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The Harbor View public housing 
project in Duluth sat for more 
                      than 50 years on the hill just 

above downtown. According to one 
resident who lived there, it was “one of 
the most beautiful areas in Duluth—the 
top of the hillside complete with beau-
tiful grass, trees, and a stupendous 
view of Lake Superior, the Aerial Lift 
Bridge, and the two other bridges.” At 
the same time, however, the project 
was physically isolated from the rest 
of the neighborhood, cut off by a five-
lane highway. The land was so steep 
that water runoff regularly washed out 
streets and sidewalks. According to 
the Duluth Housing Authority (DHA), 
the apartments were in disrepair, were 
not handicapped accessible, and did 
not meet contemporary standards for 
size and amenities. After years of plan-
ning that included the involvement 
of Harbor View residents, the DHA 
received a $20 million Housing Oppor-
tunities for People Everywhere (HOPE) 
VI grant from the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) in 2003 to tear down the project 
and replace it with a mixed-income 
community that would deconcentrate 
poverty in the area and reintegrate the 
site with its surrounding neighborhood.

HOPE VI grants require that an inde-
pendent third party conduct an evalua-
tion of the project. The DHA contracted 
with the Center for Urban and Regional 
Affairs to conduct the evaluation of the 
Harbor View redevelopment. The findings 
reported here focus on the progress of the 
redevelopment to date and on the reloca-
tion of families from the site. The data we 
used come from intake interviews with 
each family that DHA staff conducted 
in 2003, the administrative records 
of the DHA, a survey of Harbor View 
families in 2005, and U.S. Census data. 
The survey, which was mailed in August 
2005, produced a 59% response rate.

Redevelopment
The redevelopment plan covers the 
original 20 acres of the Harbor View 
project and an additional 6 acres 
immediately adjacent to the site on 
the west. The redevelopment includes 
the demolition of all 200 units on site. 

Demolition was begun in 2004 and 
completed in October 2005. The new 
development, called Harbor Highlands, 
will have 269 dwelling units when it is 
finished—165 for rent and 104 for sale. 
The units will be targeted to families 
with a range of incomes. In addition, 
the plan recently revised by the DHA 
and the project developer calls for the 
development of 353 additional housing 
units at three separate sites throughout 
Duluth. These projects will also be 
mixed-income developments that will 
include public housing units, market 
rate units, and homes targeted for fami-
lies with “moderate” incomes. Figure 1 
shows the location of the Harbor High-
lands project and the three satellite 
projects the developer is constructing.

The redevelopment of the Harbor 
View site is taking place in phases. Phase 
I is the development of the adjacent 
six acres. Construction began in fall 
of 2004, delayed because of difficul-
ties finalizing the design and financing 
of the project. Families began moving 
into the units in November 2005. The 
New Urbanist design replaces the old 
barracks-style townhomes with a variety 
of fourplexes, duplexes, and single-
family homes set closer to the streets. 

Demolition of the largest portion 
of the original project was completed 
in 2004. A few buildings on the far 
eastern edge of the development were 
kept standing so that some families 
could be relocated into them while 
the first units in Phase I were being 
built. The last of the old units were 
torn down in November 2005 when 
the families living in them began to 
move into the new homes as they 
were completed. The entire project is 
scheduled for completion in 2008.

Construction has begun at three 
of the off-site housing projects. 
Village Place, an apartment building 
with 55 units located in the Central 
Hillside neighborhood, was finished 
in December 2005. It has 16 public 
housing units, 22 other “affordable” 
units, and 17 market-rate apartments. 
The Matterhorn Apartments, located 
in Duluth Heights, a neighborhood 
on the northern edge of the city, are 
in the early stages of construction and 
are slated to be completed by the end 
of 2006. The complex will have 96 
rental units, including 30 for rent to 
public housing families, 38 targeted for 
moderate-income families, and 28 set at 
the market rate. The final off-site project 
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currently under construction is the 
Hawk Ridge development, located on 
the city’s east side. Hawk Ridge will be 
mixed-income and mixed-tenure, with 
101 homes for ownership and 11 more 
that will be rented to public housing 
residents. Ground was broken for the 
Hawk Ridge site in the fall of 2005, and 
completion is scheduled for 2007.

Relocation of Families
The relocation of families from Harbor 
View began immediately after receipt 
of the HOPE VI grant in March 2003 
and continued until October 2005 
when the first Phase I units became 
available. The Housing Authority 
relocated a total of 216 households. 

Asian Americans made up 3% of 
households, African Americans 12%, 
Latinos 4%, American Indians 7%, 
Whites 44%, and 29% identified them-
selves as “other.” The average age of the 
heads of households was 35, although 
the range was from 18 to 78. Most 
households were two or three people 
(39% and 20%, respectively). A total of 
11% of the households had five or more 
members, and 16% were single-person 
households. Two-thirds of the household 
heads had finished high school or had 
some college education. Only 4% had 
completed college and another 6% 
had completed a certificate program of 
any sort. One-fourth of the household 
heads had not completed high school.

The relocation process seemed to 
have a significant impact on household 
makeup. Almost one-half (45%) of the 
households with two or more adults 
split apart during relocation, creating 30 
new households in the process. In some 
cases young people or college students 
who had been living together as room-
mates split apart when they moved out of 
Harbor View. In other cases a grown son 
or daughter left the household during the 
relocation process. Finally, a number of 
couples separated at this time. The data 
show that splitting was more common 
among non-White households, and 
households in which the head of house-
hold has a mental disability. Although 
some of this splitting apart seems benign 
(college students going separate ways 
or adult children establishing separate 
households), the pattern for those with 
disabilities is worthy of close atten-
tion by DHA and HUD in the future.

Families were provided relocation 
counseling to help them identify units 
and neighborhoods to which they 
might relocate. This included practical 
assistance in contacting landlords and 
making connections with available 
public housing units throughout the 
city. Families went through an intake 
process that connected them with a 
range of social services, including but 
not limited to counseling, case manage-
ment, and job training. In addition, DHA 
provided bus passes for families, as well 
as money to cover moving expenses.

Harbor View residents generally give 
the Duluth Housing Authority high 
marks for the assistance they provided 
during the relocation process. Three-
quarters of households surveyed in 
2005 felt that the DHA staff had been 
“helpful” or “very helpful” during 
relocation. More than 80% felt they 
had been given enough informa-
tion about their options for moving. 
Almost 90% said it was easy to get an 
appointment with the relocation staff, 
and 79% agreed that they had been 
treated fairly during the process.

Tracking the Location of Harbor View 
Families
The largest group of Harbor View fami-
lies (43%) relocated into the private 
market using Housing Choice Vouchers 
(HCVs). Less than one-third (29%) 
moved into other public housing, and 
25% moved into the private market 
without any form of ongoing housing 
subsidy. Only 3% (seven families) 
remained onsite and moved directly 
into the new units built in Phase I.
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Figure 1. Harbor Highlands and Three Other Replacement Housing Sites in Duluth
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Non-White families, especially 
African Americans and Asian Ameri-
cans, were more likely to use HCVs. 
Among those who moved into other 
public housing, about one-half went to 
scattered-site units throughout Duluth 
and half moved into one of the several 
high-rise public housing developments 
in the city. Half of the households with 
either physical or mental disabilities 
moved into other public housing. 
Households without children were 
disproportionately represented among 
those moving into unassisted housing.

Because the relocation stage 
stretched over an 18-month period, 
some families had moved twice by the 
time all families had been moved out. 
Fifty-one families (21%) had moved 
twice by September 2005. For each of 
these families we have the location of 
both moves and can analyze both the 
initial move and the subsequent one.

Some of the households that moved 
from Harbor View have dropped from 
the Duluth Housing Authority’s tracking 
system, either because they were 
evicted for lease violations or because 
they moved into unassisted private 
sector housing and left no forwarding 
address. Of the 246 known households 
after relocation, the initial reloca-
tion address is known for 218 (89%) 
and current address (as of September 
2005) is known for 213 (87%).

Table 1 lists the communities to 
which Harbor View families relocated. 
The second column examines the 
initial moves of all the households 
and the third breaks down the current 
location of families. A total of 77% of 
initial moves were to addresses within 
the city limits of Duluth, and taking 
into account subsequent moves, three-
quarters of the households still remain 
in Duluth. Most of the others moved 
to the Minneapolis–St. Paul metro-
politan area, whereas smaller numbers 
moved elsewhere in northern Minne-
sota or out of the state altogether.

Second moves by Harbor View 
families follow the same pattern as 
first moves—there is a slight tendency 
to move away from Duluth. Of those 
who had originally relocated to Duluth 
and then moved a second time, 
80% remained in Duluth, essentially 
mirroring the percentage who did so 
in the first move. More than 90% of 
those who had moved to the Minne-
apolis–St. Paul area and who moved 
again remained in the Twin Cities.

Figure 2 shows the geographic distri-
bution of families after relocation for 

Initial 
move

Current 
location

Duluth 169 (77%) 156 (74%)

Northern Minnesota 
communities

8 (4%) 9 (4%)

Twin Cities metro area 31 (14%) 36 (17%)

  Minneapolis 4 (2%) 4 (2%)

  St. Paul 12 (5%) 16 (8%)

 Suburb 15 (7%) 16 (8%)

Out of state 10 (5%) 11 (5%)

Table 1. Location of Relocated Harbor View Households, 2005

Note: Figures in parentheses are column percentages.

Figure 2. New Locations of Harbor View Relocatees
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those families who remained within 
the Duluth area (74% of all house-
holds). The map shows a pattern of 
clustering in the Central Hillside neigh-
borhood and on the city’s west side. 
This pattern of moving to the nearest 
affordable neighborhoods is quite 
common among displaced persons.

The Neighborhoods to Which Families 
Relocated
In the analyses to follow, we used 
2000 U.S. Census data to provide a 
statistical description of the Harbor 
View site and the new neighborhoods 
to which residents moved. Table 2 
presents information on population 
characteristics. At the time of the 2000 
U.S. Census, for example, the census 
tract that contained Harbor View was 
68.6% White. The neighborhoods 
to which residents moved had, on 
average, a population that was 82.2% 
White. Thus, Table 2 shows that the 
average relocated household moved 
to a neighborhood with a higher 
proportion of white residents than 
the Harbor View neighborhood had.

 Harbor View families experienced 
significant changes in the economic 
status of their neighborhoods as a 

result of relocation. Relocatees moved 
from a neighborhood in which 45% 
of the population was in poverty to 
neighborhoods which, on average, had 
23% below the poverty level. Residents 
cut their neighborhood poverty rate to 
almost half of what it had been in the 
Harbor View neighborhood. Similarly, 
the median income of the average new 
neighborhood was $30,767 compared to 
$17,500 at Harbor View. The percentage 
of families receiving public assistance 
was 28% in the Harbor View neighbor-
hood and only 10% in the new neigh-
borhoods to which people moved. The 
percentage of female-headed households 
is also smaller in the new neighborhoods 
(9.9%) compared to the Harbor View 
neighborhood (15.8%). Interestingly, the 
Harbor View neighborhood had a higher 
percentage of college graduates than did 
the neighborhoods to which families 
moved (24.5% compared to 21.9%). 

Despite the obvious improvement 
in the economic characteristics of the 
new neighborhoods compared to the 
Harbor View census tract, it is clear 
that the new neighborhoods of relo-
catees rated higher on some indica-
tors of distress compared to the city 
of Duluth as a whole. The relocation 

neighborhoods had higher poverty 
rates than the city, lower median 
household and per capita incomes, 
fewer college graduates, and more 
families receiving public assistance. 

A total of 43% of households moved 
to neighborhoods with a poverty rate 
below 15% (the citywide rate), but 38% 
moved to high-poverty neighborhoods 
with at least twice the citywide poverty 
rate. One in four families (27%) moved 
to neighborhoods where the median 
income was above that of the city. At 
the same time, 22% went to neigh-
borhoods where the median income 
was roughly one-half of the citywide 
figure. Finally, more than one-third of 
the residents moved to neighborhoods 
in which less than 5% of the popula-
tion was receiving public assistance, 
whereas 38% moved to neighbor-
hoods in which more than 10% of the 
population was receiving assistance.

In terms of racial integration, 
about one-quarter of Harbor View 
households moved to neighborhoods 
that roughly matched the citywide 
racial balance (92% White). An equal 
percentage moved to neighborhoods 
in which people of color made up 
at least 25% of the population.
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Harbor View 
neighborhood

New 
neighborhood

Statistical 
significance

City of 
Duluth

Race/ethnicity

Pct. White 68.6% 82.2% *** 92.0%

Pct. African American 7.3% 4.9% *** 1.7%

Pct. American Indian 11.1% 3.8% *** 2.2%

Pct. Hispanic/Latino 2.6% 3.4% — 1.1%

Average household size 2.2 2.2 — 2.3

Poverty rate 45.5% 22.7% *** 15.5%

Median income $17,500 $30,767 *** $33,766

Per capita income $13,649 $16,686 *** $18,969

Employed 88.3% 91.5% *** 92.5%

Female-headed households 15.8% 9.9% *** 11.0%

College graduates 24.5% 21.9% ** 34.6%

Seniors 8.4% 13.0% *** 15.2%

Receiving public assistance 28.1% 10.1% *** 6.3%

Number of relocatees (N) 246 205

Table 2. Comparison of Neighborhood Residents’ Characteristics for Harbor View Relocatees

** Statistically signifi cant at the p < .01 level based on difference in means tests, which means there is a less than 1% probability that the difference in mean scores is a result 
of chance.

*** Statistically signifi cant at the p < .001 level based on difference in means tests, which means there is a less than 0.1% probability that the difference in mean scores is a 
result of chance.
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Families’ Assessment of Relocation 
Outcomes
Survey responses show a range of reac-
tions to being relocated from Harbor 
View. Almost half of the families (47%) 
felt that relocation was very disruptive 
to them and their families, but 36% 
did not. A total of 65% moved to the 
type of neighborhood they wanted 
to, but 22% did not. In addition, 
43% felt “rushed out” of Harbor View 
during the relocation period, and one-
quarter felt they were not prepared to 
move. Overall, 69% expressed at least 
some satisfaction with the way relo-
cation turned out for them, whereas 
23% said they were dissatisfied. 

