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Summary 
This report analyzes 10 years of Capital Improvement Budget data. It finds that spending is unequal 

across the City, with some indications that it is also inequitable. In particular, the analysis shows east 

side planning districts experiencing pronounced disadvantages. Through interviews with individuals 

involved in the CIB process, the report also finds that the allocation process does not explicitly take into 

account geographic balance or racial equity. The report concludes with recommendations for further 

analysis of spending and specific changes to the CIB committee process that can help improve the 

equality, if not the equity of spending across St. Paul districts. 

Introduction 
This is a report on the findings of a study of the Capital Improvement Budget (CIB) and Neighborhood 

Sales Tax Revitalization (STAR) programs in the city of St. Paul, MN. These two programs are similar in 

many ways. They both allocate funds for infrastructure-related improvements throughout the city. 

Resident boards are appointed to both programs to create initial recommendations for how the money 

should be spent. Individuals working on both programs have the difficult task of allocating finite 



 

3 
 

resources for competing projects across the city. In all, the CIB budget forms the bulk of City-funded 

infrastructure project expenditures in St. Paul. The Neighborhood STAR budget, by comparison, takes up 

only a small portion of St. Paul’s infrastructure spending. 

The study takes a retrospective look at how the 17 planning districts in St. Paul have benefitted 

from CIB and STAR spending over the past 10 years. While CIB and STAR fund somewhat different kinds 

of capital improvements, this report compares these two funding programs because both have required 

citizen participation processes specified in statute. An examination of the geographic allocation of CIB 

resources and the average property tax paid in each district shows that districts on the east side of the 

city receive less funding per capita than the rest of the city. Specifically, east side districts have an 

average per-capita CIB spending that is half of what the rest of the city’s districts receive on average. 

Results from the analysis presented in this report also suggest that CIB funds are not allocated to 

achieve geographic equity (that is, spending more money in areas of the city that receive less 

investment, are lower income, or are experiencing other forms of disinvestment), especially for east side 

neighborhoods that have lower property values. Neighborhoods with lower property values might 

benefit more from infrastructure investments than higher property value neighborhoods because these 

new investments could help raise property values, improve the quality of the built environment, and 

help remedy many decades of relative neighborhood disinvestment.  

There are three parts to this study. The first section provides an outline of the quantitative and 

qualitative methodology used in this analysis. The second section presents results from a quantitative 

analysis of CIB spending across St. Paul planning districts from 2006 to 2015. The third section describes 

results from a qualitative analysis of the CIB and Neighborhood STAR processes based upon interviews 

with individuals who are involved with the resource allocation decisions in the CIB and STAR programs. 

Together, these two sets of analyses provide a picture of how the CIB process works, how it compares to 

the STAR process, and which areas of the city end up benefitting most from the process. The study 
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concludes with recommendations regarding improvements to and new considerations for the CIB and 

STAR processes. 

Methodology 
The centerpiece of the quantitative methodology in this research is an analysis of ten years of CIB 

spending, from 2006 to 2015. This timeframe represents 5 biennial CIB budget cycles. Spending was 

organized by planning district, as categorized by the City of St Paul Office of Financial Services. Any 

projects that fell within multiple districts had their total allocation divided evenly among those districts. 

For example, if $3 million was allocated for a project listed to be in districts 14, 15, and 16, it was 

calculated that each district received $1 million each. Projects designated by the City of St. Paul Office of 

Financial Services as “Citywide” were excluded from this analysis.1  Though it is possible that 

infrastructure projects that were designated “citywide” by the Office of Financial Services did not 

benefit all planning districts 

equally, there was not sufficient 

information to determine to 

what extent some citywide 

projects benefitted certain 

planning districts over others. 

Map 1 shows the 17 St. Paul 

planning districts.  

The east side of St. Paul 

is categorized here as the four 

planning districts that fall 

                                                           
1 To see what the distribution of funding would look like with Citywide project funding included, see the graphs 
included in the appendix 

Map 1 
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mostly within wards 6 and 7. These districts are: District 1 (Eastview-Conway-Battle Creek-Highwood 

Hills), District 2 (The Greater East Side), District 4 (Dayton’s Bluff), and District 5 (Payne-Phalen). After 

total CIB spending was summed by district, American Community Survey population estimates from 

2009-2013 were used to calculate per-capita CIB spending by district. 

