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port/advising from Project for Pride in Living and the Hawthorne Neighborhood Council.  
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Overview 

Sustainability ensures that 
our future generations can 
enjoy the same resources we 
cherish today.  

Source—Google Maps 



Overview 
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Press Review: 
MinnPost 
 
"By 1980, Hawthorne already had twice the 
citywide poverty rate. Over the next two dec-
ades, the rate doubled again to the point that 
half of the neighborhood's population was 
impoverished and social problems spilled into 
the streets. No corner of the city was more 
notorious for crime and disorder than a four-
block patch near the Lyndale-Lowry intersec-
tion, a few blocks north of Farview Park... 
 [The corner of Sixth Street and 31st Ave-
nue was appalling]: a flourishing drug market; 
a prostitution ring operating out of neglected 
city-owned properties; a woman collecting 
rent in an apartment building she didn't own; 
houses falling to foreclosure; slumlords buy-
ing decaying properties on the cheap and 
renting them to gangs; responsible neighbors 
fleeing." 
 
http://www.minnpost.com/cityscape/2010/10/extreme -makeover-
hawthorne-ecovillage-transforms-tough-north-side-patch-awaits-car  

 

The Hawthorne EcoVillage is a neighbor-

hood rehabilitation effort launched in 2006 

with a public/non-profit partnership. The 

area includes a four-block square in North 

Minneapolis, bounded by Lowry Avenue on 

the north, 30th Avenue on the South, Lyn-

dale Avenue on the west, and 4th Street 

North on the East.  

 The Hawthorne EcoVillage is not only 

building new homes and rehabilitating the 

existing housing stock: the project repre-

sents an cross-sector collaboration to create 

a new innovative, sustainable neighborhood 

in the heart of Northern Minneapolis. In 

2011, Project for Pride in Living (PPL) along 

with members of the community, landscape 

architecture firm Coen + Partners, and the 

University of Minnesota’s Center for Sus-

tainable Building Research convened a se-

ries of workshops in order to establish a 

master plan, goals, actions, and metrics to 

pursue the project’s ambitious sustainabil-

ity goals.  

 Today, Hawthorne EcoVillage is growing 

into a state-of-the-art, sustainable neighbor-

hood that focuses on restoring balance to 

natural systems, supporting health and wel-

fare amongst residents, and cultivating 

neighborliness and a strong sense of com-

munity.  It serves as a model of best prac-

tices in community-based development, 

neighborhood revitalization, and sustain-

able green practices.  

Hawthorne EcoVillage 

Source—ESRI Maps 

EcoVillage  



 7 

 

EcoVillage sustainability goals  

Sustainable development is commonly de-

fined as “development that meets the needs 

of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their 

own needs“1. It essentially is our ability or 

capacity to endure given limited resources in 

a socially, economically, and environmentally 

responsible manner. The following repre-

sents the 4 sustainability goals and 14 actions 

of the Hawthorne EcoVillage.  

EcoVillage Sustainability Goals 

(1) United Nations. “Our Common Future: Brundtland Report” (1987) 
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Determining the metrics 

The purpose to this report is to determine 

metrics or indicators in order to gauge the 

EcoVillage’s progress toward its targeted 

sustainability goals. Initial metrics along 

with threshold and target goals for 2030 

were designed by the University of Minne-

sota’s Center for Sustainable Building Re-

search (CSBR) and Project for Pride in Liv-

ing (PPL).  This report builds upon and adds 

to the initial metrics based on research from 

academic sources; other existing sustain-

ability tracking programs (Santa Monica, 

CA, Minneapolis, MN) and certification pro-

grams [Leadership in Energy and Environ-

mental Design - Neighborhood Develop-

ment (LEED - ND) and Enterprise Green 

Communities]. Documentation and annual 

progress reports for the City of Santa 

Monica and the City of Minneapolis’s sus-

tainability programs can be found online. 

Both LEED-ND and Enterprise Green Com-

munities are voluntary third party rating 

systems used to certify green buildings or 

neighborhoods. 

 In order to measure progress, baseline 

data was collected using online research 

and a community survey administered with 

assistance from the Hawthorne Neighbor-

hood Council. The community survey is 26 

questions  which measure perceptions rang-

ing from safety, community involvement, 

transportation use, and energy consump-

tion in the community. It was administered 

door-to-door  and residents not present 

were left with a survey to be mailed in. The 

survey and results of the survey can be 

found in Appendix A.  

 There are important limitations to this 

report. The survey conducted captured only 

a sample (12 respondents) and did not in-

clude the entire population of the EcoVil-

lage; therefore there may be inherent biases 

in the results. However, the survey at-

tempted to provide a representative sample 

of the population and serves as a suitable 

starting point for analysis.  In addition, this 

report only represents five top tier goals 

and actions as identified by CSBR and PPL 

and one additional goal identified by the au-

thors. Additional research and work on the 

metrics and community survey needs to be 

completed in order to encompass all goals 

and actions in the EcoVillage sustainability 

plan.  
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How to read the report 

The report is divided into two major sections 

based on the EcoVillage sustainability goals : 

support the health and well-being of resi-

dents and work toward a net-zero EcoVillage.  

Each major section includes individual action 

sections. Each action section includes: 

1. Background information: why the action 

is important. 

2. Methods: how to measure the actions 

over time. 

3. Evaluation: a table that includes the met-

rics and indicators used to measure actions, 

the measured value for 2013, the threshold 

or minimum goal, and the ultimate or target 

goal for 2030. 

4. Analysis and Recommendations: the 

analysis of 2013 measured values and recom-

mendations for future measurements or sus-

tainability measures.  