Residents generally give high marks 
to their new homes, with two-thirds to 
three-quarters expressing satisfaction 
with the size, cost, and quality of their 
new units. Yet, when compared to the 
residents’ same assessment of their Harbor 

View neighborhoods (data collected 
before the families were moved), there 
is considerably less satisfaction. For 
example, 38% were less satisfied with the 
size of their new units compared to their 
old Harbor View units, and 32% were 
more satisfied. In addition, 38% were less 
satisfied with the quality of their units, 
whereas 34% were more satisfied. The 
pattern is most dramatic with housing 
costs: 52% were less satisfied with their 
housing costs and only 8% were more 
satisfied. Most families experienced a 
significant increase in their monthly 
housing costs, both rents and utility costs. 
Survey respondents report, in fact, an 
average increase in monthly housing costs 
of more than $200 (including utilities).

The higher housing costs may be 
leaving families with a feeling of less 
economic security compared to what 
they had prior to moving. Before 
moving, 45% of survey respondents 

reported that they “always” had enough 
for essentials such as housing, food, and 
clothing. After relocation, only 25% 
answered that way. Similarly, prior to 
moving, 20% said they “periodically” 
had to use food shelves to get along, 
whereas 30% said so after relocation.

The employment status of fami-
lies may also affect their feelings of 
economic security. A total of 86% of 
heads of households did not see their 
employment status change from pre- 
to post-relocation. However, 10% lost 
employment during the time period and 
4% gained employment. It is not clear 
that the change in employment status 
was related to the move or if it reflected 
larger changes in the job market in 
Duluth during this time period.

Survey respondents give high 
marks to their new neighborhoods. 
But the high levels of satisfaction with 
new neighborhoods did not differ 

A public housing resident takes in the view of Lake Superior from the back porch of her new residence in the Harbor Highlands 
redevelopment. The stories of Harbor View families reveal a variety of experiences with and outcomes of the relocation process, 
ranging from great satisfaction to great dissatisfaction. 
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significantly from how residents felt 
about the old Harbor View neigh-
borhood before being relocated.

There is mixed evidence as to 
whether being relocated has led to 
social isolation. Residents report having 
fewer friends in their new neighbor-
hoods, and they are less likely to be 
involved or volunteer in their new 
communities. But there are insignifi-
cant differences in the degree to which 
they interact with their neighbors.

When asked what they missed most 
about Harbor View, 35% of the survey 
respondents mentioned friends and 
the community of people they left. 
Surprisingly, 23% mentioned some-
thing about their old apartment. Most 
notably, respondents missed the size, 
the basement storage space, or the low 
rents. Another 10% mentioned the 
facilities on-site such as the Copeland 
Community Center, the store, and the 
playground. Slightly more than 20% 
missed the location, which included the 
convenience of the site or its view. A 
total of 4% missed “everything” about 
Harbor View, and 27% missed nothing.

Conclusion: Multiple Stories
Residents were asked for a summary 
judgment of their relocation experi-
ence. In all, 37% felt that relocation 
has been “mostly good” or “very good” 

for their families, whereas 18% felt it 
had been “mostly bad” or “very bad.” 
Almost half (45%) felt that relocation 
had been both good and bad for them.

The experiences of Harbor View 
families reveal a range of outcomes. 
The U.S. Census data show that fami-
lies relocated into a wide variety of 
neighborhoods, with some being able 
to access higher income neighborhoods 
with little poverty and economic need, 
whereas many others simply traded one 
high-poverty area (Harbor View) for 
another. The survey data show a range 
of responses from great satisfaction 
to great dissatisfaction with how the 
process turned out. Clearly some fami-
lies benefited from relocation, whereas 
others feel they have not. Similar HOPE 
VI research across the country reinforces 
these findings. The program may work 
quite well for some families, but the 
benefits are not universal, nor are they 
in all cases even the typical experience. 
It is also quite likely that the feelings 
of families and their experiences in 
new communities will change over 
time. This report provides a snapshot 
in time that marks the initial experi-
ences of Harbor View families. The 
evaluation of the Harbor View HOPE VI 
will continue for two more years and 
the data to be collected will indicate 
whether these outcomes are lasting. 

Edward G. Goetz is professor, director 
of the Urban and Regional Plan-
ning program, and associate dean for 
academics at the University of Minne-
sota’s Hubert H. Humphrey Institute 
of Public Affairs. His research focuses 
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and planning. Cecily Schrader is a 
graduate student in the Master of Urban 
and Regional Planning program at the 
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, with 
a focus on environmental planning.
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SUMMER 2006   9

Participation in Environmental Review: 
The Outcomes of Expanded Public Involvement 
in Minnesota’s Alternative Urban Areawide 
Review Process

by Carissa Schively

The review of environmental impacts 
in development and planning 
processes can be a highly political 

undertaking. The public’s response to 
proposed development can run the gamut 
from support for the project to skepticism 
about environmental impact informa-
tion, distrust of the local government 
and developers, and vocal opposition. A 
community’s ability to respond to public 
concerns is important in gaining support 
for development and change. But even 
more important, effective public engage-
ment is essential to conducting effective 
environmental review that taps into 
local knowledge of the environment and 
produces responsive mitigation measures.

This article reports on one commu-
nity’s pursuit of an alternative approach 
to public involvement in environmental 
review. I focus specifically on the I-35E 
Corridor Alternative Urban Areawide 
Review (AUAR) completed by the City 
of Lino Lakes in the summer of 2005. 
Lino Lakes is a suburban community of 
approximately 20,000 residents located 
20 miles north of Minneapolis. The 
AUAR is an innovative approach to envi-
ronmental review allowed under Minne-
sota’s Environmental Policy Act (Minn. 
Statutes Annotated §§ 116D.01–116D.11) 
as an alternative to a more traditional 
site- or project-specific environmental 
impact analysis. The AUAR tool allows 
for consideration of environmental 
and other development impacts from 
multiple development scenarios for a 
large geographic area, typically involving 
multiple landowners. This was the case 
in Lino Lakes, where the City—prompted 
by a development application for 360 
acres—decided against a development-
specific environmental impact analysis in 
favor of a comprehensive environmental 
review for 4,664 acres (approximately 
one-fifth of the city) in the I-35E corridor 
area (Figure 1). Noting significant devel-
opment pressure in this area—as well as 
the presence of highly sensitive natural 

resources including the Rice Creek 
Chain of Lakes Regional Park, blue 
heron and bald eagle nesting habitat, 
wetlands, and several creeks—the city 
saw an opportunity to accomplish more 
effective environmental review and take 

a regional approach to natural resource 
conservation, restoration, and mitiga-
tion. Other potential significant impacts 
included threats to cultural/historic 
resources, greater transportation demand, 
and increased storm water runoff. 

Figure 1. Location of the I-35E Corridor AUAR Area
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Participation in the I-35E Corridor AUAR
Considering the large area covered by 
the AUAR and the significant environ-
mental and other development impact 
concerns, the City undertook a more 
extensive participation effort than is 
typically used in environmental review 
processes. Minnesota Statutes require 
only minimal participation, in the 
form of public hearings, at the time 
of completion of the draft and final 
AUAR documents. Written comment 
periods for agencies and the public 
also are required. Typically, there is 
little to no public involvement during 
the preparation of the AUAR, with 
comment opportunities provided only 
after the draft document is completed.

Lino Lakes took an alternative 
approach, engaging representatives 
of the public throughout the process. 
A key element in their approach was 
the establishment of a stakeholder 
advisory panel. The panel included 39 
members appointed by the city council, 
approximately 30 of whom participated 
consistently. Members represented the 
local environmental board, property 
owners in the AUAR area, prospective 
developers, and the general public. 
The stakeholder advisory panel played 
a significant role, meeting 10 times 
throughout the AUAR process. Consul-
tants the City hired to complete the 
AUAR facilitated panel meetings. The 
consultants presented information about 
the methodologies to assess environ-
mental impacts and the results of the 
environmental review. Later meetings 
focused on reviewing proposed devel-
opment scenarios. Broad participation, 
discussion, and questioning were encour-
aged at each of the meetings. Other 
features intended to facilitate an effective 
flow of information among the City, 
consultants, panel members, and the 
general public included posting meeting 
materials (e.g., PowerPoint presentations, 
maps) on the city website, providing 
public access to printed copies of devel-
opment scenario maps at city hall, and 
providing written answers to panel 
members’ questions after each meeting. 

The City and its consultants also 
facilitated a series of meetings with 
relevant agencies (e.g., U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, Minnesota Department 
of Natural Resources, Anoka County, 
Metropolitan Council) during the prepa-
ration of the draft AUAR. This early 
engagement provided access to agency 
information and minimized reactive 
responses when the draft document was 
submitted to these agencies for review.

Understanding the Outcomes of 
Participation
To understand the outcomes of this 
approach to participation, I conducted 
an analysis of how public participa-
tion in the stakeholder advisory panel 
process affected participants’ percep-
tions of the impacts of development in 
the AUAR study area, the AUAR process, 

the advisory panel process, and other 
participants. I also asked participants 
to consider how effective the advisory 
panel process was in addressing their 
concerns about development in the 
study area. I gathered information for 
the study through two mail surveys of 
participants. The first was administered 
at the beginning of the AUAR process in 

Note: The “Number of Responses” refl ects the number of participants who identifi ed a particular development 
impact as one of their top three concerns from a given list of potential development impacts.

Figure 2. Changes in Participants’ Perceptions of Impacts of Development in the 
AUAR Area (number of participants = 25)

Photo ©
 Steve Schneider, 2006

Most of Peltier Lake lies within the Interstate-35E Corridor AUAR area.
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November 2004. The second was admin-
istered at the end of the AUAR process in 
March 2005 after the final stakeholder 
advisory panel meeting, but before publi-
cation of the draft AUAR. The survey 
process resulted in 25 usable responses 
for the two questionnaires. Of the 
survey respondents, 14 identified them-
selves as property owners in the AUAR 
area and 12 were Lino Lakes residents. 
Appointed officials, environmental 
group members, and developers also 
were represented among respondents.

Does Participation Change Perceptions 
of Impacts?
To understand participants’ perceptions 
of impacts, the survey asked respondents 
to identify their top three concerns from 
a list of potential development impacts. 

Between the two survey periods, there 
was a decrease in concern related to 
traffic, loss of open space, visual impacts, 
groundwater, air quality, and public 
services/facilities. Respondents’ concerns 
about wildlife and wetland impacts 
increased during the course of the AUAR 
process. Based on the data presented 
in Figure 2 (p. 10), a general pattern in 
the shifts in concern among the various 
impacts appears, even though each of 
the impacts was discussed in detail in the 
advisory panel meetings. My observa-
tions of the meetings suggest more time 
may have been spent discussing mitiga-
tion efforts related to transportation and 
public services/facilities—the impacts 
that incited higher levels of concern. 
Further, the availability of engineering 
solutions to address these impacts, 

rather than a reliance on policies such 
as wetland buffers and habitat protec-
tion, may have been more effective in 
reducing participants’ concerns. Based on 
this finding, it appears more information 
about environmental impacts may have 
been needed, including a more specific 
discussion of mechanisms to ensure that 
development does not affect natural 
resources. Gathering information from 
participants about their concerns at the 
beginning of the advisory panel process 
might have been helpful in tailoring the 
information provided during the meet-
ings and addressed in drafting the AUAR.

Is it Possible to Measure Changes in 
Perceptions?
The discussion above provides clear 
evidence of changes in perception of 

Question
Survey 

One
Survey 

Two Change†

Wilcoxon 
Signed-Rank 

Test

Perceptions of Impacts

Potential positive benefits of development in the AUAR area exceed 
the potential negative impacts 

4.32 4.24 −  −0.413

Perceptions of AUAR process

AUAR process is effective in accounting for and mitigating environ-
mental impacts

3.48 3.80 + −1.517

AUAR process is effective in accounting for mitigating other impacts 
(e.g., traffic, land use, public services/facilities)

3.56 3.76 + −0.804

Outcomes of the AUAR process will ensure that future development 
in the AUAR area is compatible with existing development in the 
vicinity

3.24 3.52 + −1.048

Perceptions of Stakeholder Advisory Panel process

Advisory panel process produced consensus among participants 
about the type of future development that is appropriate for the 
AUAR area

2.68 2.64 − −0.133

Membership of the advisory panel was representative of the Lino 
Lakes community

3.20 3.72 + −1.936*

Perceptions of other participants

Confident that City of Lino Lakes’ staff will effectively implement the 
outcomes of the AUAR process

3.72 3.92 + −0.558

Confident that City of Lino Lakes’ elected officials will effectively 
implement the outcomes of the AUAR process

2.88 3.24 + −1.340

Confident that other relevant agencies (e.g., Anoka County, MN 
DNR) will effectively implement the outcomes of the AUAR process

3.32 3.64 + −1.141

Confident that future developers within the AUAR area will comply 
with the outcomes of the AUAR process

3.24 3.64 + −1.337

Believe that most other participants in the AUAR Advisory Panel feel 
the same way as I do about development in the AUAR area

2.68 2.80 + −0.683

Table 1. Assessment of Changes in Participants’ Perceptions (number of participants = 25)

†A “+” indicates a net positive change, or a greater degree of agreement with the statement, whereas a “−” indicates a net negative change, or a greater degree of disagree-
ment with the statement.
*Statistically signifi cant at the 0.10 level ( p < 0.10), meaning there is a less than 10% probability that the statistical relationship is a result of chance. 
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impacts among the survey respondents. 
The key research question for this study 
is whether this change can be quantified. 
Two techniques were used to measure 
change in perceptions associated with 
participation in the stakeholder advisory 
panel. First, I compared the responses to 
the first survey with those provided on 
the second survey to identify changes in 
perceptions of development impacts, the 
AUAR process, the advisory panel process, 
and other participants. Perceptions were 
measured on a five-point scale with 5 
representing the strongest level of agree-
ment with a series of statements. The 
outcomes of this analysis are provided in 
Table 1 (p. 11), where the mean (average) 
response for survey one is compared to 
the mean response for survey two. An 
increase in means between the first and 
second surveys represents a more posi-
tive response to the statement on the part 
of the participants. There was a positive 
change for nearly all of the questions. 
Exceptions included the following state-
ments: (1) “Potential positive benefits of 
development in the AUAR area exceed 
the potential negative impacts,” and 
(2) “Advisory panel process produced 
consensus among participants about the 
type of future development that is appro-
priate for the AUAR area.” Despite the lack 
of agreement about impacts and lack of 
perceived consensus, increasingly posi-
tive perceptions about the AUAR process, 
about advisory panel representativeness, 
and about other participants were evident. 
Because the stakeholder advisory panel 
meetings often focused on the negative 
impacts of development, it is possible that 
the level of concern about some of these 
impacts increased, whereas perceptions of 
benefits remained the same. This suggests 
the need to identify the benefits of devel-
opment, as well as the costs and impacts.