 

What is the Capital Improvement Budget and how does it work? 
The CIB is a biennial allocation of money for capital improvement projects in St. Paul. Money for CIB 

comes from city bonding, Community Development Block Grants, Municipal State Aid, the Residential 

Street Vitality Program (now called the Street Vitality Paving Program), and other sources. In 2016, the 

budget was made up of street bonds (27 percent), Capital Improvement bonds (24 percent), municipal 

state aid (16 percent), Community Development Block Grants (9 percent), and the rest from other 

sources2. The CIB program was established by state statute in 1971, including the requirement that a 

citizen advisory board help provide recommendations for which infrastructure projects should receive 

funding. The allocation process for these funds is administered by the St. Paul Office of Financial 

Services. 

The CIB program and process for deciding resource allocation includes an array of departments, 

citizens, committees, and individuals, including: 

 The Office of Financial Services  

 The CIB Committee (St. Paul residents appointed by the mayor’s office) 

 The CIB Task Forces (St. Paul residents appointed by district councils) 

 Other City departments (Planning and Economic Development, Public Works, etc.) 

 District Councils  

 The Mayor 

                                                           
2 St. Paul Open Budget, http://budget.stpaul.gov 
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 The City Council  

The CIB process can be summarized in five basic stages. 

1. On a biennial basis, individuals, neighborhood organizations, and city departments can propose 

infrastructure-related projects that lead to the “acquisition, betterment, physical development, 

redevelopment, and other improvements of City owned land and buildings.3” Projects are 

proposed to one of three CIB task forces: Community Facilities, Streets and Utilities, and 

Residential and Economic Development. 

2. Each task force creates a ranked list of the projects proposed to them. District Councils rank 

projects that would be in their districts. City departments rank and comment on proposals. 

3. The task force, city departments, and district council rankings are provided to the 18 member 

citizen CIB committee. The Office of Financial Services helps estimate costs for the proposed 

projects. Committee members use the rankings and estimated costs for proposed projects, 

along with project presentations and a bus tour of potential project sites, to score the projects 

and develop a final ranked list of projects. Together, the rankings and associated project costs 

form a recommended infrastructure budget for St. Paul. 

4. The CIB committee provides this recommended budget to the Mayor’s office, which reviews the 

recommendations with staff from the Office of Financial Services. Since the CIB committee acts 

only in an advisory capacity, the Mayor’s office retains the power to make changes to which 

projects get funded and for how much.  

5. Finally, once the Mayor’s review is complete, the revised CIB budget is brought to the City 

Council for a vote. At this time the council has the ability to propose and vote on changes to the 

CIB budget, though in practice this rarely happens. 

                                                           
3 CIB Process Description, City of St. Paul website (stpaul.gov), retrieved 8/26/16 
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There is a set of scoring criteria used for every CIB proposal, and scorers are urged to “use the listed 

criteria as examples to assist in allocating points.”4 For Residential and Economic projects, the criteria 

are: project importance, residential and economic benefit, demonstrated support, community benefit, 

and long range impact. For Community Facilities and Streets and Utilities capital projects, the criteria are 

similar: project importance, safety concerns, demonstrated support, community benefit, and long range 

impact. It is notable that geographic balance is not a part of the scoring criteria, perhaps due to the 

implicit assumption that such balance is achieved through having CIB committee representation from 

across the city’s state senate districts.  

 

Who serves on the CIB Committee and its Task Forces? 
Anybody living in St. Paul can apply to the Mayor’s office to be a CIB committee member. Most often, 

the Mayor’s office will ask City Councilmembers to recommend residents to be on the CIB committee. 

Applications are reviewed by the Mayor’s office and the Mayor appoints the committee members. 

Committee membership is made up of four members from the three state senate districts that fall 

completely within the city of St. Paul, two members from the senate district that partially lies within the 

city, and four informally at-large members (generally one from each senate district). Committee 

members serve three-year terms, and can serve no more than three consecutive terms.  

Task forces are made up of citizen representatives appointed by each of the district councils. 

Councils appoint a primary and alternate task force member. Each task force is chaired and vice-chaired 

by CIB members.  

 

                                                           
4 CIB Scoring Criteria Instructions, obtained from Office of Financial Services, 7/19/16 
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What is the Neighborhood STAR program and how does it work? 
The Neighborhood Sales Tax Revitalization (STAR) program provides annual and ongoing grant and loan 

support for infrastructure projects in St. Paul neighborhoods. Established by the state legislature in 

1993, funds come from a state-authorized additional half-cent sales tax levied by the City of St. Paul.  

