fresh information on your organization’s 

website  13% 

   

 

___ Northside Fresh information in your organization’s 

newsletters or fliers  27% 

   

 

___ Northside Fresh information on your organization’s 

Facebook page  20% 

   

 

___ Other (please specify) 40% 

   

      8. How do you participate in the coalition? (select all that 

apply)  

    

 

___ Attend quarterly Northside Fresh coalition meetings  80% 

   

 

___Participate on a Northside Fresh Team  53% 

   

 

___ Operations  0% 
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___ Communication  13% 

   

 

___ Economic development  20% 

   

 

___ Hub  13% 

   

 

___ Youth  27% 

   

 

___ Attend Northside Fresh events  47% 

   

 

___ Receive funding from Northside Fresh for a project  20% 

   

 

___ Other 27% 

   

      
9. About how many NSF meetings do you attend per year? (Please circle one) 

  

      

 

4        3          2           1             This is my first meeting 

    
(53%)  (20%)    (0%)    (20%)                        (13%)        

    

      10. Do you work on policy and/or advocacy issues as part of Northside Fresh?   

  

 

___ Yes  47% 

   

 

___ No  53% 

   

      12. While working with NSF, have you made any physical changes to the food environment in 

North Minneapolis? (Examples: gardens, markets...)  If yes, explain.  

 

 

Yes  67% 

   

 

No  7% 

   

      
13. Please rate the following statements  

    

  

Agree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Somewhat 

Disagree Disagree 

 

1. I understand my role and responsibilities as a coalition 

member. (40%) (40%) (13%) (0%) 

 

2. I can influence decision-making.  (33%) (53%) (7%) (0%) 

 

3. I believe that there is a shared vision for Northside Fresh 

among coalition members. (53%) (13%) (27%) (0%) 

 

4. I believe I can accomplish my goals of healthy food 

access in North Minneapolis through working with the 

coalition. (53%) (27%) (7%) (0%) 
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5. I feel that my work with healthy food access is 

strengthened through NSF. (60%) (20%) (7%) (0%) 

 

6. I trust the leadership of Northside Fresh. (40%) (33%) (13%) (7%) 

 

7. I feel that the partners respect my racial/cultural 

background. (53%) (13%) (27%) (0%) 

 

8. I feel that there are opportunities for coalition members 

to take leadership roles. (60%) (27%) (0%) (0%) 

      
14. Please rate the following statements  

    

  

Agree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

Dis- 

agree 

 

1. There is effective leadership. (27%) (53%) (7%) (0%) 

 

2. There is clear and transparent communication. (13%) (53%) (20%) (0%) 

 

3. Decision-making is open and transparent. (27%) (47%) (20%) (0%) 

 

4. Northside Fresh has policies and guidelines. (33%) (33%) (13%) (0%) 

      

 

Demographic questions 

    

      15.  What is your gender? 

    

 

___Male  27% 

   

 

___Female  67% 

   

 

___Transgender  0% 

   

 

___Other  0% 

   

      16.  Which racial or ethnic groups do you identify with? (Please check all that apply) 

  

 

___American Indian or Alaska Native  0% 

   

 

___Asian  0% 

   

 

___Black or African American  40% 

   

 

___Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander  0% 

   

 

___White (Non-Hispanic)  53% 

   

 

___Hispanic  0% 

   

 

___Other   0% 

   

      17.  Which of the following best describes your age? 

    

 

___18-25  13% 

   

 

___26-35  33% 

   

 

___36-45  7% 

   

 

___46-55  13% 

   

 

___Over 55  27% 

   

      

      

 
Thank you very much for your participation! 
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Appendix F: Coding Data from NVivo 

 

Theme 

 

Source 

(# of people) 

Number of 

times 

referred to 

Confusion about Roles 13 25 

 Role of Community Members 3 3 

 Role of Coordinators 5 5 

 Role of Members – Partners 8 9 

 Role of Non-profit 3 3 

 Why the coalition exists (mission-vision related) 6 10 

Context 12 53 

 Culture of mistrust in Northside 6 8 

 Institutional 7 9 

 Paternalism 5 7 

 Poverty 4 5 

 Racial 8 15 

Future of the Coalition 14 54 

 Funding 11 24 

 Neurtral 6 12 

 Nonprofit Idea 6 9 

 Optimistic 5 9 

 Pessimistic 8 16 

History 14 54 

 2008 2 2 

 2009 7 13 

 2010 7 14 

 2011 8 18 

 2012 10 20 

 2013 2 4 

 Date unclear 2 7 

Implementation 12 35 

 Awareness or education 7 9 

 Communications 3 4 

 Economic Development 2 4 

 Hub 3 5 

 NSF events etc 5 10 

 Youth 5 7 

 

 

Interpersonal Relationships 

12 39 

 Negative interaction 6 18 

 Personality conflict 6 8 
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 Positive interactions 8 11 

 Race 7 13 

Motivations for Participation 12 50 

 Access to resources for my work. 8 13 

 Because access to healthy food is a top priority of 

mine-my organization. 