An alternative measure of change 
in perceptions among advisory panel 
participants also is provided in Table 1. 
I used a technique called the Wilcoxon 
Signed-Rank Test to assess the statistical 
significance of changes in the median 
response between the first and second 
surveys. Despite the numerical increases 
shown by the previous comparison 
of means, the results of this test indi-
cated only one statistically significant 
outcome, namely respondents’ percep-
tions of the representativeness of the 
advisory panel. The increasingly positive 
view of representation may be associ-
ated with interaction among partici-
pants through the panel process, as they 
became more aware of who other partic-
ipants were and how their perspective 

related to the general public. Overall, 
the outcomes of the statistical analysis 
are limited due to the small sample size. 

Participant Reflections on the 
Stakeholder Advisory Panel
The second survey also included a ques-
tion intended to capture participants’ 
retrospective view of the effectiveness 
of the panel process itself, specifically 
its ability to address participants’ inter-
ests and concerns about development 
impacts. These outcomes, summarized in 
Table 2, suggest relatively positive percep-
tions of the stakeholder advisory panel 
process, with 72% of the respondents 
agreeing that their interests and concerns 
about development in the AUAR area 
were addressed. Only 4 of the 25 respon-
dents indicated disagreement or strong 
disagreement with this statement.

Concluding Thoughts
Overall, the results of this study point 
to positive outcomes associated with 
increased public participation in AUAR 
processes. These positive outcomes likely 
can be inferred relative to other types of 
environmental review, including environ-
mental assessment worksheets (EAW) and 
environmental impact statements (EIS). 
However, in designing these processes, one 
should not assume that they necessarily 
will produce consensus about develop-
ment impacts and potential mitigation 
efforts. The results of this study suggest 
that consensus was not achieved. However, 
most of the participants believed that the 
process addressed their concerns and they 
developed more positive views of the envi-
ronmental review process, advisory panel 
process, and other participants. These 
findings suggest that there is significant 
value in stakeholder engagement in terms 
of building confidence in the effectiveness 
of environmental review in identifying 
and mitigating development impacts. 

With respect to designing processes 
for stakeholder engagement, this study 
suggests the need to engage a broad 
range of stakeholders, the importance of 
addressing both the positive and negative 
impacts of development, and the value of 
identifying stakeholder concerns at the 
beginning of the participation process 
and tailoring the provision of information 
accordingly. Stakeholder participation 
has the potential to increase confidence 
among those involved in overseeing the 
development process and implementing 
mitigation efforts identified in environ-
mental review. This confidence comes 
from the knowledge that a base of support 
for decisions about development and 
environmental protection has been estab-
lished through an early and extensive 
investment in stakeholder participation. 

Carissa Schively is assistant professor in 
the Urban and Regional Planning program 
at the University of Minnesota’s Hubert H. 
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs. She 
has a Ph.D. in urban and regional plan-
ning from Florida State University and is 
a member of the American Institute of 
Certified Planners (AICP). Her research is 
focused on participation in environmental 
and land-use decision-making processes. 

The research upon which this article 
is based was supported by a New Initiative 
grant from CURA. These grants support 
projects that are initiated by faculty, com-
munity organizations, government agencies, 
or students and that are not appropriate for 
consideration under another CURA program. 

The author would like to thank Karisha 
Kuypers of the Humphrey Institute of Public 
Affairs for her assistance administering the 
survey and compiling the data. In addition, 
the author thanks the members of the I-35E 
AUAR Stakeholder Advisory Panel, Jeff Smyser 
and Mike Grochala of the City of Lino Lakes, 
and Ciara Schlichting and John Shardlow at 
DSU, Inc., for their participation in this study. 

My interests and concerns about development in 
the AUAR were addressed through my involvement 

in the advisory panel

Mean 3.52

Standard Deviation 0.872

Response Distribution Number (Percentage)

Strongly Disagree (1) 1 (4%)

Disagree (2) 3 (12%)

Neutral (3) 3 (12%)

Agree (4) 18 (72%)

Strongly Agree (5) 0 (0%)

Table 2. Post-Process Participant Reflections on the Stakeholder Advisory Panel 
(number of participants = 25)
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The Geography of Participation in Neighborhood 
Revitalization Program Home Improvement 
Programs and Multifamily Construction Projects

by Katherine Nesse and Barbara Lukermann

Between 1991 and 2000, the 
Minneapolis Neighborhood Revi-
talization Program (NRP) Phase 1 

allocated $20 million a year to neigh-
borhoods, empowering them to decide 
for themselves how to use those funds 
to meet neighborhood priorities. The 
largest share of those dollars funded 
housing programs, including one for 
single-family home improvement loans 
and grants and another for multifamily 
building construction and rehabilita-
tion. Both programs encourage private 
reinvestment in the existing housing 
stock or reuse of blighted properties to 
create new, affordable housing. In the 
multifamily projects, NRP funds were 
used as “gap financing” to supplement 
other available financial resources. 

With support from a CURA New 
Initiative grant, we documented the 
extent to which low- and moderate-
income households benefited from the 
two programs. We analyzed the disburse-
ment of funds for both single-family 
and multifamily programs within three 
neighborhood categories:1 protection 
neighborhoods (which have few prob-
lems), revitalization neighborhoods 
(which show some signs of decline), and 
redirection neighborhoods (which have 
significant problems). The Minneapolis 
Community Planning and Economic 
Development Department maintained a 
complete data set for multifamily proj-
ects (both rental and for-sale), which 
ranged in size from 2 to 327 units per 
project. Unfortunately, only two of the 
four vendors for the home loan/grant 
programs—the Center for Energy and 
Environment and Northside Neighbor-
hood Housing Services—kept complete, 
electronic records of loans and included 
demographic characteristics of recipi-
ents. These two vendors administered 
47% of total expenditures for the single-
family program and covered half the 

neighborhoods in Minneapolis. The 
final data set we analyzed included 
4,023 single-family borrowers and 1,252 

multifamily units involving projects 
in 49 of the 84 geographic neighbor-
hoods in Minneapolis (see Figure 1). 

1 Neighborhoods self-selected the category in which 
they belonged at the beginning of the program based 
on definitions the City of Minneapolis created.

Figure 1. Minneapolis Neighborhoods, by Neighborhood Category and Inclusion in 
This Study
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It is clear that the majority of both 
the number of single-family loans (76%) 
and the dollar amount of loans (72%) 
went to households below the Twin 
Cities metropolitan area median income 
(Table 1). Of the $27.4 million in single-
family loans we studied, $19.8 million 
went to households with income below 
the metro area median. If the remaining 
53% of all single-family home improve-
ment funds were similarly allocated, 
then about $42 million went to house-
holds with incomes below the metro 
area median. Considering that almost 
all programs required private matching 
funds for the same amount as the NRP 
loan, these programs have had a signifi-
cant impact on reinvestment in the 
existing housing stock. All three types of 
neighborhoods, however, had multiple 
loans to high-income households.

 Neighborhoods allocated $8.9 
million to multifamily projects for a 
total of 1,252 units. About one-half (605) 
were rented or sold below market rate 
and about one-fifth (226) were desig-
nated for households below 30% of the 
metro area median income (Figure 2).

The three categories of neighbor-
hoods had different housing priori-
ties. Housing was not a top priority 
for protection neighborhoods. They 
allocated the least dollar amount in 
single-family loans, both in aggregate 
and per recipient. They also created 
the fewest number of multifamily units 
(49), although almost 80% of them were 
reserved for households below median 
income. Revitalization neighborhoods 
emphasized improving the existing 

housing stock. They made the greatest 
number of single-family loans, although 
the amount per recipient was only 
about $1,000 more than in protection 
neighborhoods. These neighborhoods 
created almost four times as many 
housing units as protection neighbor-
hoods (183) and about half of them 
were reserved for households below the 
median income. Multifamily housing 
was a priority for redirection neighbor-
hoods. They created more than four 
times as many units as protection and 
revitalization neighborhoods combined 
(1,020), and 47% of them were reserved 
for households below the metro area 
median income. Redirection neigh-
borhoods made considerably fewer 
single-family loans than revitalization 
neighborhoods, but the average loan 
size was almost three times as large. 

The median income in Minne-
apolis in 2000 was about 80% of the 

Twin Cities metropolitan area median 
income, so it is not surprising that 
the majority of single-family loans 
went to people below the metro area 
median (Figure 3). In most neighbor-
hoods, the income of the median 
recipient was about the same as the 
median income of the neighbor-
hood. The exception is the redirection 
neighborhoods, where the recipient’s 
median income was well above the 
median income of the neighborhood. 

Homeowners in the city of Minne-
apolis as a whole—and particularly 
owners in redirection neighborhoods—
have significantly higher incomes than 
renters, and this is reflected in the 
incomes of borrowers for home loans 
and grants. In 2000 the median house-
hold income in Minneapolis was twice 
as high for households owning a home 
as it was for renters ($53,665, compared 
to $25,769) and more than $15,000 

Dollars loaned Number of loans

Neighborhood 
category

Median 
recipient 
income

Amount 
(millions 

of 
dollars)

Pct. 
under 
metro 

median Number

Pct.
under 
metro 

median

Protection $45,000  $2.7 61%  541 67%

Revitalization $35,000  $14.8 79%  2,757 79%

Redirection $37,770  $10.0 65%  725 73%

All neighborhoods $36,655  $27.4 72%  4,023 76%

Table 1. Distribution of Single-Family Homeownership Loans, by Neighborhood 
Category

Figure 2. Distribution of Multifamily Units, by Neighborhood Type

Source: Compiled from data from the City of Minneapolis, Department of Community Planning and Economic Development.
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above the overall city median house-
hold income ($37,974). The difference 
is more drastic in redirection neighbor-
hoods, where many renting households 
are subsidized through government 
programs for the poor. Because single-
family programs are designed to benefit 
homeowners, it is hardly surprising 
that they do not primarily benefit 
households with lower incomes in 
these neighborhoods, nor is that the 
purpose of these particular programs. 

Thirteen neighborhoods allocated 
funds for multifamily building construc-
tion and rehabilitation as a way to 
expand the supply of sound, affordable 
housing for low-income households. 

Our research indicates that the 
neighborhoods, in most cases, did not 
create single-family home improve-
ment programs to address issues of 
equity, but the analysis shows that the 
incomes of participants in the program 
generally matched the income profile 
of their neighborhoods. The single-
family home improvement programs 
were designed to maintain or improve 
the quality of the housing stock and 
provide incentives for homeowners 
to reinvest and stay in their neigh-
borhood, but at the same time the 
program did benefit moderate-income 
households. The multifamily program 
was indeed a targeted program to 
benefit low-income households.

Katherine Nesse is a student in the 
Master of Urban and Regional Planning 
program at the University of Minnesota’s 
Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public 
Affairs. Her research interests include 
economic development, particularly in 
rural areas. Barbara Lukermann, FACIP, is 
a senior fellow emeritus at the Humphrey 
Institute of Public Affairs and a planning 
research associate at CURA. Her research 
interests include urban and regional land 
use planning and housing markets.

The research upon which this 
article is based was supported by a 
New Initiative grant from CURA. These 
grants support projects that are initiated 
by faculty, community organizations, 
government agencies, or students and 
that are not appropriate for consider-
ation under another CURA program. 

Figure 3. Distribution of Single-Family Homeownership Loans, by Household 
Income and Neighborhood Category

Note: Each bar represents the number of loans granted to households within that 10% income range. The dashed 
line represents the median recipient’s income level.
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In 2003, I published a study (with 
David King) titled The Artistic Divi-
dend: The Arts’ Hidden Contributions 

to Regional Development, which docu-
mented how artistic activity contributes 
to a region’s economic vitality. I soon 
began receiving calls from readers asking 
why second-tier metropolitan areas such 
as Minneapolis–St. Paul, Seattle, Boston, 
and Portland are able to generate, 
attract, and retain high concentrations 
of artists when other larger and faster-
growing regions are not. One impor-
tant factor is the creation of dedicated 

artists’ centers where artists can learn, 
network, give and receive feedback, 
exhibit, perform, and share space and 
equipment. These spaces, I argue, serve 
artists while contributing to economic 
and community development in their 
respective neighborhoods and regions. 
This article reports on a new study, 
Artists’ Centers: Evolution and Impact 
on Careers, Neighborhoods and Econo-
mies, that explores this hypothesis. 

The research upon which this 
article is based was supported by and 
conducted during my appointment 

as the 2004–2005 Fesler-Lampert 
Chair in Urban and Regional Affairs 
at the University of Minnesota. The 
McKnight Foundation and the Univer-
sity’s Humphrey Institute of Public 
Affairs provided additional support. 

Artists’ Centers in Minnesota 
No other state or nation supports the 
number and range of artists’ centers that 
Minnesota does. Two essential features 
distinguish artists’ centers from other 
artist-serving organizations and training 
institutions: (1) a dedicated space for 

Building the Creative Economy for Minnesota’s 
Artists and Communities

by Ann Markusen 

By providing rehearsal space, grant and fellowship opportunities, and interaction with other artists, the Playwright’s Center has 
enhanced the creativity and distinctiveness of the Twin Cities’ theater scene.