Sustainability reporting 

This document serves as a guide to sustain-

ability reporting and should be updated as 

needed.  Reporting of sustainability progress 

to EcoVillage community members and 

stakeholders can be done on an annual basis 

using the Sustainability Report Card pro-

vided in Appendix B. The sustainability re-

port card synthesizes the pertinent informa-

tion into a one page document that grades 

the EcoVillage progress based on a red 

(needs improvement), yellow (keep watch), 

and green (on track) score.  
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Goal: Support the health and well-being of residents 



Goal: Support the health and well-being of residents 

 11 
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Action: Civic and community engagement 

Community or civic engagement is 
essential for a healthy, vibrant 
neighborhood. It involves bringing 
neighbors together, in collective 
action, where residents can help 
one another, collaborate to solve 
problems and exercise their  
democratic rights. 



Action: Civic and community engagement 
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Background 

The health and vibrancy of a neighborhood is 

not solely dependent on community engage-

ment amongst community members. Broader 

community engagement beyond neighbor-

hood borders could translate into a greater 

capacity to engage internal issues. Therefore, 

measuring community engagement should 

include the residents’ social and political con-

tributions within and beyond the boundaries 

of the EcoVillage.   

  Community or civic engagement can be 

categorized into two forms, social and politi-

cal1.  Social engagement involves interactions 

between individuals that may or may not in-

volve established institutions. In addition to 

membership and volunteering through  

church or community organizations, commu-

nity engagement can also encompass in-

stances of good “neighboring” (e.g. babysit-

ting or running errands for a neighbor). Good 

“neighboring” can establish a sense of com-

munity and belonging, which could also serve 

to increase grassroots activities. Good 

neighboring is found to be correlated with 

both the promotion of collective actions to 

solve problems and increased civic activity 

among low-income or minority residents1. 

Political engagement involves actions that 

influence legislative, electoral, or judicial 

processes, such as voting, activism, or serving 

on a jury2. Because of the broadness of the 

definition, objectively measuring community 

engagement is difficult, and there are num-

bers of different and conflicting methodolo-

gies for addressing this issue. 

  Current indicators of community engage-

ment include both measures of outputs and 

outcomes. Outputs are tangible and easily 

measured results (e.g. attendance rates at 

community events). Outcomes can be more 

difficult to quantify, which can include quali-

tative measures such as the perceived safety 

of the neighborhood or how welcome or con-

nected a resident feels3. Effective measure-

ments of community engagement requires a 

combination of the two. 

(1) McBride, A. M. “Asset ownership among low-income and low-wealth individuals: Opportu-

nity, asset ownership, and civic engagement.” (2003). 

(2) Bollard, J.M. and McCallum, D.M. “Neighboring and Community Mobilization in High-

Poverty Inner-City Neighborhoods.” (2002). 

(3) Adams, DW and Hess, M. “New Research Instruments for Government: Measuring Commu-

nity Engagement.” (2006). 
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Methodology 

In addition to counting attendance  at com-

munity and neighborhood meetings, an an-

nual mail in or online survey for the EcoVil-

lage could be employed to gather the neces-

sary data (see Appendix A). The following 

recommended metrics of community or civic 

engagement are summarized on page 19 and 

are an aggregation of several domestic and 

international measurement models. The fol-

lowing metrics were found to be the highest 

occurring in different models4.  

 Number of residents at community meet-

ings or groups. 

 Percent of residents who were members 

of a community group, such as clubs, sporting 

group, seniors’ organization. 

 Percent of residents participating in civic 

events and activities, including town meet-

ings, petitions, protests. 

 For the survey conducted by the Haw-

thorne EcoVillage Association for the purpose 

of the present study, social engagements are 

disaggregated into religious institutions, 

community based (e.g. United Way), or chil-

dren’s activities (after school activities), in 

order to allow for the identification of organi-

zations for partnership. In addition, a good 

“neighboring” metric (e.g. do you volunteer 

your own time to help out a neighbor?) was 

added to account for nontraditional yet still 

effective forms of community engagement. 

Additional metrics are added to gauge the 

potential outcomes of community engage-

ment.  

 

(4) Whaley, D.L. “Approaches to Measuring More Community Engagement.” (2010). 
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Evaluation 

# Metric 2013 Threshold Target Ultimate Target 

1 Number of people at community meetings 
or groups 

TBD Upward Trend Upward Trend 

2 Percent of residents who were members 
of a community group 

50% Upward Trend Upward Trend 

3 Percent of residents participating in good 
“neighboring” 

42% Upward Trend Upward Trend 

4 Percent of residents participating in civic 
events or meetings 

50% Upward Trend Upward Trend 

5 Percent of residents who voted 92% 
National Level (54% for 

2012) 
Upward Trend 

6 How safe do you feel in the neighborhood? Moderate Upward Trend Upward Trend 

7 How much do you feel you can make a dif-
ference? 

Moderate Upward Trend Upward Trend 
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Analysis & Recommendation 

Civic engagement in the EcoVillage is higher 

compared to the state and national averages. 

Of the survey respondents, 92% voted in the 

2012 political elections (compared to 71% and 

54% for Minnesota and the U.S., respectively). 

In terms of community engagement, there was 

an even distribution of individuals volunteering 

in different types of community groups 

(religious, children related, and secular commu-

nity groups). When asked if crime was a more 

of a problem in the EcoVillage than in other 

neighborhoods, 50% answered mostly true; 

however, 80% also said the neighborhood was 

safe for elderly and children to walk. On aver-

age, the survey respondents believed that they 

could make a moderate impact on making their 

community a better place; no one believed that 

they had no impact. No survey respondents 

noted that the neighborhood is worse now 

then a year ago, and 58% believed that the 

neighborhood will be better in a year. 

 Although neighborhood engagement is rela-

tively high, it is paramount to continue to build 

upon the momentum spurred on by residents.  

