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This report was the result of a research partnership between the Cedar-Humphrey Action 
for Neighborhood and Community Engagement (CHANCE) and the West Bank 
Community Coalition (WBCC). The purpose of this report is to determine ways in which 
neighborhood organizations, and specifically the WBCC, can be an effective collaborator 
within the Cedar-Riverside Partnership, Dania Partners, the University District 
Partnership Alliance, and any future collaboration that may develop. This report was 
based on a literature review of twenty articles, twenty interviews with members of 
collaborations within and outside of Cedar-Riverside, and five case studies of local and 
national collaborations for community development.  
 

The WBCC is currently the only organization within Cedar-Riverside that is a member of 
the Cedar-Riverside Partnership, Dania Partners, and the University District Partnership 
Alliance. While this presents an opportunity to promote community engagement, several 
barriers have been identified to collaboration including a need for a unifying mission, a 
lack of collaborative capacity, and barriers to communication. However, collaboration is 
seen as an asset, and there is hope within Cedar-Riverside for new leadership. 
 

The theories to collaboration presented in this report are based upon the idea of asset-
based community development, which advocates identifying resources within the 
community that can be mobilized for community development. Additionally, several 
factors were identified as being present within both effective neighborhood organizations, 
and collaborations for community development. 
 

The five case studies revealed several overarching lessons for effective collaboration, 
including the need for a strong vision for collaboration, the importance of the structure of 
the partnership, and the need for an effective use of available resources. Additionally, the 
case studies showed the importance of staff, and displayed how effective collaboration 
can increase the prominence of an organization within a community. 
 

Final recommendations to the WBCC: 

• Create an internship position targeted at HHH students: Recruit local students to 
intern with the WBCC and perform administrative and grant writing tasks. 

• Formalize committee membership: Get contact information and interests from 
WBCC volunteers to improve communication and match interests and skills. 

• Formalize practices and procedures for decision-making: Create a written set of 
guidelines about how the WBCC will make decisions and resolve conflict.  

• Evaluate collaborative involvement: Before entering collaborations, ask what will 
be accomplished, and does it fulfill the mission? Set goals and measure outcomes. 

• View organizations as more than members: Determine how partnerships will help 
each organization reach its own goals, along with a shared goal. Prevent 
personality clashes from obstructing action. 

• Formalize communication among collaboration partners: Set protocols for 
communication among partnership members. 

• Work with existing collaborations to identify ‘small wins’: Focus on aligning 
existing resources around the Cedar Avenue and Riverside intersection. 

I. Introduction 
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Purpose of Report 

This research project was undertaken through the Cedar Humphrey Action for 
Neighborhood Collaborative Engagement (CHANCE) course at the University of 
Minnesota. Begun by Humphrey Institute students in 2006, CHANCE is a student-led, 
neighborhood-focused and community-based research program with a mission to:  

‘…foster and promote community-building and civic engagement among the West 

Bank students, staff, and faculty, institutions, business owners, and residents in 

Cedar-Riverside that will lead to positive, sustainable relationships within the 

community’ (CHANCE website, 2009). 

The West Bank Community Coalition (WBCC) is the city-recognized citizen 
participation organization for the Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood. The WBCC 
provides input to the city of Minneapolis on a variety of neighborhood issues 
including development, zoning applications, and licenses. The mission of the WBCC 
is to: 

‘strengthen and celebrate the neighborhood by promoting connections between its 

residents, businesses, institutions, and organizations.  The WBCC is dedicated to 

preserving its neighborhood’s strengths, identifying and helping to address the 

neighborhood’s changing needs, and bringing positive improvements to all’ 

(WBCC website, 2009). 

There are several initiatives underway in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood that 
attempt to use collaboration to address community development challenges. Currently, 
the University District Partnership Alliance (UDPA), the Cedar-Riverside Partnership 
(CRP) and Dania Partners are the three major collaborative efforts involving many of 
the stakeholders present in Cedar-Riverside. The structure and goals of these 
collaborations are evolving and it is not clear how they will support or detract from 
each other. In collaboration with Doris Wickstrom and Ben Marcy from WBCC, we 
identified a set of research questions to examine how neighborhood organizations can 
improve collaborative efforts for community development.  