Photo courtesy of A
nn M

arkusen
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gatherings, shared equipment, personal 
or group work, and exhibitions or 
performances; and (2) an open door, in 
the sense that anyone who expresses 
an interest may become a member; 
have access to events and services at an 
affordable price; and apply for merit-
based mentorships, funding, and exhibi-
tions. Artists’ centers are distinct from 
other arts organizations and spaces 
that contribute to artistic development 
and livelihoods, such as educational 
institutions and teaching studios; 
presenting and producing organizations 
(theaters, museums, galleries, clubs); 
art fairs and crawls; artists’ retreats; 
artists’ service organizations without 
dedicated space; artists’ live/work and 
studio buildings; and arts incubators. 

The Twin Cities hosts a number of 
centers organized along disciplinary 
lines, including The Loft Literary Center, 
The Playwrights’ Center, SASE: The Write 
Place, American Composers Forum, 
Textile Center, Northern Clay Center, 
Minnesota Center for Photography, 
Independent Film Project, Minnesota 
Center for Book Arts, and Highpoint 

Center for Printmaking. It also hosts 
community-based centers whose purpose 
includes nurturing neighborhood artists 
and/or helping to solve community and 
affinity group problems through art and 
performance. Examples include Home-
wood Studios, which serves a northside 
working-class African American neigh-
borhood; Juxtaposition Arts, in the 
same neighborhood and dedicated to 
young muralists and spoken-word artists; 
Intermedia Arts and the Center for Inde-
pendent Artists, both serving a south 
Minneapolis mixed ethnic neighbor-
hood; and Interact, which serves artists 
with disabilities through performance 
and visual art opportunities. These 
centers are dispersed among Minneapolis 
and St. Paul neighborhoods (Figure 1). 

Centers serving artists are found 
throughout Minnesota, including in 
larger cities such as Duluth; in Twin 
Cities suburbs such as Fridley and 
Minnetonka; and in smaller cities 
such as Northfield, Grand Marais, and 
New York Mills. In these communi-
ties, centers often strive to serve all 
of the artistic disciplines. Northfield 

Arts Guild, for instance, supports a 
community theater and music perfor-
mance space, an art gallery with space 
for visual artists to work, and meeting 
space for poets and writers. Artists 
in residence in tiny New York Mills 
include world-class jazz musicians 
whose live music fills a space hung with 
portraits by local landscape artists. 

Research Method
Based on previous work and discussions 
with key arts observers in Minnesota, I 
initially identified more than two dozen 
artists’ centers as possible candidates 
for this study. To be eligible, each had 
to meet the two fundamental criteria 
outlined above: possession of dedicated 
space and open membership at afford-
able prices.1 Initially my team and I 
interviewed directors to determine if 
their organizations fit the criteria and 

1 I stretched these criteria slightly in two or three 
cases because either the constituency involved (e.g., 
composers) is too small to afford a space or because 
the center is informally open to all but does not 
have memberships.

Figure 1. Location of Artists’ Centers in Minneapolis and St. Paul
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if they were willing to be included in 
the study. For those who were, we did 
further in-depth interviews on the 
evolution and operations of each orga-
nization; toured its space; identified up 
to one dozen artists at different career 
stages who might be interviewed; and 
submitted a first draft of our results for 
comment. In the case of longer-lived 
or defunct centers, we interviewed 
founders and former managers. 

In structuring and analyzing the inter-
view data, we relied on key-informant 
techniques. We read newsletters, annual 
reports, and publications of the centers, 
along with studies done by third parties 
such as foundations. We collected data on 
finances and governance from the orga-
nizations themselves and from funders. 

Many artists we interviewed referred 
us to other artists, particularly people 
whose experiences might differ from 
their own. We used a loose version 
of what Barney Glaser and Anselm 
Strauss, in their book The Discovery 
of Grounded Theory (1967), call “theo-
retical sampling,” in which researchers 
choose additional interviewees by how 
well they fit the overall dimensions of 

the population in question. When we 
felt we lacked coverage of a particular 
medium, experience level, or type 
of artist, we worked to find willing 
subjects. For each center, we interviewed 
at least 6 and as many as 20 artists. 

Ultimately we analyzed the 22 artists’ 
centers listed in Table 1, which roughly 
correspond in location to the distribu-
tion of artists across the state (Figure 
2). We interviewed more than 200 
artists, artists’ center directors, founders, 
funders, and key arts ecology watchers 
in Minnesota about the impact of artists’ 
centers. We also surveyed 1,200 partici-
pants from The Loft Literary Center. 
All interviews were confidential; any 
artist profiled or quoted in this article 
gave us permission to use the material.

Case Studies
Each artists’ center is unique with 
respect to its origins, evolution, 
and impacts. I have chosen three 
that represent the range of artists’ 
centers in Minnesota to discuss in 
this article: The Playwrights’ Center, 
Homewood Studios, and the New 
York Mills Regional Cultural Center.

The Playwrights’ Center. Since 
1971, The Playwrights’ Center in 
Minneapolis has been helping play-
wrights develop their work, build repu-
tations, and foster relationships with 
producers. Located in a former church 
on Franklin Avenue in Minneapolis’ 
Seward neighborhood, the center hosts 
a beautifully renovated lobby/meeting 
space where weekly readings take place, 
the 120-seat Waring Jones Theatre, 
offices, and a basement rehearsal room. 
It provides playwrights opportunities 
to compete for fellowships and grants, 
space and staffing for staged read-
ings, and an annual PlayLabs festival. 
The center also collaborates with 
area theaters to produce new plays.

The Playwrights’ Center’s grants have 
fostered many careers. Lisa D’Amour, 
who recently won an Obie, says her first 
Jerome Fellowship helped launch her 
career out of graduate school by allowing 
her to continue writing. Talented writers 
and theater artists brought to Minne-
sota by The Playwrights’ Center have 
built enduring relationships that raise 
the level of work here and tie Minneso-
tans into the national theater network. 

Artists’ Center Location
Year 

Started
Annual

Budget ($) Members

American Composers Forum (MN) St. Paul 1973 2,300,000 700

Banfill-Locke Center for the Arts Fridley 1979 100,000 200

Center for Independent Artists Minneapolis 2001 87,000 50

Duluth Art Institute Duluth 1896 350,000 550

Film in the Cities St. Paul 1970 defunct defunct

Grand Marais Art Colony Grand Marais 1947 107,000 300

Highpoint Center for Printmaking Minneapolis 2000 305,000 325

Homewood Studios Minneapolis 1999 30,000 none

IFP Minnesota Center for Media Arts St. Paul 1987 800,000 500

Interact Center for Performing and Visual Arts Minneapolis 1995 1,400,000 100

Intermedia Arts Minneapolis 1973 1,000,000 200

Juxtaposition Arts Minneapolis 1995 150,000 none

The Loft Literary Center Minneapolis 1974 1,800,000 2,700

Minnesota Center for Book Arts Minneapolis 1983 850,000 700

Minnesota Center for Photography Minneapolis 1989 350,000 600

Minnesota Dance Alliance Minneapolis 1978 defunct defunct

New York Mills Regional Cultural Center New York Mills 1992 133,700 400

Northern Clay Center Minneapolis 1990 1,235,800 600

Northfield Arts Guild Northfield 1959 650,000 600

The Playwrights’ Center Minneapolis 1971 700,000 550

SASE: The Write Place Minneapolis 1993 300,000 100

Textile Center Minneapolis 1994 500,000 800

Source: Ann Markusen and Amanda Johnson. Artists’ Centers: Evolution and Impact on Careers, Neighborhoods and Economies. Minneapolis: Project on Regional and Industrial 
Economics, Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, 2006. Data from interviews, websites, and annual reports.

Table 1. Minnesota Artists’ Centers: Location, Start-Up Date, Budget, and Membership, 2004–2005
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Figure 2. Concentration of Artists in the Labor Force and Location of Artists’ Centers in Minnesota

Source: Ann Markusen and Amanda Johnson. Artists’ Centers: Evolution and Impact on Careers, Neighborhoods and Economies. Minneapolis: Project on Regional and Industrial 
Economics, Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, 2006. Data from Steven Ruggles et al., Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 3.0. Minneapolis: Historical Census 
Projects, University of Minnesota, 2003. 

Note: The artist concentration index measures the presence of artists in the area workforce with respect to their presence nationally. A concentration index score of 1.00 means 
that artists’ share of the local workforce is the same as their share nationally. 
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Minnesota playwrights benefit from the 
center’s presence because as members 
they have access to its performance 
and reading spaces during posted 
downtimes, available on a first-come, 
first-served basis. Not only can they 
hear their own work read by actors 
that the center hires, but they also see 
other playwrights at all stages struggling 
to advance their work, an exposure 
available in few other cities. Nation-
ally, The Playwrights’ Center has been 
important in defining playwrights as a 
distinct group and working with them 
to create a greater sense of community.

The Playwrights’ Center has been 
a visible part of the revitalization 
of East Franklin Avenue. Its activi-
ties put people on the streets day and 
evening, making the sidewalks safer. 
Along with its artistic neighbor, the 
Northern Clay Center, it is infusing 
modest amounts of consumer spending 
into the commercial strip on which 
it sits, strengthening local retail and 
service businesses and making the 
neighborhood a nicer place to live. 
Regionally, The Playwrights’ Center has 
enhanced the creativity and distinctive-
ness of the Twin Cities’ theater scene. 
Because the center has brought more 
playwrights to the region, theaters 
benefit from a greater talent pool. After 
nearly 30 years, it acts as a model for 
other artists’ centers in the region.

Like most midsized arts organiza-
tions, The Playwrights’ Center must 
continually seek funds while trying 
to maintain a meaningful relation-
ship with its membership. Its biggest 
challenge is managing the tension 
between serving local playwrights and 
recasting itself as a national organiza-
tion to achieve economies of scale in 
serving playwrights, expand its resource 
base, attract higher quality entrants to 
competitions, and increase the exposure 
of Minnesota playwriting and theater 
communities to top talent in the nation. 

Homewood Studios. In lower-
income, inner-city neighborhoods, 
artists are increasingly recognized as 
potential catalysts for change. Home-
wood Studios was created in 1999 
by George and Beverly Roberts to 
provide studios and a gallery where 
neighborhood artists could make and 
show their work on Minneapolis’ near 
north side. The Robertses envision it 
as a center where young people can 
use art to tackle community issues, 
including drug dealing, crime, and high 
resident turnover. They believe the 
visible presence of working artists in a 

formerly run-down commercial strip 
can enhance the vitality, self-image, 
and connectedness of the community. 
In a renovated former corner grocery 
store on an old and architecturally 
distinctive commercial block, passersby 
can now see visual art and a meeting 
place through enormous windows. 
The nexus of individual workspace 
and community space enables artists 
and community members to interact. 

Artists say Homewood Studios 
has greatly influenced their artistic 
work and livelihoods. Access to space 
to create is precious, as is the cama-
raderie and the opportunity to show 
their work. Homewood helps resident 
artists reach out to the community, 
too. “Homewood demystifies the idea 
that art is just for artists,” photogra-
pher Bill Cottman says. Cottman’s 
career has blossomed following a solo 
exhibit at Homewood that helped him 
win a McKnight Fellowship and earn 
money through his photography. 

Homewood Studios works to change 
the atmosphere of its immediate neigh-
borhood and offers children positive, 
creative opportunities. It has helped 
change local and external perceptions 
of the neighborhood. Homewood 
demonstrates, as Cottman says, “that 
violence isn’t the only thing here.” 
Drug lords have been displaced from the 
commercial block, and new arts organi-
zations—Plymouth Avenue Art Studio 

and Asian Media Access—are moving 
in. Homewood Studios’ unique struc-
ture offers a viable model for smaller-
scale artistic space in neighborhoods 
that might otherwise have nothing.

In a low-income community with 
relatively high crime and residential 
turnover, it is a challenge for Home-
wood to keep studio rents coming in, 
its chief source of income. Many artists 
live on the margin, especially in this 
neighborhood. And as hard as the 
Robertses work at it, it is still a chal-
lenge to keep neighborhood youth and 
residents walking in the door. In the 
longer run, Homewood Studios hopes 
to work with other community leaders 
to stabilize rents and prevent displace-
ment of lower-income residents.

New York Mills Regional Cultural 
Center. The New York Mills Regional 
Cultural Center, the brainchild of John 
Davis, proves that a single person’s 
vision can transform a community. In 
the late 1980s, visual artist Davis moved 
to an abandoned farmhouse outside 
of New York Mills, a declining Finnish 
farming community three-and-a-half 
hours northwest of the Twin Cities. He 
started an artists’ retreat, believing that 
visiting artists would bring creative ideas 
into the region, while the idyllic rural 
atmosphere would enhance their work. 
Davis then sought out “the artist in every 
person in the county” in a campaign to 
convince community leaders, the city 

Homewood Studios works to change the atmosphere of its immediate neighborhood 
and offer positive, creative opportunities to local artists. 

Photo courtesy of A
nn M
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council, and a local landowner to reno-
vate an 1885 brick building on Main 
Street as the New York Mills Regional 
Cultural Center, which opened in 1992. 

Today, the center hosts six to 
eight gallery exhibitions a year, some 
showcasing emerging local artists or 
historic community photos, and many 
performances. Visiting and area poets, 
authors, and storytellers share their 
work through readings and work-
shops. Traveling theater, music, and 
dance groups perform in the gallery. 
The center helps artists overcome 
the disadvantages of being far from 
a major city. A monthly artist forum 
series brings together artists from all 
over the area to network and critique 
each other’s work. In addition, the 
center works with other organizations 
to educate artists about the business 
side of the arts. Visiting artists offer jazz 
improvisation workshops, build public 
sculptures with community members, 
and interact with community youth. 

Artists applaud the New York 
Mills Regional Cultural Center for 
serving as the hub of a burgeoning 
regional artistic network in an area 
where opportunities are few and far 
between. Stephen Henning, a painter, 
says, “What is interesting about rural 
Minnesota is that artists stand out 
like a sore thumb, so you establish a 
network pretty easily. New York Mills 
is important because it is a place where 
these connections happen.” Many 
artists find a sense of community and 
encouragement at the center. As a 
local musician says, “When you are 
a musician, you get dejected. You are 
isolated. You aren’t respected, and you 
can’t make money. You are viewed as 
a bum. Here, there are people just like 
me. You don’t feel like an outcast.”