For example, during the survey, a respondent 

suggested a block party in order to increase 

neighborhood interaction and cohesion. Willing 

and able volunteers should be encouraged to 

take initiative to foster positive resident ac-

tions. 
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Action: Access to local and fresh food 

Access to fresh produce offers healthy 
food options for residents and supports lo-
cal economic development that increases 
the economic value and production of  
farmlands and community gardens.   
 

-2011 Enterprise Green Community Criteria 



Action: Access to local and fresh food 
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Background 

A study published by PolicyLink, a national 

research and action institute dedicated to ad-

vancing economic and social equity, found 

“the lack of access to healthy food makes it 

difficult for families to eat well, fueling the 

country’s growing obesity epidemic and the 

severe health problems that accompany it.”  

According to the same study, residents of un-

derserved communities typically lack the 

transportation to easily make trips to stores 

in other parts of town and they rely therefore 

on small convenience stores that have an in-

ventory of primary high-fat, high-sugar 

snacks, soft drinks, and alcohol beverage1.  

 Several options are available to improve 

and promote access to local food.  Enterprise 

Green Communities, the first national green 

building program developed for affordable 

housing, list three methods in which a com-

munity can access local, fresh food2. 

 Neighborhood farms and gardens 

 Community supported agriculture 

 Proximity to farmers markets  

 

 Reduce stress, fear, anger, blood pres-

sure, and muscle tension.   

 Bring pockets of aesthetic beauty and 

tranquility to urban neighborhoods.   

 Foster relationships among 

neighbors, who can work together to 

decide which foods to plant based on 

their cultural or taste preferences.  

 Can make neighborhoods safer be-

cause they create meeting spots that 

increase vigilance on the street.  

 Can be outdoor classrooms where 

community members learn more 

about healthy foods and how plants 

grow3. 

Benefits of Community Gardens 

(1) Flournoy, Rebecca. "Healthy Food, Healthy Communities. Promising Strategies to 
improve Access to Fresh, Healthy Food and Transform Communities." (2010). 
 
(2) "2011 Enterprise Green Communities Criteria." http://
www.enterprisecommunity.com/solutions-and-innovation/enterprise-green communi-
ties/criteria. Accessed May 1, 2013.  
 
(3) "Community Health and Food Access: The Local Government Role." (2006).  
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Evaluation of the EcoVillage community gar-

den is based on the following Enterprise 

Green Communities minimum requirements 

for community gardens: 

 Dedicate permanent and viable growing 

 space and/or related facilities (such as 

 greenhouses) within the project equal or 

 greater in size to 50 square feet per 

 dwelling unit of the project. 

 Provide solar access, fencing, watering 

 systems, garden bed enhancements (such 

 as raised beds), secure storage space for 

 tools, and pedestrian access for these 

 spaces. Ensure that the spaces are owned 

 and managed by an entity that includes 

 occupants of the project in its decision 

 making, such as a community group, 

 homeowners’ association, or public body. 

 Established community gardens outside 

 the project boundary but within a 0.5-

 mile walk distance of the project’s  g e o

 graphic center can satisfy this option . 

 Dedicate permanent and viable growing 

 space and / or related facilities (such as 

 greenhouses) within the project equal or 

 greater in size to 50 square feet per 

 dwelling unit of the project, and establish 

 an agreement with a local farming opera

 tion to farm the land. Ensure in the agree

 ment that at least 50% of the produce is 

 made available for purchase by the pro

 ject’s residents. Provide solar access, 

 fencing, watering systems, garden bed 

 enhancements (such as raised beds), and 

 secure storage space for tools. 

Methodology 
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Map source: Project for Pride in Living 
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Evaluation 

*The ultimate target square footage accounts for the projected increase of the number of units (50 to 160)  and the increase in 

square footage of the community garden. 

# Metric 2013 Threshold Target Ultimate Target 

1 Permanent Location Yes Yes Yes 

2 Square Footage 
72 SF per 

Unit 
50 SF per Unit 39 SF per Unit* 

3 Fencing Yes Yes Yes 

4 Management includes residents Yes Yes Yes 

5 Watering system Yes Yes Yes 

6 Raised beds Yes Yes Yes 

7 Pedestrian access Yes Yes Yes 

8 % available for purchase by residents 
Products 

are not for 
50% 50% 

9 Secure storage space for tools No Yes Yes 
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Analysis & Recommendations 

The total square footage of the EcoVillage’s 

community garden is 3,600 on a permanent 

location.  With currently 50 units built, the 

garden ratio is 72 square feet per unit, well 

above the minimum requirement of 50 

square feet per unit set by the 2011 Green 

Communities Criteria.  Although the Haw-

thorne EcoVillage project plans to increase 

the community garden size to 6300 square 

feet by completion of all units, the minimum 

requirement established by Enterprise 

Green Communities will not be met.  The 

size will be 39 square feet per unit by com-

pletion date.  The project will have to add 

more space to meet the minimum require-

ment once the project is completed.   

 The land the garden is on is owned by the 

City and is made available for community 

gardening as part of the City’s Homegrown 

Minneapolis Initiative.  PPL, Hawthorne 

Neighborhood Council and local residents 

work together to run the garden.  There is a 

part-time garden manager/intern that does 

much of the coordination.  Products are not 

for sale.  However, local residents are wel-

come to join and garden in any number of 

ways.  There is a watering system in place, 

but there is currently no secure space for 

storage.  This is because the Hawthorne Eco-

village project managers are not at this point 

confident they can build a shed that is se-

cured.  However, the map on page 21 shows 

a future location for a shed. 

 More space is needed:  by completion of 

the planned 160 units of the Hawthorne Eco-

Village, the community garden ratio will be 

39 square feet per unit. This ratio is below 

the minimum requirement of 50 square feet 

per unit set by the Green Communities.  If 

there is no space within the project bound-

ary, adding more space out of the project 

area but within 0.5 mile walking distance of 

the project’s geographic center should be ex-

plored to comply to this requirement. 