9 12 

 Healthy food access is a stepping stone for healthy 

community. 

9 12 

 I knew we couldn't solve the food access problem 

alone. 

5 7 

 Increase my-my organization’s capacity (financial-

staff-skills-knowledge-cultural competency). 

5 5 

 Opportunity to meet others working on food access in 

North Minneapolis. 

4 4 

 Opportunity to share resources by coordinating with 

others. 

5 8 

 Other 6 8 

Process-Structure 14 126 

 5 P Model 6 16 

 Communication 8 20 

 Coordinator Roles 9 25 

 Facilitation 14 39 

 Funding 10 33 

 Operations Team - Planning Team 13 39 

 Teams (excluding Operations) 11 34 

Relationship with-of Northpoint 

  

14 54 

 Internal Perceptions 3 19 

 Negative 8 21 

 Planning Team (consultants, etc) 2 6 

 Positive 10 11 

Transparency 

  

11 24 

 Between coalition members - partners 3 3 

 Between Northpoint and coalition partners 9 20 

 Between Northpoint and the Community 5 5 

 Between NSF and community 1 1 

Vision-Mission-Goals 

  

14 67 

 Chamber of Commerce 2 2 

 Community Building 6 12 

 Economic Justice 3 6 

 Education (Raise awareness) 4 8 

 Food Policy - Systems Change 6 9 
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 Grassroots projects 5 7 

 Healthy Living-Healthy Food Access 8 12 

 Racial - Social Justice 4 6 

Issue Boundaries 

  

4 7 

Knowledge Boundaries 

  

11 37 

Organizational Boundaries 

  

8 20 

Temporal Boundaries 

 

2 4 
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Appendix G: Five finger method 
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Appendix H: Budget 

 

Line Item 
  

2011 2012 2013 

Staff Salary FTE       

Julie Nielsen, Project Director  In Kind            4,553  4,553 

Naima Bashir, Project Evaluator  -            6,457  7,238 

Jawad Towns, Project Assistant 6000            7,238  - 

Ande Nesmith, Project Evaluator            9,000   -  - 

Mustafa Sandiata, Project Coordinator          26,250   -  - 

Subtotal  41250          18,248  11,791 

Benefits  (@30%)      12,375         5,474  3,537 

Subtotal       53,625       23,722  15,328 

        

Contractors       

Project Consultants (Facilitator & Co-Coordinators)        7,800       55,125  66,125 

TBD Grant Writer  -         3,200  - 

Subtotal         7,800       58,325  66,125 

TOTAL PERSONNEL       61,425       82,047  81,453 

        

Other Prog. Expenses       

Conference Registration for Coalition Members  1600        1,600  1,000 

Quarterly Coalition Meetings  

4 Coalition mtgs, 2 events (community or training) 2600        2,250  2,500 

Promotion Cost 3685        2,250  - 

Cohort sharing and training events  3110          550  2,700 

Stipends for members of Operations Team  - - 6,000 

Stipends for Teams to implement plans         7,500       20,000  20,000 

TA opportunities for coalition members        1,600   -  - 

SUBTOTAL PROGRAM       20,095       26,650  32,200 

        

Prog. Service Fee      12,230       16,303  11,347 

        

GRAND TOTAL  93,750 125,000 125,000 
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Appendix I:  Research on other food access collaborations 

 

 We identified eight other healthy food access coalitions around the country in order to try to 

compare Northside Fresh with other comparable initiatives. We were able to do phone interviews 

with three of them, one in Washington and two in California. We were also able to ascertain varied 

amounts of information from the websites of the others. Each of those we spoke with had similarly 

broad membership bases, from government, nonprofit, and educational institutions to individual 

community members. The eight coalitions varied greatly in funding structures; one was funded solely 

by a philanthropist, some had paid membership structures, and others had a combination of 

government and foundation grant funding. Some held monthly meetings while others met quarterly. 

Like Northside Fresh, other coalitions have completed community food assessments and used those 

to inform their work. One key difference is that the other coalitions we identified had more paid staff, 

anywhere from 2 full-time to 7 full-time employees in addition to partnering organizations and 

individual volunteers. It should be noted that the coalitions we looked at had broader scopes, from 

the city to the county level, not part of a city, as is the case with Northside Fresh. 
 

 