The New York Mills Cultural Center 
now acts as a community and tourist 
hub. A tractor emblazoned on the New 
York Mills water tower heralds “culti-
vating the arts.” By 2000, the tiny 
town’s population had grown to 1,200, 
twice the pre-center projection. Between 
1992 and 1997, 17 new businesses 
opened and employment increased 
by 40%. The downtown landscape 
has changed dramatically, with a new 
medical clinic and renovated storefronts 
replacing the abandoned buildings.

A wonderful but unlikely success 
story, New York Mills Regional Cultural 
Center continues to be strapped for 
funds. During the past few years, the 
state’s funding environment has drasti-
cally changed. Previously, the center 

received almost half of its funding from 
public sector grants, but budget cuts to 
the Minnesota State Arts Board and the 
Minnesota Humanities Board eliminated 
dollars for rural organizations and rural 
outreach. Maintaining the beautiful 
space, its programming, and its outreach 
to others is an ongoing challenge for 
the town, its artists, and supporters. 

Impacts of Artists’ Centers in Minnesota
Overall, despite the challenges and even 
crises of maintaining a dedicated space, 
the centers have generated substantial 
benefits for the artists who use them, 
the neighborhoods in which they are 
located, and the larger regional economy. 

Impact on Artists. Through our 
interviews and surveys, we found rich 
and compelling evidence that artists’ 
centers further the quality of artists’ 
work and enable more of them to 
make a living at it. Via “breadth experi-
ences”—beginning and survey classes; 
newsletters; and first-time chances to 
publish, enter a piece in a show, hear 
one’s work performed, or attend public 
exhibitions, performances, and read-
ings—aspiring artists find precious 
encouragement and inspiration and 
deepen their knowledge of artistic 
conventions. Many artists may never 
publish, exhibit, or perform their work 
but continue to write, paint, dance, 
and make music for their own satisfac-
tion or to share with their commu-
nities. Many will become lifelong 
patrons of the arts in the process.

From “depth experiences”—access 
to equipment, workspace, and technical 
assistance; mentorships; tutoring in the 
business of the arts; exposure to masters 
at work; and linking up with actors, 
dancers, and musicians who perform 
work in progress—emerging and accom-
plished artists receive the validation, 
critique, and insight that help them 
chart their own unique course and 
reach audiences and markets. At all 
levels, artists meet and interact with 
other artists, forming networks and 
informal working groups that persist 
throughout their careers, creating 
the weak ties that are so important to 
economic success in American society.

The impact of an artists’ center on 
an artists’ work varies by stage of career, 
which is not the same as by age. Indeed, 
Minnesota’s artists’ centers appear to 
augment the ranks of artists in the state 
by attracting people of all ages who 
are looking to change occupations. 
Centers offer older would-be artists an 
alternative to going back to college.

Raw encouragement is more 
important than feedback for begin-
ning artists. Many artists tell terrible 
stories of youthful discouragement 
from teachers or parents who dismissed 
their talent or warned them away 
from the competitiveness, poverty, or 
social stigma associated with an artistic 
career. Such traumatic experiences 
sometimes delayed artistic careers for 
decades. A conversation with others, 
kind words from a teacher, or a first 
performance at a center generated 
the first “eureka!” moment for many. 
Encouragement may also come from 
listening to master artists recount 
the travails of their own careers. 

Many aspiring artists emphasize 
the instruction and information avail-
able at artists’ centers as important 
when getting started. Many report that 
center newsletters opened their eyes 
to the opportunities for exposure to 
great artists locally and to competition, 
publication, exhibition, or performance 
opportunities. For some, hanging 
their work in the annual member 
show or publishing a short piece in the 
bimonthly membership publication 
A View from the Loft provided the first, 
powerful shot in the arm they needed to 
make a commitment to an artistic career. 

Whether they need video equip-
ment, printing presses, kilns, or some-
thing else, artists at all stages benefit 
from access to equipment, libraries, and 
working and meeting space at modest 
fees. Center libraries provide access in 
one local place to written and recorded 
material in the various art forms. 

Many of the centers in the study 
ably serve local, aspiring artists as well 
as established artists from the region 
and elsewhere. Everyone receives 
encouragement and benefits from the 
learning environment, while some will 
successfully compete for center funding, 
mentoring, and exhibitions of their 
work. Some centers subsidize mature 
artists by raising modest sums from large 
memberships of amateurs and art lovers 
and sales of art in gift shops, while 
others subsidize community access 
to meeting and exhibition space by 
renting studios or equipment to artists. 

Minnesota’s artists’ centers 
encourage experimentation. They not 
only are inviting to newcomers who 
are uncertain about their talent but 
they also may help to generate work 
that is edgier than the region might 
otherwise tolerate. “Many people are 
looking for the real, the unfinished 
work in progress,” says Robert Booker, 
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executive director of the Minnesota 
State Arts Board. “The centers are an 
entry point to participation as well as 
a laboratory for experimentation.” 

Impact on Neighborhoods. Artists’ 
centers, operating in living neighbor-
hoods and towns, serve as economic, 
social, and cultural assets. In smaller 
cities, centers may be tourist attrac-
tions and anchor tenants in commer-
cial districts. In the Twin Cities, they 
are spread throughout neighborhoods 
(Figure 1), complementing and some-
times stimulating the creation of other 
artistic, commercial, and community 
venues. They form an outstanding 
twenty-first–century example of what 
Jane Jacobs celebrated about 1960s 
Manhattan with its SoHo, Chinatown, 
Little Italy, and Greenwich Village—a 
mosaic of unique cultural destinations 
that encourage residents to cross porous 
borders to visit distinctive neighbor-
hoods. Most centers offer classes for 
neighborhood children and youth. Some 
of these young visitors will go on to 
become artists, and many will become 
art appreciators for the rest of their lives.

Twin Cities artists’ centers differ in 
the degree to which their directors and 
staff view the neighborhood as central 
to their mission. For some—such as 
the Loft, Minnesota Center for Book 
Arts, The Playwrights’ Center, Northern 
Clay, and the Textile Center—the search 
for their current physical home was 
driven by space requirements, cost, and 
centrality rather than the character of 
the neighborhood. In some cases, failing 
to be embedded in the surrounding 
neighborhood and low visibility to 
pedestrian traffic have turned out 
to be an unanticipated liability.

For others—such as Homewood 
Studios, the Minnesota Center for 
Photography, Intermedia Arts, and 
Juxtaposition Arts—the surrounding 
neighborhood has been important 
in committing to a site. Homewood’s 
founders, for instance, initiated the 
project as much to reverse commercial 
decline and drug use in their north 
side Minneapolis neighborhood and 
to serve as a focal point for young 
people and community residents as 
to support neighborhood artists. 

Whether neighborhood concerns are 
a conscious priority or not, most centers 
contribute to the vitality and safety of 
their immediate neighborhoods. They 
bring in artists and audiences who spend 
money in nearby stores and restaurants, 
increasing foot traffic on the street. 
They occupy and beautify the façades 

of formerly vacant buildings. The pres-
ence of two or more centers or other 
artist-serving buildings often produces 
an informal arts district. The Playwrights’ 
Center and Northern Clay Center in 
the Seward neighborhood have had this 
effect, as did Intermedia Arts, SASE, and 
pARTs Photographic Arts in the Lyn-Lake 
district near the Jungle Theater. Some 
center staff work actively with neighbor-
hood associations and local business 
groups on larger planning initiatives 
to improve the immediate area.

The local dividend is perhaps easiest 
to see in smaller towns. New York Mills 
Regional Cultural Center, Grand Marais 
Art Colony, and Northfield Arts Guild 
continually bring artists and arts appre-
ciators to their historic downtown areas. 
From these artists, modest amounts 
of income are generated for housing 
and local shops and restaurants, some-
times amplified by drawing tourists 
and visitors from surrounding areas or 
outside of the region. By investing in 
an artistic space, these organizations 
spruce up a neighborhood or commer-
cial strip and help reverse small town, 
downtown, or inner-city decline. They 
bring energy and visual pleasure to the 
community, and they give residents 
a place other than bars and churches 
to socialize, play, and be challenged.

Impact on the Regional Economy. 
Artists’ centers make important contri-
butions to regional economies by 
helping to “home grow” and retain 
more artists than the state would other-
wise have. Artists, who are more than 
five times as likely to be self-employed 
than the average worker, make impor-
tant contributions to the economy 
by exporting their work elsewhere, 
working on contract for non-arts 
businesses, and stimulating innova-
tion on the part of their suppliers, 
none of which is counted in conven-
tional arts impact assessments. 

Artists’ centers develop Minnesota’s 
creative human capital by offering space 
where spillover among artists is maxi-
mized and where artists and arts lovers 
alike are embedded in participatory 
rather than arm’s-length relationships. 
By providing welcoming and perennial 
“clubhouses” for artists at many stages 
in their careers, the centers counter the 
risk of losing artists to other regions. 
Artists do move at different stages in 
their careers, but centers replenish their 
ranks by continually bringing new 
and emerging artists into the pipeline. 
Centers, through their exposure of 
artists to one another, help augment 

the returns to the region from invest-
ments made in artists as individuals. 
For instance, a photographer, receiving 
a fellowship through a center rather 
than directly from a funder, is asked 
to share her ideas and work with 
others and the public by giving talks 
and hanging her photographs at the 
center during the course of the year. 

Centers increase the probability 
that artistic learning and achieve-
ments of individuals are shared with 
others before artists retreat to their 
studios or leave for New York or San 
Francisco. The centers may draw 
émigrés back from major arts capitals 
as well. For instance, a young play-
wright whose work is nurtured at The 
Playwrights’ Center may leave for New 
York at a crucial stage in her career. 
Before leaving, her staged readings, 
local performances, and networking 
with others at the center may have 
improved her local colleagues’ writing 
and inspired others to try their hands. 
Later, she may decide to move back to 
the region, in part because the center 
and its convening powers are a draw. 
The Jerome Foundation’s Cynthia 
Gehrig, who has been supporting The 
Playwrights’ Center since the 1970s, 
concludes, “My own review suggests 
that the number of playwrights who 
remain in Minnesota for a period of 
time has increased. The center has 
helped in providing employment and 
production opportunities for them, 
and by making them better artists. 
Yes, younger aspiring playwrights 
may need to go to New York City, but 
many of them are coming back.”

We cannot directly measure the 
regional economic contribution of 
artists’ centers as distinct from other 
artistic institutions, spaces, and forces 
at play in building Minnesota’s artistic 
pool. But the high incidence of artists 
in the Twin Cities economy suggests 
that it is substantial. Metro area shares 
of artists in the workforce are 16% 
above the national average, outpacing 
many larger and faster-growing metro 
areas such as Chicago, Atlanta, and 
Dallas (Table 2). Although Minnesota’s 
universities, colleges, and art schools 
produce many fine artists, the educa-
tional attainment of Minnesota artists 
is not appreciably above the national 
norm. This suggests that artists’ centers 
are providing an important training 
and work environment for artists who 
have completed their education or 
have not gone to college. The region’s 
pool of artists grew robustly in the 
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1980s and 1990s, despite the heavy hit 
to the arts sector from the implosion 
of National Endowment for the Arts 
funding and comparable state and local 
cuts. Among the top arts-rich cities, 
the Twin Cities was the only midsized 
metropolitan area to join the three 
arts super-cities of Los Angeles, New 
York, and San Francisco in outstripping 
the relatively slow national growth 
rate of artists in the 1990s (Table 3).

One remarkable feature of Minne-
sota’s artistic workforce is the extent to 
which it appears to be “homegrown.” 
In the latter half of the 1990s, the 
Twin Cities was not a net gainer of 
artists through migration: slightly more 
artists left than arrived. Newcomers 
are a somewhat smaller share of all 
artists (16%) when compared with Los 
Angeles, Portland, New York, Atlanta, 
or San Francisco (20–28%). Because the 
ranks of artists grew relatively rapidly 
in the Twin Cities during the decade, 
we can infer that this was accounted 
for chiefly by local people entering 
artistic occupations. This homegrown 

Table 2. Artist Concentration Index* for Selected U.S. Metropolitan Areas by Employment, 2000

 Total
Performing 

Artists
Visual 
Artists Authors Musicians

Los Angeles, Calif. 2.99 5.44 2.34 2.71 1.95

New York, N.Y.-N.J. 2.52 3.71 2.01 2.99 1.85

San Francisco–Oakland, Calif. 1.82 1.85 1.83 2.51 1.12

Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va.-W. Va. 1.36 1.51 1.01 2.27 1.08

Seattle, Wash. 1.33 1.15 1.48 1.48 1.06

Boston, Mass-N.H. 1.27 1.24 1.02 2.00 1.15

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minn.-Wis. 1.16 1.12 1.10 1.33 1.16

San Diego, Calif. 1.15 0.90 1.27 1.10 1.25

Miami, Fla. 1.15 1.48 1.05 0.82 1.28

Portland, Ore.-Wash. 1.09 1.12 0.99 1.50 0.87

Atlanta, Ga. 1.08 1.05 1.11 0.97 1.15

Chicago, Ill. 1.04 0.83 1.14 1.27 0.84

U.S. AVERAGE 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Dallas, Tex. 0.99 1.08 1.11 0.73 0.87

Philadelphia, Penn.-N.J. 0.96 0.90 1.04 0.94 0.88

Phoenix, Ariz. 0.96 0.70 1.13 0.88 0.94

Denver, Colo. 0.90 1.08 0.82 0.98 0.79

San Jose, Calif. 0.84 0.75 0.95 0.95 0.61

Cleveland, Ohio 0.79 0.61 0.79 0.74 1.05

Pittsburgh, Penn. 0.76 0.63 0.74 0.79 0.91

Houston, Tex. 0.74 0.65 0.75 0.66 0.91

Detroit, Mich. 0.74 0.61 0.82 0.73 0.74

St. Louis, Mo.-Ill. 0.71 0.52 0.79 0.67 0.80
* An index of each metropolitan area’s artists (including self-employed artists) as a share of all employment over the national share.

Source: Ann Markusen, Greg Schrock, and Martina Cameron. The Artistic Dividend Revisited. Minneapolis: Project on Regional and Industrial Economics, Humphrey Institute of 
Public Affairs, 2004. Data from Steven Ruggles et al., Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 3.0. Minneapolis: Historical Census Projects, University of Minnesota, 2003.