 Another recommendation will be to build 

a secured shed for tool storage within the 

garden as planned.  

 The Food Access Research Atlas 

(provided by U.S. Department of Agriculture 

(USDA)) can be another gauge on how well 

the EcoVillage is progressing toward its sus-

tainability goals.  According to the USDA, he 

Hawthorne EcoVillage is currently labeled as 

yellow, which means that residents of the 

area are mostly low income who have to 

travel at least 0.5 mile to gain access to 

healthy foods.   

Map source: http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-access-research-atlas/

go-to-the-atlas.aspx#.UYqE1MX1nGI 

USDA Food Access Atlas 
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Action: Housing and income diversity 

A diverse range of housing can allow 
members of an extended family to live in 
the same neighborhood; it can provide 
housing for those who work nearby, and 
they are more resistant to cycles of 
abandonment and decline, and to un-
healthy concentrations of poverty.  
 

- LEED for Neighborhood Development  



Action: Housing and income diversity 
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As a general definition, mixed income hous-

ing development includes diverse types of 

housing units, such as apartments, town 

homes, and/or single-family homes for peo-

ple with a range of income levels.  Mixed in-

come housing may include housing that is 

priced based on the market rate with some 

subsidized units for lower-income residents, 

or it may not include any market-rate units 

and be built exclusively for low- and moder-

ate-income residents.   

 Evidence shows that mixed-income 

developments promote positive place-based 

change. In their review of the research on ef-

fects of mixed-income housing strategies, Fra-

ser and Nelson (2008) found that previously 

disadvantaged neighborhoods that gain 

mixed-income developments experience 

lower criminal activity and increased prop-

erty values.  It is also assumed that mixed-

income residents attract quality community 

services and amenities, which are not likely 

available in predominantly low-income areas, 

such as quality schools and responsive public 

agencies1. 
 

 

 

 

Benefits of Mixed-Income Neighborhoods 

 Improve social and job-search networks  

 Increase of diversity and ideas 

 Higher-quality goods and services for all 

residents 

(1) Levy, Diane, Zach McDade, and Kassie Dumlao. "Effects from Living in Mixed-Income Communi-
ties for Low-Income Families: A Review of the Literature." (2010).  
 

Background 



 27 

 

Methodology 

In order to find out the level of diversity of 

housing types and income levels, the U.S. 

Green Building Council uses a calculation 

based on the Simpson Diversity Index (D 

score).  This index score is calculated with 

the fol- lowing equa-

tion: 

   

 

Where: 

 D = Simpson Diversity Index that calcul

 ates the probability that any two random

 ly selected dwelling units in a project will 

 be of a different type; 

 n = the total number of dwellings in a sin

 gle category i; 

 N = the total number of dwellings in all 

 categories; 

 R = the total number of categories. 

The calculation should include a sufficient 

variety of housing sizes and types in the pro-

ject such that the total variety of housing 

within the project, or within a ¼ mile of the 

center of the project, achieves a D score of at 

least 0.51. A detailed excel worksheet can be 

found in Appendix C. 
 

(1) U.S. Green Building Council, "LEED for Neighborhood Development Rating System.” (2009). 
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# Metric 2013 Threshold Target Ultimate Target 

1 Simpson Diversity Index 52% 50% Upward Trend 

Evaluation 
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With the dwellings currently in place, the 

Simpson Diversity Index is 52%.  This is 

above the minimum score of at least 50% 

(LEED-ND). The housing diversity will in-

crease when the construction of new units is 

implemented.  At completion of the Haw-

thorne EcoVillage project, the index will be 

74%, meaning that the probability that any 

two randomly selected dwelling units in a 

project will be of a different type is 74%. 

 This sharp increase will be due to the 

construction of new types of housing units 

not currently in place.  These new types of 

dwellings are: 

 24 units of duplex or townhouse (greater   

 than 1,200 square feet)  

 12 units of multifamily dwelling in a 

building with elevator (greater than 1,200 

square feet) 

 68 units of multifamily dwelling in a build-

ing with elevator (less than 1,200 square 

feet) 

 The diversity of housing choice will pro-

mote socially equitable and engaging commu-

nities by giving people from a wide range of 

economic levels and age groups the opportu-

nity to live within the Hawthorne EcoVillage 

community.  It is therefore important that the 

public be aware of the housing opportunities 

that are being or will be offered and that an 

effective communication strategy be imple-

mented to increase public awareness and at-

tract  as many diverse income levels as possi-

ble. 

Analysis & Recommendations 
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Action: Housing stability 

 A resident population of committed 
homeowners and responsible rental 
tenants is integral to the health and 
safety of the neighborhood.  



Action: Housing stability 
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Housing or residential stability has been as-

sociated with increased social networking, 

increased civic engagement, and greater com-

munity cohesion and support. On the con-

trary, a lack of housing stability is a common 

indicator of neighborhood decline.   

 Until 2007, the EcoVillage area was ex-

periencing prolonged residential instability. 

With approximately 60 properties, ten were 

in foreclosure, and ten were boarded and va-

cant. Not only did the deteriorating, fore-

closed or abandoned houses devalue the sur-

rounding properties, they contributed to a 

significant health and safety risk to the 

neighborhood residents. The unmaintained 

homes posed a fire risk to the community, 

and the vacant homes attracted crime and 

illegal narcotic activities. In 2007, there were 

37 total narcotic arrests, and long-time resi-

dents were considering  moving in order to 

avoid the rising crime. 

  Therefore, increasing housing stability is 

important to the EcoVillage’s revitalization 

and neighborhood sustainability efforts. Not 

only will decreasing the number of boarded 

and vacant properties helps deter criminal 

activities, a stable housing network in the 

form of committed homeowners and rental 

tenants contributes to the social capital and 

general neighborliness of the EcoVillage. 