The goals of this project were to: 

• Identify assets specific to the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood that may impact 
community development collaborations  

• Identify the role of neighborhood organizations in community development 
collaborations 

• Identify effective elements of community development collaborations across 
the Twin Cities and nationwide 

• Create a set of recommendations for the West Bank Community Coalition in 
order to increase their capacity when entering community development 
collaborations 

The student deliverables for the WBCC were: 
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A comprehensive report including: 

• A summary of effective practices and approaches to collaboration 
• Descriptions of other national and local community development 

collaborations 
• Descriptions of the Cedar-Riverside Partnership, the University District 

Alliance, and Dania Partners 
• A description of how demographic, cultural, and organizational conditions in 

the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood may effect collaborative efforts 
• A set of recommendations for the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood as to how the 

WBCC might approach community development collaborations in order to 
better serve the Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood 

 
A public presentation to the West Bank Community Coalition   

A pamphlet containing a summary of the research 
 
Report Structure  

 
Section I provides the purpose, goals and structure of the report and outlines research 
methodology; Section II introduces the reader to the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood 
and provides context for the research by looking at demographic information, existing 
collaborations and community views on collaboration; Section III examines Asset 
Based Community Development and summarizes collaboration literature; Section IV 
uses case studies to identify effective practices and summarizes lessons learned; 
Section V provides an example asset ‘map’, identifies areas for further research and 
makes recommendations to the WBCC based on the literature review, case studies and 
lessons learned. 

Methodology 

 
Information gathered from a literature review of twenty articles, five case studies of 
collaborations outside of the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood, and nineteen interviews 
with members of collaborations within and outside the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood 
provide the basis for this report. 

The literature review presents a theoretical framework of effective collaboration based 
upon Kretzman and McKnight's theory of asset-based community development 
(Kretzmann & McKnight, 1885) and Arthur Himmelman's theory of collaboration for 
change (Himmelman, 2002). Additional sources supplement these two theories, in 
order to produce factors present in both effective neighborhood organizations and 
community development collaborations. 

We conducted ten interviews with members of organizations in Cedar-Riverside, and 
nine interviews with members of collaborations outside of Cedar-Riverside. The 
interviews with members of collaborations within Cedar-Riverside identified issues 
and factors affecting collaboration within the neighborhood and informed the 
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recommendations in this report. The interviews with collaboration members outside of 
Cedar-Riverside identified additional factors present in effective collaborations in our 
case studies. The interview questionnaires are available in Appendix A. 

The five case studies were based upon the interviews with members of collaborations 
outside of Cedar-Riverside as well as websites for organizations that participated in 
these collaborations, as well as literature provided by the interviewees. The 
framework created through the literature review assisted in judging whether or not the 
case study could count as an effective practice. Additional factors emerged from the 
interviews conducted for the case studies, as noted in the "Overarching Lessons 
Learned" section of the case studies. 

The recommendations each contain reasons why we chose them in terms of the 
literature review, the interviews, and the case studies. Additionally, we consulted our 
community partners for their input on our recommendations in order to make the 
recommendations more specific and useful to the West Bank Community Coalition. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

II. Cedar-Riverside Background 
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Location 

 
The Cedar-Riverside neighborhood is named after the intersection of the two principle 
streets of the neighborhood, Cedar and Riverside (City web site, 2009). The 
neighborhood’s boundaries are the Mississippi River on the east side, Interstate 94 on the 
south side, and Interstate 35W on the west side. The neighborhood has experienced many 
waves of immigrants over the years from the European immigrants of the 19th century to 
the East African immigrants of today. 
 
Neighborhood Characteristics 

 
The population of Cedar-Riverside, according to the 2000 census is 7,545, a growth of 
18.5% over the previous ten years (Cedar-Riverside NRP Plan, p.3). The neighborhood 
has experienced two waves of Vietnamese and Somali immigrants to the area. The 
neighborhood is also becoming more diverse: in 2000, 57.9% of the neighborhood was 
all races other than white, up from 31.4% in 1990. The make up of Cedar-Riversides 
population in 2000 was: 42.1 % white, 32.2% African American, 0.9% Native American, 
15.8% Asian American, 3.7% other and 5.3% two or more races (Cedar-Riverside NRP 
Plan, p.3).  