Table 3. Number of Employed Artists in 2000 and Growth Rates of Employed Artists, 
1980–2000, in Selected Metropolitan Areas

Pct. Change 
1980–1990

Pct. Change
1990–2000

Number 
in 2000

Atlanta, Ga. 64 53 14,808

San Francisco–Oakland, Calif. 39 20 25,263

Los Angeles–Long Beach, Calif. 52 20 79,781

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minn. 63 13 12,155

Portland, Ore. 66 10 6,630

Seattle, Wash. 52 9 11,030

Cleveland, Ohio 28 7 5,667

San Diego, Calif. 73 4 10,330

New York–Northeastern N.J. 33 4 77,216

Miami, Fla. 42 3 7,033

Boston, Mass. 73 2 16,884

Chicago, Ill. 50 1 26,901

Orange County, Calif. 87 -5 10,656

Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va. 70 -6 22,925

United States 53 10 881,841

Source: Computations by Ann Markusen and Greg Schrock, Project on Regional and Industrial Economics, 
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs. Data from Steven Ruggles et al., Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: 
Version 3.0. Minneapolis: Historical Census Projects, University of Minnesota, 2003.
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phenomenon may be credited in part 
to the state’s artists’ centers, because 
the vast majority of artists they serve 
are existing Minnesota residents. The 
centers help to retain area artists by 
continuing to serve their evolving 
needs as their careers unfold. 

Conclusions
The economic case for supporting 
artists and artistic activity is straight-
forward and similar to time-honored 
arguments for supporting the training 
and work of teachers, scientists, engi-
neers, and health researchers. They 
produce spillover benefits for the larger 
society. If we did not invest in them 
publicly—through education, training, 
and research funding—they would be 
undersupplied and maldistributed. Our 
society would be more ignorant, less 
productive, poorer, less healthy, and, 
in the case of artists, less creative. 

Of course, the tough question is how 
to make such investments in ways that 
maximize the spillover and distribute 
the fruits broadly. My research suggests 

that embedding artists in dispersed 
physical spaces within their communi-
ties is an effective way of nurturing 
the creative economy and invigo-
rating neighborhoods in the process.

In Minnesota, state and local 
governments have been very impor-
tant contributors to the development 
and operation of artistic space, often 
without taking credit for it. Between 
2002 and 2005, Minnesota’s State Arts 
Board and its regional Arts Councils 
contributed almost $2 million to artists’ 
centers (Table 4). Among the artists’ 
centers investigated, all those eligible 
received at least $10,000 for projects 
and programs. Local governments have 
given centers historic buildings at token 
prices and helped to raise moneys for 
renovation and operations. Northfield 
Arts Guild was given its lovely down-
town building for one dollar, and its 
renovation (raised by the guild’s capital 
campaign) was a huge boost for the 
city’s downtown. New York Mills’ city 
council provided $70,000 to renovate an 
1885 brick mercantile building (donated 

by its owner) into its Regional Cultural 
Center and continues to provide 
$10,000 in annual operating costs. 

Center directors and their host cities 
have been quite creative in tapping 
programs to fund artists’ centers. From 
1983 to 2005, a number of centers 
benefited from City of Minneapolis 
funding in the guise of grants and loans 
(Table 4). For instance, to help buy 
and rehab its new home on Lyndale 
Avenue, Intermedia Arts received 
loans totaling $330,000 from City 
of Minneapolis programs. Northern 
Clay Center received $270,000 from 
a blended participation loan between 
the city’s Community Develop-
ment Agency and a local bank. 

 Our findings suggest that public 
and nonprofit policymakers respon-
sible for economic development, urban 
planning, and cultural policy should 
acknowledge and support artists’ service 
centers as good investments that pay 
cultural and economic dividends. The 
resources required to run this complex of 
centers in Minnesota are very modest in 

Table 4. Cumulative Awards from the Minnesota State Arts Board, Local Twin Cities Governments, and Regional Arts Councils

Minnesota State 
Arts Board 

2002–2005 ($)

Cities of Minneapolis 
and St. Paul, 

1983–2005 ($)

Greater Minnesota 
City/County 

1983–2005 ($)

American Composers Forum (MN) 352,044 75,000

Intermedia Arts 230,396 330,000

The Loft Literary Center 225,612

Northern Clay Center 198,703 200,000

Minnesota Center for Book Arts 133,867

The Playwrights’ Center 131,228 28,000

Interact Center for Performing and Visual Arts 104,006

SASE: The Write Place 98,339

IFP Minnesota Center for Media Arts 97,749 47,500

Northfield Arts Guild 80,313

Duluth Art Institute 66,962 500,000

Minnesota Center for Photography 66,282

Textile Center 49,252

New York Mills Regional Cultural Center 32,649 64,000

Center for Independent Artists 25,761

Grand Marais Arts Colony 17,318

Juxtaposition Arts 17,081 200,000

Banfill-Locke Center for the Arts 12,772

Highpoint Center for Printmaking 11,200

Homewood Studios not eligible 80,000

Total 1,951,534 960,500 564,000

Note: State and local government totals are incomplete.

Source: Ann Markusen and Amanda Johnson. Artists’ Centers: Evolution and Impact on Careers, Neighborhoods and Economies. Minneapolis: Project on Regional and Industrial 
Economics, Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, 2006. Data from Minnesota State Arts Board, 2005; Phil Lindsey, Minneapolis data through 2000; local government records; 
artists’ centers. 
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comparison with what is spent on large 
arts organizations and on big economic 
development projects. As such, they 
should be considered candidates for 
brick–and-mortar support, operating 
funds, and technical assistance. 

One barrier to such investment is 
the division of responsibility for cultural 
policy, economic development, and 
urban/regional planning into separate 
agencies at the state and local levels. In 

the City of Minneapolis, for instance, 
land use and infrastructure decisions 
affecting artists’ centers are made 
by the planning staff; disposition of 
buildings and rehabbing subsidies by 
the economic development staff; and 
public art and arts programming by the 
cultural affairs office. Yet other groups 
run federal pass-through programs or 
neighborhood revitalization programs 
that help individual centers. 

The more that policymakers under-
stand the synergy between the arts and 
economic development, the greater 
will be the effort to work across agen-
cies and the more likely the collabo-
ration. State and local governments 
should coordinate the many tools at 
their disposal to help create appro-
priate spaces for artists and embed 
such centers in their neighborhoods. 
In smaller towns, the synergy is more 
apparent, but many local leaders will 
not “get it” without concerted advo-
cacy on the part of artists and art lovers 
and closer attention to models that 
are working elsewhere in the state.

Artists’ centers are important 
intermediaries in the development of 
Minnesota’s distinctive regional culture 
and the state’s cultural economy. They 
provide an environment for learning, 
sharing, networking, and exposure 
not offered elsewhere in the regional 
arts ecology. Minnesota’s remarkable 
ensemble of artists’ centers have contrib-
uted to the state’s continuing attractive-
ness as a place to live, to do business, 
and to innovate. In future work, I plan 
to study the impact of other forms 
of dedicated artist space—live/work 
and studio buildings and performing 
arts spaces—as complementary assets 
in Minnesota’s creative economy. 
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The Northfield Arts Guild brings artists and arts appreciators to the city’s historic 
downtown area. By embedding artists in their communities, artists’ centers help to 
nurture the creative economy and invigorate neighborhoods and small towns. 
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The meaningful involvement of 
residents in the planning and 
implementation of redevelop-

ment plans that impact their commu-
nity is essential to any successful 
community development project. 
Unfortunately, too often the mecha-
nisms that govern urban develop-
ment do not allow for the type of 
resident involvement that realizes the 
greatest possible community benefit. 
In an effort to address this problem, 
the Harrison neighborhood of North 
Minneapolis has developed a Commu-
nity Benefits Agreement (CBA) with the 
goal of translating the neighborhood’s 
“Guiding Principles for Redevelop-
ment” into a detailed document that 
can be incorporated into the legally 
binding agreements that will govern 
redevelopment in the neighborhood. 
In other cities, communities have 
used CBAs as an effective model to 
ensure that public subsidies used in 
private developments deliver on the 
promised community benefits. In the 
fall of 2005, University of Minnesota 
student Aron Khoury worked with 
the Harrison Neighborhood Associa-
tion (HNA) through CURA’s Neigh-
borhood Planning for Community 
Revitalization program to draft a CBA 
and convene the various commu-
nity-based organizations needed 
to assist in its implementation. 

Typically, the city determines 
the community benefits required of 
a developer at the time the project 
is approved and before the develop-
ment subsidy is issued. Although 
public benefits such as job creation, 
development of affordable housing, or 
park dedication are often required by 
statute, there are plenty of instances 
where the stated goals for a project are 
not met and the development subsi-
dies serve as little more than a give-
away. A CBA changes the development 
process so that negotiations concerning 

community benefits first occur between 
the developer and community-based 
organizations. Negotiating these terms 
during the early planning stages allows 
the community and the developer to 
jointly approach the city for approval 
of a plan. Thus, CBAs represent a new 
level of collaboration that ensures 
neighborhoods have an important 
role in public-private partnerships. 

The Harrison neighborhood is 
located in close proximity to the 
western edge of downtown Minneapolis 
and contains the Bassett Creek Valley 
(Figure 1), approximately 150 acres of 
underutilized land zoned light industrial 
that is a prime target for redevelopment. 
The residents of Harrison are a racially 
and culturally diverse population; 
nearly one-quarter of all residents speak 
a language other than English at home. 
According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 
66% of Harrison residents are people of 
color and 63% of the neighborhood’s 

children live in poverty. Minority-
owned businesses in the neighbor-
hood serve thriving ethnic markets. 
But with a median income of $23,800, 
Harrison residents are vulnerable to 
displacement through gentrification 
as redevelopment creates new ameni-
ties and attracts wealthier residents.

Harrison residents are well aware 
of the risk redevelopment poses to the 
neighborhood, as well as the potential 
for displacement. To address these and 
other concerns, neighborhood leaders 
and HNA staff successfully organized 
a series of neighborhood meetings 
to discuss the redevelopment pres-
sures with residents. These meetings 
produced the “Guiding Principles for 
Redevelopment,” a comprehensive 
document adopted in February 2005 
that states the residents’ vision for 
the redevelopment of their commu-
nity. The underlying neighborhood 
value expressed in the document is 

Community Benefits Agreements in Minneapolis 
Neighborhood Planning: The Harrison 
Neighborhood and Redevelopment of the 
Bassett Creek Valley

by Aron Khoury

The Bassett Creek Valley area, looking east toward downtown Minneapolis.
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that redevelopment in the Bassett 
Creek Valley should “Improve the 
lives of the people who currently 
live and work in the Harrison Neigh-
borhood.” The guiding principles 
articulate a shared vision among 
Harrison residents and put forward 
clear conditions that are a prereq-
uisite for redevelopment proposals 
to receive neighborhood support. 

The Harrison CBA starts with these 
guiding principles and then elaborates 
on quantifiable goals. One of the most 
important goals details a process for 
development that requires residents to 
actively participate as much as is reason-
ably possible in rebuilding the physical, 
social, and economic components of 
their community. Other CBA provisions 
require improvement of the existing 
housing stock and allow for prequalified 
community development corporations 
to play a central role in developing 
affordable housing and economic 
development projects. To protect and 
enhance businesses along the Glenwood 
Avenue commercial corridor, provi-
sions were developed to include low-
cost capital and additional resources to 
improve the streetscape. For the greater 
business community of north Minneap-
olis, the CBA establishes small business 
and minority-owned business partici-
pation requirements for construction 
contracts at levels above the city stan-
dards. Further provisions address general 
quality of life standards, environmental 
performance, and how enforcement 
and funding mechanisms operate.

To facilitate a high level of neigh-
borhood involvement in redevelop-
ment, the Harrison CBA creates official 
partnerships between the neighbor-
hood and community-based nonprofit 
developers and accredited training 
institutes that can work closely with 
the developer to involve residents. 
This allows residents to develop 
the skills necessary to meaningfully 
participate in the development process. 
Involving nonprofit partners allows 
a level of ongoing resident participa-
tion that is not normally possible in 
traditional subcontracting arrange-
ments. Ultimately, the goal of the 
Harrison CBA is to involve residents in 

redevelopment projects in a way that 
increases the residents’ own produc-
tive capacity and, in turn, provides 
greater opportunity to address neigh-
borhood problems. Confronting these 
issues head-on produces real commu-
nity benefit, and avoids side-stepping 
redevelopment issues or allowing 
current residents to be displaced to 
other low-income communities. As 
Pastor Kelly Chatman of the Harrison 
Neighborhood’s Redeemer Lutheran 
Church explains, “The CBA provides 
a concrete way for the neighborhood 
to voice its desires and expectations 
in the midst of a process where our 
voice could very easily be lost.”

To date, the work of the Harrison 
neighborhood and its community-
based partners, with the support of 
CURA, has moved this CBA model 
much closer to becoming part of the 
Minneapolis neighborhood revitaliza-
tion process. Additional resources on 
Community Benefits Agreements can 
be found at www.laane.org and 
www.goodjobsfirst.org.

Aron Khoury is a graduate student 
in the Master of Urban and Regional 
Planning program at the University 
of Minnesota’s Hubert H. Humphrey 
Institute of Public Affairs.

This project was supported by 
CURA’s Neighborhood Planning for 
Community Revitalization (NPCR) 
program, which provides student 
research assistance to community orga-
nizations in Minneapolis, St. Paul, and 
metropolitan area suburbs that are 
involved in community revitalization.

Figure 1. Location of the Bassett Creek Valley in North Minneapolis
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Improving Access to Care for Traumatized 
Children: Law Enforcement–Mental Health 
Collaborations for Child Witnesses to Violence

by Abigail Gewirtz, Donald Harris, and Mary Jo Avendano

Following a police raid on a residence 
in which both adults had outstanding 
warrants for drug and assault 

charges, the Minneapolis Police Depart-
ment paged an on-call psychologist to the 
home. Four young children had witnessed 
significant violence and, subsequently, a 
police raid and arrests. When the psycholo-
gist arrived, she found all four children 
crying hysterically. She spent time with 
each of the children, helping to calm them 
down by teaching them ways to control 
their breathing. Meanwhile, the officers 
made calls to child protective services and 
to the children’s relatives in an attempt to 

have the children placed together with kin. 
When it was clear that this would not be 
possible, the officers prepared to take them 
to a temporary foster placement. Together, 
the clinician and the officers (who had 
received training in trauma and child devel-
opment) explained to the children what 
was going to happen to them. The clini-
cian helped prepare the children to leave 
the home, and each child was allowed to 
take a loved blanket or toy. Before they 
left the home, they were given time to say 
goodbye to their father, who was being 
taken to jail. The officers left the clinician’s 
contact information with the foster home. 