  Residential tenure and owner-occupancy 

are common measures of housing stability. 

Homeownership has been traditionally advo-

cated for increased participation in commu-

nity and civic life, and studies have suggested 

that owners have a greater concern for their 

community and are willing to protect and im-

prove their neighborhoods1. In addition, a 

residential tenure of more than five years has 

also been found to be correlated with in-

creased social support and good neighbor-

ing2.  

(1) Rohe, William and Basolo, Victoria. “Long-Term Effects of Homeownership on the Self-

Perceptions and Social Interaction of Low-Income Persons.” (1997). 

 

(2) Keene, Danya, Bader, Michael, and Ailshire, Jennifer. “Residential Tenure, Social Support, 

and the Contingent Effects of Neighborhood Context.” (2010). 

Background 
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Housing stability can be measured using a 

combination of residential tenure, owner-

occupancy, number of boarded and vacant 

homes, and foreclosures.   

 Residential tenure and owner-occupancy 

can be determined through the community 

survey or through coordination with the city 

of Minneapolis.  

 The number of vacant and boarded prop-

erties can be tracked on the City of Minnea-

polis’s Vacant Building Registration (VBR) 

Program website. The VBR program is the 

City of Minneapolis’s primary tool for track-

ing, monitoring, and managing nuisance va-

cant properties in the city3. Under city ordi-

nance, owners are required to register their 

property on the VBR list if it is condemned, 

requiring a code compliance inspection, un-

occupied and unsecured for five days or 

more, unoccupied and secured for 30 days or 

more, unoccupied with multiple housing 

maintenance violations, or unoccupied more 

than 365 days with an order having been is-

sued to correct a nuisance condition. Proper-

ties on the VBR list are periodically inspected 

by city staff and if the property is deemed a 

city nuisance, it may be subject to demolition. 

Due to the limitations in city staff, vacant and 

boarded properties should also be verified 

based on-the-ground assessments of the 

EcoVillage. 

 The City of Minneapolis Community Plan-

ning & Economic Development (CPED) de-

partment tracks properties in foreclosures 

based on data provided by Hennepin County. 

Properties currently in foreclosure can be 

found on the city website for foreclosures or 

the Hennepin County Sheriff’s website4.  

(3) http://www.minneapolismn.gov/inspections/inspections_ch249list 

 

(4) http://www4.co.hennepin.mn.us/webforeclosure/ 

 

Methodology 
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Evaluation 

# Metric 2013 Threshold Target Ultimate Target 

1 Number of boarded and vacant homes 2 5 0 

2 Number of homes in foreclosure 0 0 0 

3 Number of Owner-occupants 14 Upward Trend Upward Trend 

4 Percent of residents with tenure over 5 
years 

25% Upward Trend Upward Trend 
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In comparison to 2007, residential stability in 

the Hawthorne EcoVillage has improved.  As 

of February 2013, the Hawthorne EcoVillage 

has surpassed its goal set in 2011 of having 

less than five properties that were vacant and 

boarded. There are currently only two prop-

erties vacant and boarded, and there are no 

properties in foreclosure. Owner-occupancy 

has also increased to 14 in 2012, and residen-

tial tenure of at least five years was surveyed 

at 25%. In the short term, increasing the 

number of owner-occupancy among existing 

properties may be difficult due to the large 

number of rental units; therefore, additional 

efforts can be placed on the two properties 

currently  vacant and boarded.    

 Owner-occupancy is an important aspect 

of housing stability; however, increased 

homeownership in the neighborhood does 

not necessarily guarantee a more sustainable  

and cohesive neighborhood. Areas of high 

homeownership may lead to a NIMBY (not in 

my backyard) mentality, which could result  

in less community oriented residents and 

more self-serving individuals1.  Therefore, 

community involvement and activities should 

focus on organizing not only homeowners 

but also rental residents, especially residents 

with tenures over five years. 

Analysis & Recommendations 

(1) Keene, Danya, Bader, Michael, and Ailshire, Jennifer. “Residential Tenure, Social Support, and 

the Contingent Effects of Neighborhood Context.” (2010). 
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Goal: Work toward a net-zero energy EcoVillage 



Goal: Work toward a net-zero energy EcoVillage 
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Action: Reduce transportation energy use 

Traffic congestion, gasoline prices, and 
air pollution are the realities of driving. 
However, transportation alternatives 
such as public transportation, biking 
and walking can help reduce conges-
tion, improve air quality and save 
money. 



Action: Reduce transportation energy use 
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Transportation is an important part of every-

day life; however, it is also associated with a 

number of negative impacts. On average, a 

household in Minneapolis spends over $600 

for transportation- related costs a month, and 

with rising fuel prices, this number should 

increase in the following years1.  In 2011, a 

commuter spent an additional 38 hours a 

year traveling in congested traffic, costing 

approximately $818 a year on wasted gaso-

line and delay time. Congestion also pro-

duced an additional 56 billion pounds of car-

bon dioxide (CO2), a greenhouse gas emission 

which is a major contributor to environ-

mental, economic, and health problems2. 

 There are sustainable transportation al-

ternatives to the automobile that are feasible, 

cost efficient, and environmentally friendly. 

For example, for shorter trips, walking and 

biking could improve health and save money. 

For commuting, using public transportation 

helps avoid congestion and reduces air pollu-

tion. Within the neighborhood, reducing trip 

times by shopping locally could also save 

both time and money.  

 Common transportation sustainability 

indicators can be classified into the following 

4 categories: transportation (including 

safety), economic, environmental, and socio-

cultural/equity. Transportation-related (e.g. 

public transit use, length of public transit net-

work, average commute time) and environ-

mental (e.g. pollution emissions) indicators 

are the most prevalent3.   