There are two funding allocation components of the STAR program. The larger component is the annual 

program, which in 2014 (the most recent year available) was allocated $2,066,516. The other, smaller 

component of STAR is the year-round program, which was allocated $350,000 in 2014.  

Like CIB, there is a committee of residents who review project proposals. The STAR board is 

comprised of 21 members who are recommended by the mayor and approved by the city council.  

The annual Neighborhood STAR spending allocation process operates in the following way. 

1. The window for submitting applications for annual STAR funding is announced. Applicants can 

be any public, private, non-profit, or for-profit organization in St Paul. Applicants put forward 

proposals to the STAR board that fit requirements including: 1:1 matching funds from another 

source; infrastructure related city improvements, including building construction or rehab, 

beautification, building accessibility improvements, and other physical improvements; and other 

considerations per the application guidelines. 

2. The STAR board ranks projects, awarding money in the form of grants, loans or both. While 

there is no written scoring guide, proposals are evaluated on the following criteria: 

 The extent to which the proposed activities meet Neighborhood STAR eligibility guidelines; 

 The level the proposal meets or exceeds the “1 to 1" leveraging ratio; 

 The proposal’s financial feasibility; 

 An organization’s capability to successfully implement and manage their project or program; 

 The proposal’s ability to address an identified neighborhood need or goal; and 
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 The extent to which the proposal is neighborhood based and was developed with 

community input. 

3. The final list of projects as ranked by the STAR board goes to the Mayor’s office and City Council 

for approval.5 

How do the CIB and STAR processes compare? 

The CIB and STAR processes differ in size and scope. The CIB process is more complex, involves 

more stakeholders, and provides larger amounts of funds for projects. Where a year of CIB funding 

allocation for all projects might add up to $50 million, a year of STAR funding can be less than $5 million. 

As one former STAR board member put it “STAR should be for the little guy.” There are also differences 

in how board members are instructed to evaluate proposals. The STAR board does not receive a scoring 

sheet like the CIB board does. However, the STAR board is instructed to allocate dollars with a goal of 

achieving geographic equity, and to account for CIB project priorities. 

Quantitative Analysis of CIB Spending 
Graph 1 shows total CIB spending by district from 2006 to 2015. East side districts are marked in red. 

Over this time period, total CIB spending was $256,379,000. Of this total, east side districts received 

$47,595,833, or about 19 percent of all spending in the period.  

                                                           
5 STAR Process description, https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/planning-economic-development/economic-
development/sales-tax-revitalization-star, retrieved 8/26/16 

https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/planning-economic-development/economic-development/sales-tax-revitalization-star
https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/planning-economic-development/economic-development/sales-tax-revitalization-star


 

10 
 

Graph 1

 

*Note: CIB spending allocations exclude projects designated as city wide. 

Graph 1 shows that east side districts (1, 2, 4, and 5), have relatively middling funding compared 

to other St. Paul districts: not high, but not incredibly low. The east side district (district 2), which 

received the least amount of spending, was only higher than three other districts. However, when these 

spending amounts take into account residential population of the district, the differences between the 

east side and the rest of the city become more stark. While the east side makes up 33.5 percent of St. 

Paul’s population, it received less than 19 percent of CIB funds. Graph 2 shows per capita CIB spending 

from 2006 to 2015 by district. 
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Graph 2 

 
At first glance, it is clear that east side districts receive some of the lowest per-capita CIB spending in the 

city. Other districts with low levels of spending include the West Side (district 3), Como (district 10), 

Hamline Midway (district 11), and Mac-Grove and Summit Hill (districts 14 and 16). While the spending 

levels of all these districts are comparably low, some additional characteristics make the low spending 

on the east side stand out in striking ways. Per capita spending in east side districts is about half of the 

rest of the City’s average. Graph 3 shows this discrepancy. 
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Graph 3 

 

Also, east side districts pay some of the lowest average residential property tax in the city. Map 2 shows 

average residential property tax by district. Average residential property tax was calculated using 

Ramsey County property tax data for 1 – 3 unit residences, excluding townhomes and condominiums.  
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Map 2 

 

 

 

Graph 4 compares the average property tax per residential unit data with per-capita CIB 
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property tax rates in the city. If we take average property tax to be an indicator of the value of 
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revitalize derelict areas, it might make sense to spend more in the areas with the lowest property 

values, and less in areas with the highest property values.  

Graph 4 

 

*District 17 (Capitol, River Council) omitted; insufficient number of units for analysis 
 

It is notable that, while all four east side districts have received some of the lowest CIB spending 

per capita over the past 10 years, the one east side district that received the most – district 1 -- also pays 

more average property tax than any of the other three east side districts.  