Subsequently, the officers kept the clinician 
informed regarding the parents’ criminal 
case, and the clinician was able to commu-
nicate this information to the children.

Each year, an estimated 3.3 to 10 million 
children are witnesses to and victims of 
violence in the home. In one study of 
children living in low-income neighbor-
hoods, 75% reported having witnessed 
community violence. Children exposed 
to violence are at heightened risk for 
behavioral and emotional problems, as 
well as social and interpersonal difficul-
ties. The link between early exposure 

Photo Illustration ©
 Steve Schneider, 2006

The majority of children involved in violent events are witnesses who suffer psychological, rather than physical, harm. The pres-
ence of these children may go undetected by social service providers unless police need to interview them as part of their investi-
gation, as shown in this photo illustration.
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to violence and later perpetration or 
victimization has been well established. 
A study by Cathy Widom and Michael 
Maxfield reported in the February 2001 
National Institute of Justice’s Research 
in Brief found that children exposed 
to violence or abuse were 59% more 
likely to be arrested as juveniles, 28% 
more likely to be arrested in adulthood, 
and 30% more likely to be arrested for 
a violent crime. Moreover, children’s 
exposure to violence overlaps with 
exposure to other types of risk factors. 
For example, studies have revealed that 
an estimated 30% to 60% of children 
who witness domestic violence are also 
victims of child maltreatment. Although 
domestic violence occurs at all levels 
of society, its consequences may be 
more significant at lower income levels, 
where limited economic resources limit 
women’s choices in fleeing abusive 
relationships.1 Among low-income 
families, domestic violence is also 
associated with homelessness. Signifi-
cant numbers of mothers in homeless 
shelters cite domestic violence as one 
of the primary reasons for shelter resi-
dence. In addition, as Abigail Gewirtz 
and Resmaa Menakem note in their 
January 2004 report Working with Young 
Children and Their Families, locally the 
average income of women in domestic 
violence shelters is below the poverty 
level. Children exposed to violence are 
also more likely than other children to 
be exposed to adult substance abuse. 
Community violence is associated 
with living in high-crime, inner-city 
neighborhoods, with less community 
and social service infrastructure. A 
growing literature has documented the 
co-occurrence of children’s exposure to 
domestic and community violence.

Although children may be victims 
of violence or abuse, the majority of 
children involved in violent events are 
witnesses who suffer psychological, 
rather than physical, harm and thus are 
less likely to come to the attention of 
service providers. These children have 
been described as the “silent victims” of 
violence. As our introductory example 
illustrates, strategic cross-disciplinary 
partnerships can result in the effective 
provision of timely, developmentally 
and culturally appropriate care for chil-
dren in the aftermath of acutely trau-
matic circumstances. In this article, we 
outline the barriers to the identification 
of child witnesses to violence, providing 

a rationale for the development of 
interdisciplinary community collabora-
tions to increase access to care for such 
children. We then review and report 
data from one such local collaborative 
model aimed at increasing access to care 
for children exposed to violence. This 
model, the Child Development Policing 
Program, is a project of the Minnesota 
Child Response Initiative,2 a multi-
agency, multi-system collaborative 
aimed at increasing access to effective, 
timely, and appropriate services for trau-
matized children and their families. The 
research on which this article is based 
was supported in part through a grant 
from CURA’s Communiversity program 
in 2003, which facilitated early work on 
the development of a series of commu-
nity needs assessments and geographic 
mapping of resources in the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area for children exposed 
to violence. Since then, the initiative 
has received foundation, individual, 
federal, state, and local funding.

Identifying Child Witnesses to Violence
In 2005, the President’s New Freedom 
Commission on Mental Health 
acknowledged children’s witnessing 
of violence as a growing public health 
problem, but no national or local 
surveillance system tracks children’s 
exposure to violence. In contrast, 
well-developed surveillance systems 
track other potential stressors in 
children’s lives—for example, child 
abuse and neglect, accidental injuries, 
and family/caregiver status. A primary 
reason for the lack of a surveillance 
system includes the difficulty identi-
fying child witnesses to violence in the 
absence of physical injury to the child. 
For example, most domestic violence 
goes unreported, and when incidents 
of violence are reported to police or 
paramedics, physically unharmed 
child witnesses—especially young 
children—often are ignored because 
they have no role in a police investiga-
tion or because their status does not 
meet statutory child protective services 
reporting requirements for child 
maltreatment. Similarly, when inci-
dents of community violence such as 
shootings are reported, the presence of 
the children who may have witnessed 
the event or its aftermath may go 

undetected unless police need to inter-
view these children as part of their 
investigation. Fear of the abuser or the 
legal system, shame, or worry about 
potential child protection involve-
ment may deter parents from seeking 
help on behalf of their children.

Identification of child witnesses to 
violence is a necessary prerequisite to 
understanding the scope of the problem 
and potentially useful prevention or 
intervention strategies, but the means 
for identifying such children has been 
contentious and oft-debated. Several 
states, including Minnesota, have created 
statutes mandating the reporting of 
children’s exposure to domestic violence 
under child maltreatment criteria. The 
unintended consequences of such stat-
utes, however, include placing a tremen-
dous burden on already overwhelmed 
child protection departments, as well as 
the intrusion of government into the 
lives of families where non-offending 
parents may be making strenuous efforts 
to keep their children safe. For example, 
in 1999, the Minnesota state legislature 
amended the definition of child neglect 
to include domestic violence “within 
sight or sound of the child.” As Jeffrey 
Edleson documented in a chapter on 
childhood exposure to domestic violence 
in the 2004 book Protecting Children 
from Domestic Violence: Strategies for 
Community Intervention, the unintended 
consequences of this statute included an 
estimated cost of $30 million per year 
to counties to implement the statute, 
as well as 50–100% increases in child 
protection reports for children’s exposure 
to adult domestic violence, across Minne-
sota counties. The statute was with-
drawn in the 2000 legislative session. 
Clearly, tracking children’s exposure to 
violence not only presents a technical 
challenge, but also raises ethical and 
risk dilemmas that must be addressed. 
Some states (e.g., Alaska) have addressed 
the complex nature of the identifica-
tion and tracking of children’s exposure 
to violence. These states have incorpo-
rated the level of risk to which a child is 
exposed and the severity of violence as 
criteria by which to consider the state’s 
intervention/investigation through 
child maltreatment reporting criteria. 

Rationale for Interdisciplinary Models 
of Collaboration to Address Children’s 
Exposure to Violence
Child witnesses to violence may appear 
at the entry points of several govern-
mental and social service systems, 
including child protection, juvenile 

1 Research indicates that the vast majority of 
domestic violence victims are adult women.

2 The Minnesota Child Response Initiative, now 
known as the Minnesota Child Response Center, is a 
broad-based collaboration of child-serving agencies 
and systems in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. 
For more information on the project, including a 
full list of partners, visit www.childresponse.org. 
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justice, mental health, and law enforce-
ment or court systems. Often, children 
who have histories of chronic exposure 
to violence are identified after-the-fact 
when, for example, behavioral problems 
that occur after trauma exposure result 
in juvenile justice, child welfare, or 
other system interventions, including 
mandates to attend mental health treat-
ment. Prevention and intervention 
research data point to the importance 
of early intervention and prevention 
for high-risk children and families, 
and demonstrate that cognitive behav-
ioral treatment approaches are the 
most consistently effective approaches 
to early intervention (i.e., interven-
tion that occurs weeks to months 
after a traumatic event).3 However, 
the barriers to locating and identi-
fying children who witness violence 
present difficulties to offering very 
early intervention for these children.

Precisely because children’s 
witnessing of violence is underreported 
and goes unidentified, locating and 
developing partnerships with key iden-
tification “entry points” is a prerequi-
site to increasing access to voluntary 
mental health and prevention services 
for traumatized children. One such 
key entry point is law enforcement: 
As the first responders to reported 
incidents of violence, police repre-
sent an important potential gateway 
to services for traumatized children. 
The tasks of police officers on the 
scene of a violent crime are threefold: 
securing the scene (i.e., ensuring the 
safety or access to medical services 
of victims, witnesses, or bystanders), 
apprehending alleged perpetrators, 
and opening the criminal investiga-
tion. Their role as first responders often 
precludes police officers from focusing 
on providing psychological support 
or advocacy services; nonetheless, 
like other frontline providers such as 
general medical practitioners, police 
officers can be key referral gateways for 
the families they protect and serve. 

During the past 15 years, interdis-
ciplinary models of collaboration to 
benefit children have emerged, partly 
in response to the increased recogni-
tion of the drawbacks of single-system 
or categorical funding responses. One 

successful example is the develop-
ment of systems-of-care approaches 
in children’s mental health, which 
recognize the multiple systems serving 
children with mental health needs and 
encourage a collaborative or “wrap-
around” approach to services, char-
acterized by blending funding from 
several sources to provide the child 
with the necessary services rather than 
just the services that specific funding 
streams allow for. Similar models have 
been proposed in the area of children’s 
exposure to violence resulting, in part, 
from the federal Children Exposed to 
Violence initiative launched in the 
mid-1990s and the U.S. Department 
of Justice’s Safe Start Initiative. Models 
of police–mental health collabora-
tion exist in pockets throughout the 
country, notably Yale’s Child Develop-
ment Community Policing Program, 
the Child Witness to Violence Program 
at Boston Medical Center, and the New 
Orleans Victim Intervention Program. 
The common goals of all these programs 
include increasing access to crisis and 
treatment services for traumatized 
children and training police officers 
to be aware of the needs of children 
they encounter in the course of duty. 
These models recognize the important 
influence of police on the lives of chil-
dren—particularly children exposed to 
violence and trauma—and the pivotal 
role that officers play in the immediate 
aftermath of traumatic incidents. 

The Child Development Policing 
Program
Locally during the past three years, 
the Minneapolis Police Department 
and community and university part-
ners have been working together to 
develop and sustain a police–mental 
health collaboration. The purpose of 
this collaboration is to increase access 
to services for children who are trau-
matized and ultimately to ameliorate 
the impact of violence on children. 
Below, we outline initial findings 
from this early intervention model, 
called the Child Development Policing 
Program (CDPP). The program—which 
is voluntary for families—partners 
police officers, children’s mental health 
providers (psychologists and clinical 
social workers), and family advocates 
to enhance police officers’ skills when 
encountering children, particularly 
those traumatized by violence, and 
to provide clinical intervention in 
the close aftermath of violent inci-
dents witnessed by children. 

The program offers a 24 hours 
per day, 7 days a week, on-call pager 
service, and has also provided a squad 
car three evenings a week to facilitate 
early intervention and follow-up visits 
for children traumatized by violence. 
The patrol officers who first respond 
to the scene of the violent incident 
offer families program services. 
Usually officers introduce the program 
by telling the caregiver: “We have a 
program to help kids who’ve been 
exposed to violence. There is a coun-
selor who is available to meet with 
you and your kids and offer some 
resources to help. Would you like me 
to call them?” Once introduced (either 
by phone or in person, depending 
upon the wishes of the caregiver), 
the clinician and the caregiver decide 
together whether an immediate 
meeting is indicated or whether 
(particularly late at night, with very 
young children) the clinician should 
meet with child(ren) and parent(s) 
the following day. The goals for early 
intervention are (1) to offer immediate 
assessment and crisis trauma services 
to children (e.g., normalizing chil-
dren’s fears, and decreasing anxiety 
through the teaching of behavioral 
strategies and coping skills), (2) to 
make appropriate referrals for further 
services for children and their family, 
and (3) to provide psycho-education 
for parents regarding the impact of 
exposure to violence on children. This 
model of trauma intervention has a 
cognitive-behavioral focus that aims 
to address the distorted thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviors that may 
follow exposure to a traumatic event, 
presenting barriers to recovery and 
adjustment. Clinicians provide crisis 
assessment and acute trauma-focused 
intervention for the child(ren), 
whereas CDPP advocates work with 
the mother/caregiver to address 
immediate needs, such as shelter 
and safety planning, and to provide 
a 911 cell phone where needed.

In situations where officers and 
clinicians are present together, the 
officer discusses safety and legal 
issues with the victim or caregiver. 
A pamphlet with information about 
children’s exposure to violence and 
program contact information is left 
with the family. Service referrals 
offered to the family may include 
legal advocacy, outpatient mental 
health services, parent-child programs, 
mentoring or “buddy programs,” after-
school programs, and assistance with 

3 Raul R. Silva, Marylene Cloitre, Lori Davis, Jill 
Levitt, Sandy Gomez, Irene Ngai, and Elissa Brown. 
Winter 2003. Early intervention with traumatized 
children. Psychiatric Quarterly 74 (4): 333–347; D.S. 
Pine and J.A. Cohen 2002. Trauma in children 
and adolescents: Risk and treatment of psychiatric 
sequelae. Biological Psychiatry 51 (7): 519–531.
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housing. During the days and weeks 
following the visit, one member of 
the team follows up with the family 
by phone (and, where requested, 
in person) to facilitate the referral 
process and to support the family 
to engage in needed services. The 
CDPP program is voluntary, but 
team members are careful to describe 
their mandated child protection 
reporting responsibilities to fami-
lies at the outset of the encounter. 

Police training is also a critical 
component of the CDPP. The goal is 
to train police officers and supervi-
sors to be aware of their impact on 
children at the crime scene and to 
develop skills in sensitive interactions 
with children. Training is achieved 
through mandatory in-service presenta-
tions of one to three hours in duration, 
focusing on the impact of violence 
on children’s functioning and how to 
interact with children in the imme-
diate aftermath of a violent event. At 
present, nearly 800 police officers have 
participated, representing all ranks 

of the Minneapolis Police Depart-
ment. An advanced training program 
has been piloted with 15 supervisory 
officers, incorporating an 18-hour 
curriculum developed to provide 
more intensive training in trauma, 
child development, and policing. 