 Metrics and data is usually collected at 

the regional or municipal level, require sig-

nificant manpower (calculating emissions) 

and can be difficult to attain or influence at a 

neighborhood level (e.g. the number of tran-

sit stops and transit usage).  

(1) Center for Neighborhood Technology http://abogo.cnt.org 

(2) Texas A&M Transportation Institute 2012 Urban mobility Report 

(3) Jeon, Christy and Amekudzi, Adjo. Addressing Sustainability in Transportation Systems.   

Journal of Infrastructure Systems 2005 11:31-50. 

Background 
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The evaluation of the reduction in transpor-

tation energy is a combination of publically 

available Transit, Walk and Bike Scores 

(www.walkscore.com) and an annual mail in 

or online survey. Walk Score is a private en-

tity that calculates walking, biking and transit 

accessibility metrics for different neighbor-

hoods. Scores range from 0 to 100. Walk 

scores are based on accessibility to common 

destinations (e.g. grocery stores, schools, 

parks, restaurants, and retail stores). Transit 

score measures accessibility based on dis-

tances to the closest stop, route frequency 

and route type. Bike score measures accessi-

bility based on bike infrastructure, topogra-

phy, destinations and road connectivity4. In 

addition to the physical aspects of the urban 

landscape, the survey measures social and 

behavioral aspects not captured in the acces-

sibility scores. Local perception of accessibil-

ity to public transit, walkability, and biking 

infrastructure are obtained through the sur-

vey. In addition, residential use of sustainable 

transportation, defined as a choice to use an-

other means of transportation other than an 

automobile, are also determined through the 

survey. 

(4) www.walkscore.com  

Methodology 

Walk Score Website 
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Evaluation 

# Metric 2013 Threshold Target Ultimate Target 

1 Residential use of sustainable transporta-
tion 

17% Upward Trend Upward Trend 

2 Sufficiency of Public Transportation  2* 2* Upward Trend 

3 Sufficiency of Walkability 2.2* 2* Upward Trend 

4 Sufficiency of Biking Infrastructure 2.2* 2* Upward Trend 

5 Transit Score 59 62 65 

6 Walk Score 58 61 75 

7 Bike Score 68 71 75 

*Numerical scores are based on the average of survey responses where 1 represents strongly dissatisfied, 3 is neutral, and 5 represents strongly satisfied.  
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The perceptions of public transportation, 

walkability and bikeability of the EcoVillage 

scored low; however, the majority respon-

dents also admitted that they do not use pub-

lic transportation, bike, or walk. Therefore, 

educating which routes are available to the 

community and encouraging use of the ser-

vices may increase perception of the suffi-

ciency of the service. 

 In comparison to the city of Minneapolis 

and the Hawthorne neighborhood, the Haw-

thorne Eco-Village’s Walk and Transit scores 

are lower. Increasing the walk and transit 

scores requires significant involvement from 

the city and local business leaders and may 

not be practical for short term improve-

ments. However, the EcoVillage can help in-

crease the score (or at least keep it from de-

clining) by encouraging residential use of lo-

cal shops such as the Bangkok Market or 

Lowry Street Market. This practice will 

strengthen the viability of local businesses 

and may attract other businesses  to the area. 

It would as well decrease trip times and in-

crease other modes of transportation (such 

as walking to the stores).   

Analysis & Recommendations 
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Action: Reduce operating energy  

Improvements in building energy  
performance result in utility cost 
savings from more efficient heating, 
cooling, hot water, lights and  
appliances, which improves comfort 
and lowers operating costs.  



Action: Reduce operating energy  
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Strong action to cut global energy use and 

greenhouse gas emissions is needed from 

both individual citizens and governments if 

we are to avoid irreversible damage to our 

planet.  Reducing energy consumption, in-

creasing our reliance on renewable energy 

sources, and making use of energy-efficient 

technologies are important strategies for re-

ducing greenhouse gas emissions.    

 According to the Minnesota Climate 

Change Advisory Group in its Final Report, if 

the emissions associated with producing the 

electricity consumed in Minnesota are con-

sidered, the residential, commercial, and in-

dustrial (RCI) sectors were responsible for 

58% of Minnesota’s greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions of carbon dioxide equivalent 

(CO2e) in 2005. 

 The same report adds that the principal 

means to reduce RCI emissions in Minnesota 

include improving energy efficiency, substitut-

ing for electricity and natural gas with lower-

emission energy resources (such as wind, solar 

water heating, photovoltaics, and biomass)1. 

 Reduce operating energy use in all 
buildings   and infrastructure 

 Maximize the use of renewable energy 
 Maximize energy self-sufficiency on 

site 
 
Source:  Hawthorne EcoVillage Five-Year Progress Report 2007-2012 

 
 Use compact fluorescent lights (CFLs) in 

the light fixtures. 
 Install ceiling fans and use natural venti-

lation to minimize the need for air condi-
tioning except on the hottest of days. 

 Use window shades routinely to block 
the heat of the sun in summer and to re-
tain heat at night during the winter 
months. 

 Select appliances (dishwasher, clothes 
washer and dryer) meeting Energy Star 
standards. 

 
Source: http://revelle.net/lakeside/lakeside.new/steps.html 

Background 

EcoVillage Project Energy Goals Energy Saving Tips 

(1) Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group Final Report.  A Report to the Minnesota Legislature.  

April 2008 
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We did a comparison of the electricity con-

sumption in Eco-Village with the average 

consumption in Minnesota.  We could not do 

the same for the natural gas consumption be-

cause the data received from the survey may 

be biased.  A few residents that were sur-

veyed have been living in the area for a few 

months, which is the winter period and the 

numbers provided by them and other resi-

dents seemed to reflect the winter energy 

consumption only. 