This analysis leads to more questions. What does fair CIB allocation look like? How should 

“need” be defined when deciding on infrastructure investments? Should city allocation of finite 
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Qualitative Research: Interviews Regarding CIB and STAR 

Methodology 
A team of researchers conducted interviews with ten individuals familiar with CIB and/or 

Neighborhood STAR. Individuals were selected because they either work closely with the process or had 

done so in the recent past. Interview subjects included elected officials, city staff, and committee 

members.  

Interviews were conducted over a period of 6 weeks in July and August of 2016. The interview 

format was semi-structured, following a series of 9 questions (included in the appendix). Interview 

subjects were provided the preliminary findings of the quantitative analysis, including graphs 1 and 2. 

Most interviews lasted between 30 minutes and one hour. Interviewers took detailed notes and also 

recorded the conversations with the permission of the subject. Interviews were voluntary and all 

materials associated with interview responses have been kept confidential. 

The focus of the interviews was on the process and results of the CIB and STAR programs. Major 

topic areas of discussion were: how the process has changed of the years, the fairness of CIB funding 

decision outcomes, and reflection on if and how the process and its outcomes could be more fair. 

Findings 

How has the process changed over the years? 

Overall, interviewees believed that the processes used to determine CIB and STAR funding 

decisions were fair. Some had suggestions for discrete improvements to help include more voices in the 

process. Many also suggested that results were fair because the process was fair.  

For both CIB and STAR programs, interview subjects described a necessarily complex process 

that rightfully allowed for citizen input. As one city staff member explained about CIB, “everybody has 

the opportunity to submit input.” Some interview subjects compared the process anecdotally to other 

cities, and suggested that, regardless of any flaws, the process in St. Paul did far more to engage citizens 

in budget decisions than other cities across the country.  
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It was noted that the process has changed over the years. Noted changes include: a move 

towards online voting on project submissions, the introduction of term limits for CIB members, bus tours 

of proposed project sites, and the introduction of CIB scoring criteria. One elected official saw another 

kind of change: 

“In my time on the council…a combination of the mayor and the council make tweaks to the [CIB 
committee recommendation] list but generally accept probably 90 percent of the 
recommendations. And from what I can gather that has changed over time. Part of our process 
is mandated in state law. But the mandate in state law is for a group of community members to 
review. And I think over time maybe there has been a growing expectation of ‘we’re not just 
reviewing…we’re sort of deciding.’ And so there’s been pushback when we have made tweaks 
and adjustments.” 

 
Indeed, CIB committee and STAR committee recommendations are purely advisory, and elected officials 

have the power as of right to alter the recommended budgets.  

When asked to shed light on the mayor’s review process, many interview subjects demurred. 

“No idea,” “don’t ask me,” and “nope” were some of the responses given to that question. Some 

hazarded guesses regarding how much of the CIB recommendations were kept by the Mayor. Estimates 

ranged from 85% to nearly 100%. One CIB committee member who has served since 1990 estimated 

that 98% of CIB board recommendations are supported and kept by the mayor’s office. This member 

suggested that any recommendations that are not accepted were altered based upon funding 

availability. 

Are the CIB funding decisions fair? 
The individuals interviewed had differing opinions on the fairness of the results of the process. 

Responses fell into four categories. The first argument is that city budgets are always going to be unfair 

because there is seemingly infinite need and finite resources. One staff member put it this way: “one of 

the challenges is that there’s not nearly enough money to do what needs to be done. So it’s always 

going to be inherently unfair in some ways if your metric is need.”  An elected official put it another way, 

saying there is “a natural tension between do we fund a new police station over here, or do we fund 

eight new tot lots in another part of the city?” 
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The second response was that different kinds of analysis needed to be done. It was suggested 

that other funding sources needed to be taken into account when evaluating how much infrastructure 

support different areas of the city gets. One city official gave an example regarding housing 

rehabilitation investment on the east side of St Paul: “housing bonds do not go through the CIB process. 

A lot of the work on the east side has been residential work.” A committee member commented that 

funding by population is only one measure, and that taking into account the history of an area creates a 

more complex picture. For example, does an area with more industrial uses need more infrastructure 

investment than an area that’s almost entirely residential? Other city staff suggested that the district 

categorizations used were inaccurate. For example, some projects that are labelled “citywide” are not in 

reality citywide, and only impact a few districts. 