According to the Cedar-Riverside Small Area Plan, the neighborhood has seen a 
disproportionate rise in population with a 12.1% growth since 1980 compared to a 3.1% 
rise in Minneapolis (Cedar-Riverside Small Area Plan, p. 29). Over the same time period 
the neighborhood became younger, with the percentage of children growing by 18%, 
while the percentage of seniors was reduced by 36% (Cedar-Riverside Small Area Plan, 
p. 29). The majority of housing units are renter-occupied with 2,547 out of a total 2,918 
housing units being rented in 2000 (Cedar-Riverside NRP Plan, p.3). Riverside Plaza and 
The Cedars Public Housing are high density residential areas to the west of Cedar 
Avenue, containing over 4,000 residents. The median family income for the 
neighborhood is below the City average at $14,367 compared to $37,974 citywide 
median (Cedar-Riverside NRP Plan, p.3). 
 

Neighborhood Institutions  

 

Cedar-Riverside is home to several large institutions:   

• The University of Minnesota, founded in 1851 as a land-grant college, is the 
largest land owner in the neighborhood. Facilities include the Humphrey Institute 
of Public Affairs, the Law School, the Carlson School of Business and the West 
Bank Arts Quarter (U of M website, 2009).   

• Founded by Norwegian Lutherans, Augsburg College moved to the neighborhood 
in 1872 and now offers undergraduate liberal arts and science programs and 
master’s degree programs in business, education, leadership, nursing, physician 
assistant studies and social work (Augsburg website, 2009).  

• University of Minnesota Medical Center, Fairview and the University of 
Minnesota Children's Hospital, were created in 1997 as a result of the merger 
between University of Minnesota Hospital and Clinic and Fairview Health 
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Services. Fairview includes outpatient and inpatient facilities covering a wide 
range of programs and services, from heart transplant surgery to cancer treatment 
(Fairview website, 2009).  

• The College of St. Catherine educates women to lead and influence. Founded by 
the Sisters of St. Joseph of Carondelet in 1905, the College integrates liberal arts 
and professional education within the Catholic traditions of intellectual inquiry 
and social teaching. St. Catherine started the Minneapolis campus in 1986 when it 
merged with St. Mary’s Junior College (St. Catherine website, 2009). 

 
Cedar-Riverside Partnerships 

 
The WBCC engages in multiple formal and informal collaborations. In this paper we will 
focus on three of the key formal collaborations. The WBCC has a designated 
representative to each of the collaborations listed below. 
 
University District Partnership Alliance 

 

In 2007, state legislation authorized creation of the University District Partnership 
Alliance (UDPA). The "University Partnership District" area includes the neighborhoods 
of Marcy-Holmes, Prospect Park, Southeast Como, University neighborhood, and West 
Bank/Cedar-Riverside (U of M website, 2009). It is currently governed by a Steering 
Committee made up of representatives from partner organizations. Four work teams 
implement UDPA programs: Demonstration Projects, Early Start Initiatives, Visions and 
Planning and Resources and Partnerships.   
 
The office of University Relations provides staff support for the UDPA. According to 
University Relations, staff can spend up to 80 hours a week on alliance business. Some 
examples of collaborative projects undertaken by the UDPA are: Preserving and 
increasing home ownership through a new Home Buyer Incentive Program; a live near 
your work campaign and website; and Cedar Avenue commercial district improvement. 
 

The UDPA steering committee partners are:  

• Marcy Holmes Neighborhood Association 

• University District Improvement Association 

• South East Como Improvement Association 

• Prospect Park East River Rd. Improvement Association 

• West Bank Community Coalition 

• West Bank Business Association 

• Dinkytown Business Association 

• South East Business Association 

• Stadium Village Business Association 

• Minnesota Student Association 

• Graduate and Professional Student Association 

• City of Minneapolis 

• University of Minnesota 
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The UPDA organization chart illustrates the structure of the collaboration. 
 

 
Source: UDPA Organization Chart, 2007-2009 Progress Report 

 
Cedar-Riverside Partners 
 
In 2007 the WBCC commissioned Smith Partners, PLLP, to determine the feasibility of 
creating a strategic partnership amongst local institutions and community organizations 
that was similar to the Phillips Partnership (see case study, p. 28). The purpose of the 
CRP is to act as ‘a vehicle for bringing together multiple stakeholders to make efficient, 
coordinated, and tangible progress toward implementing strategies and achieving goals 
that the neighborhood as identified as priorities’ (Smith Partners, 2007, p. 1). To support 
the collaboration, Smith Partners provides staffing and the Minneapolis Foundation acts 
as the fiscal agent. It is noteworthy that each partner has contributed financially to 
support the collaboration. Two examples of issues that the CRP is interested in are a 
neighborhood shuttle and widening security patrols around several of the institutions 
(Interview, 2009). 
 