 With an ultimate goal of a zero-net energy 

in the area by 2030, the EcoVillage has in-

stalled solar panels in the project and some of 

the energy consumed by the residents are 

produced on-site.  However, at the time of 

this study, data of the energy produced by the 

on-site solar panels were not available.  This 

means that we cannot assess at this point 

how the project is doing in regards to achiev-

ing the net zero energy goal. 

 The community survey yielded an aver-

age monthly energy bill of $114.  This seems 

excessive, because it is well above the resi-

dential average monthly energy bill in Minne-

sota, which is $79.55 according to the U.S. En-

ergy Information Administration (EIA). Still 

according to EIA, the residential average 

monthly consumption is 817Kwh in Minne-

sota.  With an average residential electricity 

price of $0.0974 per Kwh (EIA), the average 

monthly electricity consumption in Haw-

thorne EcoVillage is 1,170Kwh. 

Methodology 
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Evaluation 

# Metric 2013 Threshold Target Ultimate Target 

1 
Average monthly energy consumption 
(kbtu/household) 3992 Downward Trend Downward Trend 
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As previously stated, we did not have access 

to energy consumption (electricity and natu-

ral gas) data to do a comprehensive assess-

ment of the state of operating energy in the 

EcoVillage.  The survey conducted by Haw-

thorne Neighborhood Council for the pur-

pose of this study unfortunately did not pro-

vide sufficiently accurate energy data to 

track the energy consumption  over an ex-

tended period of time.  We cannot therefore 

do an analysis of the energy consumption 

trend over the last few years.   

  Another limitation of this survey is that a 

lot of respondents have been living in the 

area for just a few months from the period 

when the survey was conducted (April 

2013).  As a result, the energy data they pro-

vided was only reflecting the winter energy 

consumption which is much higher than the 

average annual consumption.  It is therefore 

not surprising as well that the Hawthorne 

EcoVillage consumption is much higher than 

the Minnesota monthly average consump-

tion of 2789 kBTU/household. 

  We would recommend getting accurate 

energy data from the utility companies.  We 

contacted Xcel Energy but they did not want 

to provide the data, citing privacy reasons.  

However, at least half of the survey respon-

dents said they were willing to sign an en-

ergy release form to have their energy con-

sumption monitored. 

  Another recommendation would be that 

homeowners be educated on tips to reduce 

their energy consumption.  Homeowners 

should be aware the zero-net energy goal by 

2030 can only be achieved if their consump-

tion is limited to what the on-site installa-

tions are able to produce.   

 

Analysis & Recommendations 
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Moving Forward 

This report represents two of the four goals 

and additional work is needed in order to 

create a comprehensive report of the EcoVil-

lage’s progress toward sustainability. Project 

for Pride in Living could use the report to fur-

ther promote the area and attract more resi-

dents.  A periodic update of the Sustainability 

Report Card included in this report 

(Appendix B) will allow PPL and the resi-

dents to take corrective actions if needed in 

order to achieve the sustainability goals.  

EcoVillage Sustainability Goals 



EcoVillage Community Survey 
 
1. How many years have you lived in the EcoVillage? 

( ) Less than one year 
( ) One to two years 
( ) Three to five years 
( ) More than five years 

 
2. In general, has the neighborhood become a better or worse place to live in the past 
year, or is it about the same? 

( ) Better 
( ) Worse 
( ) Same 
( ) Don't Know 
( ) No Answer 

  
3. In general, do you think this area will be better, worse, or about the same a year from 
now, as a place to live? 

( ) Better 
( ) Worse 
( ) Same 
( ) Don't Know 
( ) No Answer 

 
Please indicate whether each of these statements, in your view of the neighborhood, is 
mostly true or mostly false. If you don't know, please feel free to note that. 
 
4. If I were sick, I could count on a neighbor to run an errand for me. 

( ) Mostly True 
( ) Mostly False 
( ) Don't Know 
( ) No Answer 

 
5. If I have to be away from home for a day or two, I know a neighbor will keep an eye 
on my place. 

( ) Mostly True 
( ) Mostly False 
( ) Don't Know 
( ) No Answer 

 
6. Crime in my neighborhood is more of a problem than in nearby areas. 

( ) Mostly True 
( ) Mostly False 
( ) Don't Know 
( ) No Answer 

 



7. If I had to borrow $25 in a real emergency, I could turn to someone (not a family 
member) in this neighborhood. 

( ) Mostly True 
( ) Mostly False 
( ) Don't Know 
( ) No Answer 

 
8. Children and older people feel free to move about safely. 

( ) Mostly True 
( ) Mostly False 
( ) Don't Know 
( ) No Answer 

 
9. My neighbors and I don't talk about community problems and how to solve them. 

( ) Mostly True 
( ) Mostly False 
( ) Don't Know 
( ) No Answer 

 
10. Other than attending regular religious services, have you taken part in any sort of 
activity in the past 12 months related to your place of worship? This might include 
teaching Sunday school, helping with fundraising, serving on a committee, attending 
choir rehearsal, retreat, or other things. 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
11. Other than your religious group, is there any community group or organization that 
you are involved with? This includes school related activities such as Parent Teacher 
Association (PTA) or volunteering at after school activities. 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
12. Other than with a community group or organization, have you taken part in any sort 
of activity in the past 12 months that has helped someone outside your family in the 
neighborhood? This might include child care, sharing a meal, yard work, errands or 
watching someone’s home while they are away. 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
13. Are you currently registered to vote? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

  
14. Did you vote in the last political election in 2012? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 



 
Which of the following things have you done in the past 12 months?  
15. Have you signed a state or local petition? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
16. Have you attended a public forum or government meeting? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
17. Written a letter to an elected official? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
18. Participated in any demonstrations, protests, boycotts, or marches? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
19. Overall, how much impact do you think people like you can have in making your 
community a better place to live? 