Program Findings—Children and 
Incident Characteristics
Below we report descriptive data from 
a records review of 507 families with 
1,012 children who were referred 
to the CDPP between the summers 
of 2003 and 2005. Program clinical 
records are stored in a secure, comput-
erized database in which clinicians 
document case details and services 
provided to the family, including 
follow-up contacts. We received 
University of Minnesota Institutional 
Review Board approval to analyze 
the records. The 507 case records we 
reviewed represented 85% of the total 
number of unique families referred for 
services during that period and all of 
the families referred to the program 

following incidents of domestic 
violence. The other 15% included chil-
dren exposed to community violence 
and high-risk warrants/drug raids. 

Prior incidents of domestic violence 
in the home or experienced by the 
victim were noted in the database, 
based on victim or police report. 
Prior domestic violence was indi-
cated in 69.3% of the cases. Despite 
the relatively high incidence of prior 
violence, records indicated that only 
33.5% of families had ever partici-
pated in any kind of social services.4 

Incidents of domestic violence 
varied widely in nature and severity 
and included verbal abuse (67.7% of 
cases), physical abuse (82.6% of cases), 
and/or property damage (24.1% of 
cases). In this sample, 85% of cases 
were charged by police as misdemeanor 
level offenses and 15% were reported 

4 Data on service history and substance abuse as 
an element in the incident were only available for 
187 families—those who spent a longer time with 
the CDPP team and about whom more information 
was available.
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Police training is a critical component of the Child Development Policing Program. The goal is to train officers and supervisors to 
be aware of their impact on children at the crime scene and to develop skills in sensitive interactions with children. At present, 
nearly 800 police officers have participated, representing all ranks of the Minneapolis Police Department. 
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as felonies, representative of the misde-
meanor/felony breakdown of the total 
number of domestic violence cases in 
Minneapolis.5 A weapon was used in 
15.3% of cases. Substance abuse was an 
element in 87.5% of cases (substance 
abuse was considered an element of the 
violence when reported to the police as 
a causal factor in the incident or when 
police discovered either the perpetrator 
or the victim to be intoxicated).

Age data were available for 874 chil-
dren, of whom 445 (50.9%) were girls 
and 429 (49.1%) were boys. Children’s 
ages ranged from infancy to 18, but 
the mean age was 7, with girls signifi-
cantly older than boys (mean age of 
7.94 years and 7.03, respectively). The 
mean number of children per house-
hold was two. A little more than half of 
the children (55%) were the biological 
offspring of both the victim and the 
perpetrator; an additional 26.1% were 
the biological children of the victim 
only, and 1.9% of children were the 
offspring of just the perpetrator.

Children’s proximity to the violent 
incident was assessed based on docu-
mentation in the police report or 
by the report of the adults present. 
Children were classified as being not 
present (i.e., out of the house during 
the incident), indirectly exposed (i.e., 
in another room in the apartment or 
house; able to hear but not see the 
violence), direct witnesses (i.e., able to 
see and hear the violence and/or in the 
same room in the house), or directly 
physically involved (e.g., called 911, 
held by parents during the violence, 
attempted to break up the violence). 
As noted in Figure 1, two-thirds of the 
children for whom data were available 
(635 children) were direct witnesses 
or directly physically involved in the 
incident, with the remaining one-third 
not present or indirectly exposed. 

Data on children’s proximity to the 
incident were combined with child 
age data to understand how proximity 
to the violent event might differ by 
age. As Figure 2 indicates, the results 
of our analysis showed a significant 
positive relationship between age and 
proximity; that is, older children were 
significantly more likely to be closer to 
or more involved in the violent event.

Conclusions 
The results of this study indicate that 
families served by this program were 
exposed to a variety of stressors associ-
ated with domestic violence. A high 
proportion of cases involved substance 
abuse, the majority of families had 
prior experiences of domestic violence, 
and yet only one-third of families 
had ever engaged in social services. 

Consistent with prior studies, the 
child witnesses to violence identified 

by this program were young, and the 
vast majority of them were at home 
during the violent incident, mostly in 
the same room or able to see and hear 
the violence. Furthermore, children’s 
involvement or proximity was associ-
ated strongly with age, such that older 
children were significantly more likely 
to be directly physically involved in the 
violent incident than younger children.

Although the empirical focus for 
this article was information gathered 

Figure 1. Children’s Physical Proximity to Incidents of Domestic Violence (number of 
children = 635)

Figure 2. Children’s Physical Proximity* to Incidents of Domestic Violence by 
Average Age (number of children = 635)

* The category “Not present” is not included in this graph.

5 On average, the Minneapolis Police Department 
receives 18,000 calls for service each year for 
domestic incidents. Approximately 6,000 incidents 
each year are formally written up and charged as 
domestic violence, the majority of them as mis-
demeanor offenses. About 800 of these (13%) are 
investigated as felony offenses.
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from children and families, the signifi-
cant numbers of families referred by 
police to the program, and the exten-
sive training of police officers, suggests 
that this program has been successful 
in partnering police officers and clini-
cians to raise awareness of the needs of 
traumatized children and to increase 
their access to services. In addition, 
the fact that more than two-thirds of 
families referred to the program had 
never previously sought or received 
services despite significant prior expo-
sure to domestic violence suggests 
that this program was successful in 
reaching out to underserved families. 

Although systems historically have 
attempted to solve social problems 
from a single-system vantage point, 
addressing complex social problems 
requires a multidisciplinary perspec-
tive. The increase in comprehensive 
community approaches to address 
domestic violence is one example. 
Such an approach might encompass 
changes in prosecution policy, policing 
and probation approaches, and child 
protection practices, but the key to 
such an approach is the ability of each 
system to partner with others. In a study 
published in the April 2006 issue of the 
journal Violence and Victims, Abigail 
Gewirtz and colleagues documented a 
successful example of such an approach 
to the prosecution of domestic violence 
cases involving children by the Ramsey 
County Attorney Office’s Joint Prosecu-
tion Unit. Other examples of partnership 
strategies include community proba-
tion officers with police radios who can 
immediately inform law enforcement 
of the presence in the community of 
a defendant for whom a warrant is 
outstanding; child protection workers 
partnering with battered women’s 
advocates to enhance practice with chil-
dren and mothers exposed to domestic 
violence; and the co-location of city 
prosecutors in police precincts creating 
a “one-stop shop” for crime victims.

In the CDPP, police officers partner 
with mental health professionals to 
enhance access to care for children 
traumatized by violence and to lessen 
the impact of exposure to violence 
by providing on-site early interven-
tion, assessment, and referral. Training 
provides police officers with enhanced 
skills in communicating with children 
and in understanding through the eyes 
of children the impact on children of 
exposure to violence. Officers learn, 
for example, that an average four-year-
old child stands at the eye height of 

a police officer’s gun and utility belt. 
The simple act of bending down to the 
child’s level gives the child a different 
view of police! Having mental health 
professionals on call 24 hours a day 
and seven days a week enables officers 
to access specialized psychological 
help, just as they might access other 
specialized services such as interpreters, 
medical help, or legal services.

Families have reported relief and 
surprise that police, typically known 
as responsible for enforcing the law 
and providing physical protection, 
can also access services that enhance 
children’s and families’ psychological 
safety and coping. Families have 
reported particularly appreciating 
that clinicians will come to them; 
many families are too overwhelmed 
and overburdened with physical 
tasks in the aftermath of violence 
(physical injuries, legal issues, school 
and work) to attend to psychological 
needs. Mental health professionals 
leave their clinics to provide timely, 
on-site services that, it is hoped, will 
lessen the risk of children displaying 
unidentified and untreated trauma 
symptoms for a long period of time.

Not all families welcome inter-
vention offered by or through a law 
enforcement officer, however. In 
communities where members have 
often been targets of police apprehen-
sion or discrimination, or for whom 
a police presence is shameful or a 
threat, police officers may be viewed 
with suspicion and distrust. In this 
program, clinicians and advocates have 
the flexibility to provide the services 
that the family needs, in the location 
the family desires, with or without 
a police presence. However, given 
that police officers are the portal for 
services, families exposed to violence 
that do not seek police or social services 
do not have access to this model of 
early intervention for their children. 

Based on lessons learned to date, the 
key benefits of this program appear to 
be the increased opportunities it offers 
for traumatized children to receive 
early intervention crisis and referral 
services, for parents to have access to 
information about children’s exposure 
to violence, and for police officers to 
increase knowledge and skills in dealing 
with traumatized children and child 
development. The following recommen-
dations are based on program findings 
and experience in this cross-disciplinary 
collaboration to benefit children 
and families exposed to violence: 

1. Although cross-disciplinary partner-
ships are inherently logical and desir-
able, they take time and resources 
to develop and sustain. Categorical 
funding, as well as practices and poli-
cies that limit communication and 
information-sharing across systems, 
provide just a few of the incentives 
for individual service systems not 
to collaborate and to actively deter 
others from crossing disciplinary 
lines. Government leadership, poli-
cies, and funding mechanisms can 
provide concrete incentives for true 
collaborations (e.g., flexible fund-
ing, dissemination of demonstration 
models, standards for collaboration) 
and should demand significant evi-
dence for meaningful partnerships.

2. Increasing first responders’ (in this 
case, police) knowledge, awareness, 
and skills with respect to children’s 
needs, particularly in the aftermath 
of traumatic events, is key to increas-
ing identification of traumatized 
children and maximizing the posi-
tive impact of police officers in pro-
moting resilience in the lives of our 
youngest citizens. Akin to training 
doctors in bedside manner, train-
ing police officers (and other first 
responders, such as firefighters and 
emergency medical technicians) 
to better communicate with chil-
dren should be an integral part of 
academy and in-service training. 

3. Partnering police and mental health 
providers provides a logical first 
step in the development of a com-
prehensive continuum of care for 
traumatized children and youth, 
in the same way that schools and 
medical providers often collabo-
rate to identify and serve high-risk 
children. Several federal initiatives 
(e.g., National Child Traumatic 
Stress Network, U.S. Department of 
Justice’s Safe Start Initiative) have 
recognized the value of such partner-
ships, and are funding demonstra-
tion projects across the country to 
implement them, but these models 
could be disseminated more broadly 
at the state and local levels. 

4. Very little research documents the 
details of children’s experiences in 
domestic violence incidents or inves-
tigates children’s functioning in the 
acute aftermath of these incidents. 
Although the program data we eval-
uated revealed valuable information 
about children’s presence during 
violent incidents, following families 
over time to gauge program effects is 
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more complicated and costly.6 Grant 
funding often is focused on delivery 
of services, program dissemination, 
or training and technical assistance 
at the expense of thorough program 
evaluation. However, such evalua-
tion is critically needed to determine 
and highlight program effects. 

Several challenges remain in meeting 
the needs of vulnerable, traumatized 
children and their families. Given the 
significant public health problem posed 
by children’s exposure to violence, 
however, the investment in finding 
ways to promote children’s health and 
resilience seems well worthwhile. 
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6 We have recently developed an anonymous, 
automated telephone survey, available in English 
and Spanish, to begin to gauge program effects in a 
minimally intrusive way. Families who participate 
in the CDPP acute intervention are given a brochure 
about children’s exposure to violence, and, with it, 
a slip of paper inviting them to participate in a 5–7 
minute telephone survey. Families call a local phone 
number to participate in the automated survey and 
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if they provide a mailing address.

The Center for Urban and Regional 
Affairs supports community-based 
research projects through several 

different programs. If you represent 
a community organization or agency 
and are unsure which program listed 
below is most suitable for your project 
proposal, simply complete a general 
Community Program Application Form 
at www.cura.umn.edu/Programs
/curaappform.html and we will route 
your request to the appropriate program.

■ The Communiversity Program funds 
quarter-time graduate student assistant-
ships for one semester to help commu-
nity-based nonprofit organizations or 
government agencies with a specific 
project. The application deadline for fall 
semester 2006 assistantships is June 30, 
2006. For more information, contact CURA 
community program coordinator Jeff Corn 
at 612-625-0744 or curacbr@umn.edu.

■ The Community Assistantship 
Program (CAP) matches community-
based nonprofit organizations, citizen 
groups, and government agencies in 

Greater Minnesota with students who 
can provide research assistance. Eligible 
organizations define a research project, 
submit an application, and if accepted, 
are matched with a qualified student 
to carry out the research. The deadline 
for applications for fall 2006 support 
(September to January) is June 30, 2006. 
For more information, to discuss poten-
tial projects, or for assistance with appli-
cations, visit www.cura.umn.edu/cap.php 
or contact CAP coordinator Will Craig 
at 612-625-3321 or capcura@umn.edu. 

■ Neighborhood Planning for Commu-
nity Revitalization (NPCR) provides 
student research assistance to community 
organizations in Minneapolis, St. Paul, 
and metro area suburbs that are involved 
in community-based revitalization. 
Projects may include any issue relevant 
to a neighborhood’s  or community’s 
needs and interests, including plan-
ning, program development, or program 
evaluation. Priority is given to projects 
that support and involve residents of 
color. Applications from organizations 
collaborating on a project are encour-

aged. Applications for fall 2006 support 
(September through January) are due 
June 30, 2006. For more information, 
visit www.cura.umn.edu/npcr.php or 
contact NPCR program director Kris 
Nelson at 612-625-1020 or ksn@umn.edu.

■ The New Initiative program accepts 
project proposals from community orga-
nizations, government agencies, and 
University of Minnesota faculty and 
students for projects that are inappropriate 
for or unrelated to other CURA programs. 
CURA is always looking for a good new 
idea, and supports many new projects 
outside of our existing program areas. 
The best approach is to call us to discuss 
the idea; if it looks worthwhile, we will 
encourage you to write a brief proposal. 
For projects supporting government agen-
cies, we usually seek matching funds. 
Maximum support for a project is gener-
ally a half-time graduate student research 
assistant for one academic year; support 
for one semester is more typical. For more 
information or to discuss a project idea, 
contact CURA associate director Will Craig 
at 612-625-3321 or wcraig@umn.edu.
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