 
The CRP partners are: 

• Augsburg College  

• University of Minnesota 
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• Fairview Foundation 

• City of Minneapolis 

• Hennepin County  

• African Development Center  

• West Bank Business Association 

• Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program  

• West Bank Community Coalition 

• Pillsbury United Communities 

Dania Partners 

A fire destroyed Dania Hall at 427 Cedar Avenue in early 2000 and the property has been 
vacant ever since. A project to redevelop the site has been a priority for many people and 
organizations in the neighborhood. As part of the Cedar-Riverside Small Area planning 
process the City of Minneapolis included many ideas about the future of the site and 
made a commitment to ‘explore in more detail the options for repositioning the Dania 
Hall site’ (City Web Site, 2009). According to a neighborhood resident, the Dania 
Partners collaboration is focused on placing a building on the site that will serve the 
neighborhood (Interview, 2009). It is hoped that this redevelopment will spur a 
revitalization of the Cedar Avenue commercial corridor. In addition, the WBCC intends 
to create a model for ‘multicultural community-based planning that will develop the 
community's organizing infrastructure, build new leadership and increase civic 
engagement among all population groups’ (WBCC web site, 2009). The Dania Partners 
are: 

• West Bank Community Coalition  
• West Bank Community Development Corporation  
• African Development Center  
• Somali Action Alliance  
• Riverside Plaza Tenants Association  
• Brian Coyle Center  
• Confederation of Somali community in Minnesota  
• Oromo Community of Minnesota  
• Korean Service Center  
• Family Opportunity for Living Collaboration  
• Dar Al-Hijrah Cultural Center  
• Abuubakar Center  
• Women of Africa Resource Development Association 

 

 

 

 

 

Cedar-Riverside Collaboration Organizational Summary 
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The table below shows the membership of the three Cedar-Riverside collaborations. The 
WBCC is the only organization in Cedar-Riverside to have official membership of all 
three collaborations. 
 

 

Community Views on Collaboration 

 
In addition to ongoing conversations with Ben and Doris of the WBCC, we interviewed 
nine members of organizations that participate in the Cedar-Riverside Partnership, Dania 
Partners, or the University District Partnership Alliance. The interviews were not limited 
to discussion about these three collaborations; they also included discussion about the 
importance of collaboration to the interviewee’s organization, informal collaborations 
within Cedar-Riverside, and challenges to collaboration in Cedar-Riverside. The 
interview questions used can be found in Appendix A along with a list of interviewees. 
 
Every interviewee stated that collaboration was important to his or her organization, and 
over half said that collaboration was also important to the neighborhood as a whole. 
However, the majority of the interviews expressed apprehension about current formal 
collaborative efforts within Cedar-Riverside. Several community members expressed a 
lack of trust towards other institutions and organizations within the community, and 
many community members questioned the direction of the current collaborations.  
 

 Dania Partners C-R Partnership UDPA 

Abuubakar Center x   

ADC x x  

Augsburg College  x x 

City of Minneapolis  x x 
Confederation of Somali Community 
in Minnesota x   

County  x  

Brian Coyle Center x x  

CPED   x 

CRNRP  x  

Dar Al-Hijra Cultural Center x   

Fairview Foundation  x x 
Family Opportunity for Living 
Collaboration x   

GAPSA   x 

Korean Service Center x   

MSA   x 

Oromo Community of Minnesota x   

RPTA x   

Somali Action Alliance x   

U of M  x x 

Uni District Imp Assoc   x 

WBBA  x x 

WBCC x x x 

Women of Africa Resource 
Development Association x   
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Additionally, issues surrounding a vision for collaboration were brought up in a majority 
of the interviews. Several interviewees stated that it was difficult to build consensus 
within the neighborhood, with one interviewee mentioning that “it is difficult to 
determine who is speaking for the neighborhood.” (Interview, 2009) Multiple 
interviewees stated that turf battles were getting in the way of vision. 
 
Many interviewees cited a history of fragmentation between the WBCC, CRNRP and 
WBBA as a current barrier to collaboration. As one interviewee stated, “Discord and 
fragmentation between community-based organizations gets in the way of collaboration. 
We have had to be really careful in how we engage with the community and have backed 
away in the past. The problem for everyone is that this translates into inaction.” 
(Interview, 2009) However, optimism about the future of these organizations 
collaborating was repeatedly brought up, with multiple community members expressing 
hope for new leadership to work beyond some of the conflicts that have occurred in the 
past. Specifically, the new effort to rebuild relations between the WBCC and the CRNRP 
by Ben Marcy, John Bueche, and Abdirizak Mahboub was one area of hope cited by 
multiple community members.  
 