( ) No impact 
( ) A small impact 
( ) A moderate impact 
( ) A big impact 
( ) Don’t know / Refused 

 
20. What is your primary mode of transportation? 

( ) Personal car or motorcycle 
( ) Walking 
( ) Biking 
( ) Public Transportation 
( ) Other _______ 

 
21. What is your average daily commute time? ________ 
 
22. How satisfied are you with the access to public transportation in your neighborhood? 

( ) Strongly dissatisfied 
( ) Somewhat dissatisfied 
( ) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
( ) Somewhat satisfied 
( ) Strongly satisfied 

 
23. How easy and pleasant is it to walk in your neighborhood? 

( ) Strongly dissatisfied 
( ) Somewhat dissatisfied 
( ) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 



( ) Somewhat satisfied 
( ) Strongly satisfied 

 
24. How easy and pleasant is it to bicycle in your neighborhood? 

( ) Strongly dissatisfied 
( ) Somewhat dissatisfied 
( ) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
( ) Somewhat satisfied 
( ) Strongly satisfied 

 
25. What is your average monthly spending in 

(A) Electrical energy: $_______________ 
(B) Water: $_____________ 
(C)Natural Gas: $_____________ 

 
26. Will you be willing to sign an energy release form to have you energy data 
periodically evaluated?  

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
27. Are you interested in applying to the Xcel Saver’s Switch Program? By participating 
in Saver's Switch, Xcel would cut back just a little on the time your central air works to 
cool your home in order to save energy. 

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
28. Have you used or do you plan on using the EcoVillage community garden?  

( ) Yes 
( ) No 

 
.  
 



Question # 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1 3 4 2 1 1 1 3 1 2 2 4 4

2 3 3 1 3 4 4 1 4 3 3 4 1

3 2 3 3 1 4 1 1 4 1 1 1 1

4 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 1

5 1 3 3 1 1 2 2 3 3 2 3 1

6 1 3 2 2 3 2 1 2 2 3 1 1

7 3 2 2 2 2 1 3 3 3 2 3 3

8 1 2 1 1 3 1 2 3 1 1 1 1

9 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 3 2

10 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1

11 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2

12 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1

13 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1

14 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1

15 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2

16 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2

17 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1

18 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

19 2 3 4 4 4 2 3 5 2 2 4 3

20 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 1

21 45 min 48 10 0 15 30 ‐ ‐ 0 15 24 45

22 2 1 4 5 ‐ 2 ‐ 1 5 1 1 2

23 2 2 4 2 4 5 ‐ 2 5 2 1 4

24 3 1 4 3 3 3 ‐ 1 3 4 3 4

25a 300 88 ‐ 125 55 120 ‐ ‐ 150 100 100 100

25b 200 150 ‐ 90 ‐ 120 ‐ ‐ 75 130 100 100

25c 223 ‐ 50 ‐ 80 ‐ ‐ 100 75 100 100

26 ‐ ‐ 1 2 2 ‐ 2 1 1 2 1

27 1 1 2 2 2 ‐ 2 1 ‐ 1

28 1 2 2 2 1 ‐ 2 1 1 2 1

Numbers correspond the the order of the answers (e.g. 3 means the 3rd answer on the list of possible answers.)

Survey Respondent
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Reduce Operating Energy & maximize the use of renewable 
energy kBTU/sf     
Reduce Transportation Energy and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by designing to support walking, biking and transit 

Residential use of sustainable transportation     

Perceived Sufficiency of Public Transportation     

Perceived Sufficiency of Walkability     

Perceived Sufficiency of Biking Infrastructure     

Transit Score     

Walk Score     

Bike Score     
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Increase housing stability Vacant and boarded homes     

Homes in foreclosure     

Owner-Occupant homes     

Percent of residents with tenure over 5 years     

Provide a wide range of housing types & income levels Simpson's Diversity Index     
Provide access to fresh, local foods Permanent Location     

Square Footage     

Fencing     

Management includes residents     

Watering system     

Raised beds     

Pedestrian access     

Percent available for purchase by residents     

Secure storage space for tools     
Facilitate neighborly relationships and civic engagement Number of people at community meetings or groups     

Percent of residents who were members of a community group     

Percent of residents participating in good “neighboring”     

Percent of residents participating in civic events      

Percent of residents who voted     

Perceived safety in the neighborhood     

Perceived tenant’s influence in the neighborhood     

On track 
Keep Watch 
Needs Improvement 
Pending Information 

Toward goal 
Neutral 
Away from goal 

Progress toward goals 

Report Card 2013 
Sustainability 

Visit www.hawthorneecovillage.com for more information on metrics and methods. 

How Green are We? Living for a better Tomorrow. 

This report was completed in conjunction with Project for Pride inLiving, University of Minnesota 
Humphrey School of Public Affairs, and the Hawthorne Neighborhood Association. 



Housing Category n n-1 n(n-1) n n-1 n(n-1)
Detached residential large (greater 
than 1200 sf) 30 29 870 37 36 1332
Detached residential small - (less 
than 1200 sf) 5 4 20 5 4 20
Duplex or townhouse - large (greater 
than 1200 sf) 0 -1 0 24 23 552
Duplex or townhouse - small (less 
than 1200 sf) 11 10 110 17 16 272
Multifamily dwelling in building with 
elevator - large (greater than 1200 
sf) 0 -1 0 12 11 132

Multifamily dwelling in building with 
elevator - small (less than 1200 sf) 0 -1 0 68 67 4556
εn(n-1) 1000 6864
N
N-1
N(N-1)
εn(n-1)/N(N-1)

D (probability that any two 
randomly selected dwelling units in 
a project will be of a different type)

45
46

Current Number of Units Projected number of Units

0.74

0.26
26406

162
163

0.52

0.48
2070
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