Another response was that the fairness of the process proved the fairness of the results. One 

city staff member put it this way: “There’s a whole process that is very public and involves a lot of 

people, so if we’re following the process properly, then yes, they are distributed fairly according to the 

guidelines and very thorough review.” A CIB member suggested that the process design leads to 

geographic balance, saying “the process is designed to give the broadest possible opportunity for every 

part of the city to have a voice in the process. It does not take into account racial equity – it is designed 

to have geographic balance.”  

A few of the people interviewed confronted the question of fairness in allocation by suggesting 

the outcomes may not be fair. One outgoing CIB member said “the west side of the city does get more 

stuff.” An elected official was more nuanced in questioning the fairness of the outcomes saying, “is the 

outcome fair? Honestly [this analysis] is helpful in figuring that out.” This official went on to say:  

“We should be more systematic about the other parts of our infrastructure systems. Where the 
needs are, how many people are served, and then to some degree who those people are. The 
people with the most needs, to some degree, we should make sure we’re filling those needs. 
With different forms of infrastructure, you think about that issue a little bit differently.” 
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This opinion was backed up by city staff, who said that the department of public works had adopted a 

systematic approach for submitting street repair and other infrastructure repair projects to CIB 

pioneered in Seattle. As one staff member explained: “Public Works used a range of criteria, much of 

which was unscientific (complaints/requests, outside grant dollars, prior CIB submissions, etc.) to create 

their list of project submissions every year. Now, they are using a data driven system to establish their 

list of priorities each year.” 

Are the results of the CIB allocation process fair? Responses to this question generally showed 

that different people have different ideas of what fairness means. Should need be determined by a 

systematic approach to updating infrastructure? Should it be determined by value judgements around 

project priorities? Should it be determined by equal allocation of resources across the city? Or should a 

concept of equity inform the allocation of infrastructure resources? 

How can the process be improved to be more fair? 
Individuals interviewed had various ideas for how to improve these program processes. Ideas included 

improved education for CIB and STAR members, enhanced scoring criteria, developing more diverse task 

forces, and removing term limits for members. 

 An area of improvement that some individuals focused on has to do with the tension between 

having members that already understand the process and expanding access to the process to 

traditionally excluded groups. One CIB member elaborated on the idea of educating committee 

members: “Task force and CIB committee [members] need to be educated. More information at the 

start of the process, including land use patterns, demographics (RCAPs, race, age). Institutional memory 

is anecdotal at best. Statistics would be helpful.” Another member spoke to this need for education in a 

different way. The member explained how complex the process is and how long it can take committee 

members to “get the hang of it.” Indeed, this member’s statement gets to a tension within the process 

regarding committee representation. Having people on the committees who are familiar with the 

process of budget allocation, or familiar with budgets in general, means that less time and resources 
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need to be spent in education newcomers who may be unaware of how a process like CIB works. As one 

person said, it would be good, “to make it easier…for residents that English isn’t their first 

language…anytime somebody has to go downtown for the first time, how scary is that? I mean even for 

me, I don’t like to do it!”  

 One city official who was interviewed speculated on the possibility of changing the process so 

that funding was associated with areas of concentrated poverty.  

“We could say we are concerned about areas of concentrated poverty. We could put all of our 
CIB money into those areas. You could do that…then there are the areas that are on the margin, 
and, you know, whenever you do triage things it’s like, boy, if you don’t take care of things that 
are kind of at a tipping point, where you could probably support them with a little less money 
than the people in the worst shape. So there’s a policy basis to saying, ‘let’s keep our middle 
class neighborhoods strong.’” 

 
This city official is suggesting that there is a balance to be struck between directing infrastructure 

spending on areas of concentrated poverty and directing spending at areas that are at a “tipping point.” 

This “policy basis” suggests that purely equitable spending based upon need is not necessarily a city 

priority. 

Recommendations 
In May of 2016 the St. Paul city council and the mayor passed a resolution “committing to the 

African American Leadership Forum Five-Point Plan to End Economic Inequality.” After this vote, 

Minnesota Public Radio News reported that Mayor Coleman’s “administration has instituted 

department-level analyses of the differing impacts of city operations, with an eye toward finding and 

correcting racial disparities.”6  

At the time of this writing, the Office of Financial Services did not have any written directive for 

analyzing the racial equity impact of the CIB process. In line with the department-level action instituted 

                                                           
6 Tim Nelson. “St Paul City Council Officially Backs Racial Equity Plan.” MPR News, May 11 2016. 
http://www.mprnews.org/story/2016/05/11/st-paul-backs-racial-equity-plan 
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by the Mayor, this report offers the following recommendations for improving the CIB and STAR budget 

processes to make them more equitable: 

1. Create a racial equity category within the current CIB project scoring criteria and develop initial 

Neighborhood STAR scoring criteria that include directives to committee members for taking 

into account potential equity impacts of projects.  

2. Include a category for “geographic balance” in the scoring criteria for CIB projects. 

3. Administer department-level analysis of CIB and STAR spending that take into account: 

a. Intrinsic program spending across the geography of the city 

b. Average property tax by district 

c. Potential inequitable impacts of CIB spending on communities of color and 

disadvantaged neighborhoods 

4. Provide CIB committee members with statistics regarding the demographic and economic 

makeup of St. Paul districts. 

5. Continue to administer analyses like this one in the interest of taking a more strategic approach 

to resource distribution, in the interest of identifying which areas of the city are lagging behind. 

6. Conduct focus groups with communities of color and other underserved communities to figure 

out how CIB can be a more engaging process for all St. Paul residents. 

Conclusion 
The CIB and STAR programs are complex. They are partly complex because they provide so many 

opportunities for residents and laypeople to provide input. As one city official suggested, this kind of 

open process for directing infrastructure spending is a rarity in cities around the county. Such an open 

process is laudable, and providing St. Paul residents voice in determining how finite infrastructure 

resources should be spent around the city is surely difficult work. As those involved in the process made 

clear, any decision to spend on one project means that another project does not get awarded funds. To 
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be sure, allocating finite resources mean that someone is always going to be unhappy with that 

allocation. The processes also have instituted rules implicitly intended to ensure a balance of 

representation across the geography of the city.  

 As this analysis shows, however, in the past 10 years the structure of geographic representation 

on the CIB committee has not led to geographically representative results. When compared to the rest 

of the city as a whole, east side districts have been funded at a lower per capita level. Additionally, 

associating average property tax data show that east side districts pay some of the lowest property tax 

in the city, suggesting that these districts may need relatively more support in infrastructure spending 

than districts with higher property values. If there is a goal of an egalitarian distribution of infrastructure 

resources, our analysis shows overall mixed results. 

 The Mayor and City Council have expressly committed to racial equity. Part of this commitment 

has been evaluating how city systems and programs might have results that disparately impact certain 

areas and communities. The recommendations provided here are tangible, straightforward steps that 

can help the City in evaluating its CIB and STAR processes with an equity lens. In addition, the suggested 

changes to the process are potential ways the City can encourage geographic balance in infrastructure 

spending that are at least more equal, if not more equitable. 

Limitations 
This study was limited by the data available and time for analysis. Other limitations include: 

 This project analysis used City of St. Paul CIB project categorizations. As mentioned earlier, some 

individuals associated with CIB suggested that these city-determined categorizations do not 

accurately reflect which districts benefitted most from infrastructure investments. 

 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) projects are designated citywide but almost 

exclusively are distributed in CDBG eligible census tracts; such census tracts are located in all but 
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two of the planning districts, with a preponderance of the tracts located on the north and east 

sides of the city. 

 The analysis does not account for infrastructure investments funded outside the CIB process. 

 Only ten years of data were analyzed. The CIB program has been around since 1971. 

 All attempts were made to interview a wide array of individuals familiar with the CIB and STAR 

processes. However, it is possible that the study missed valuable perspectives from other people 

involved in these processes, including some individuals who declined to be interviewed. 
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Appendix 
 
CIB Process Interview Questions 

 
Explanation of interview: There are two purposes to this interview. First, we are interested in developing 

a better understanding of how CIB/Neighborhood STAR money is allocated from folks directly involved 
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in the process. Second, we would like to learn your take on CIB/Neighborhood STAR allocation across 

the city.   

 
1. How long have you been involved in CIB/Neighborhood Star? 
2. Tell me about how the allocation process works. 
3. Has the process changed much over the time you’ve been involved? 
4. Do you see any particular districts or groups end up being favored/prioritized? 
5. In the end, what drives the final allocation of resources? (could include principles, goals, 

application criteria, or people) 
6. What do you think is the political reasoning for how the process works? (That is, “Why was the 

process created this way?”) 
7. Can you shed any light on the mayor’s review process once the CIB committee makes its 

recommendations? 
8. Do you think funds are distributed fairly? 
9. Do you see any opportunities to improve the fairness and/or equity of the allocation process? If 

so, how? 
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