While many barriers to collaboration were identified, several community members stated 
that there has been success with informal collaborations within the community. The 
emergence of the safety community was brought up as a success, and members of the 
WBCC cited the Project Open Door in partnership with the Dar Al-Hijrah Mosque, and 
the ‘Creating a Culture of Peace Program’ in partnership with the Somali American 
Education Program as two recent successes. 
 
Overarching Issues Surrounding Collaboration in Cedar-Riverside 

 

The following major issues emerged from our interviews with collaboration members in 
Cedar-Riverside and information provided by the three formal partnerships within Cedar-
Riverside: 

Need for a Unifying Vision/Mission: Fragmentation, lack of consensus, and confusion 
about community representation appears to be getting in the way of creating a unified 
vision for the major collaborations. Some community members have cited a lack of trust 
between organizations as one major barrier to following through on a collaborative 
mission. 

New Leadership: New leadership opportunities for immigrants and younger members 
within the Cedar-Riverside is providing hope for the future of collaboration within Cedar-
Riverside, with specific hope that new leaders of the CRNRP and the WBCC can build a 
new relationship between the two organizations. 

Lack of Capacity to Collaborate: While the WBCC is a member of the three formal 
collaborations within Cedar-Riverside, it currently lacks a dedicated staff member and 
volunteer capacity. As one interviewee stated, “Cedar-Riverside has had and does have 
good leaders. But they have lacked the infrastructure to support them.” (Interview, 2009) 
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Barriers to Communication: Communication issues between organizations emerged as 
another barrier to collaboration, with some community members stating that 
fragmentation between organizations contributes to a lack of communication. 
Additionally, communication issues have been cited as contributing to confusion of 
community representation. 

Collaboration is an Asset: While there are several barriers to collaboration, informal 
collaborations have been viewed as successful, and there is some optimism for the future 
of the three formal collaborations. Additionally, each interviewee in Cedar-Riverside 
stated that collaboration was important to their organization.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

III. Theories of Collaboration  
 
There is a large body of literature dedicated to determining effective frameworks for 
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collaboration and community development. This section examines the literature about 
community development collaborations with a focus on the role of neighborhood 
organizations. The purpose of the review is to provide a framework of elements that 
contribute to the effectiveness of neighborhood organizations when participating in 
collaborations. In order to set up this framework, we must first define "neighborhood 
organization" and "community development".  
 
We propose a general definition of a neighborhood organization as one that has a primary 
mission to represent the interests of a particular neighborhood and has its highest level of 
authority within that neighborhood. By representing the interests of their neighborhood, 
neighborhood organizations often seek to strengthen the neighborhood through 
community development.  
 
Community development extends beyond traditional economic or brick-and-mortar 
development. While these types of development projects can be considered as community 
development projects, community development also means increasing and developing the 
capacities of the community. Robert Chaskin proposes this definition for community 
capacity:  
 
"Community Capacity is the interaction of human capital, organizational resources, and 

social capital existing within a given community that can be leveraged to solve collective 

problems and improve or maintain the well-being of a given community. It may operate 

through informal social processes and/or organized effort." (Chaskin, 2001, p. 295)  
 
This definition is important because it recognizes human and social capital as being just 
as critical as organizational resources, and places emphasis on the interactions between 
these elements of the community as the basis of community capacity. This interaction can 
occur through collaboration facilitated by the neighborhood organization. Therefore, it is 
important for the neighborhood organization to be an effective collaborator in order to 
increase the overall capacity of the community.   
 
McKnight and Kretzman's Asset-Based Community Development theory and 
Himmelman's theory of collaboration for change provide the framework for this section. 
 
This section provides:  
-A review of asset based community development  
-Factors present in effective neighborhood organizations 
-Factors present in successful collaborations  
 
Asset-Based Community Development  
 
John Kretzman and John McKnight advocate that the best way to engage in community 
development is to take an asset-based approach. They define assets as the individuals, 
citizen’s associations, and institutions that make up a community. Individuals are the 
people within the community, citizen’s associations are often informal groups that rely 
heavily on volunteer time, and institutions are more formal organizations that have 
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dedicated staff and greater access to financial and professional resources. It is important 
to note that neighborhood organizations can straddle the line between citizen’s 
associations and institutions depending on their formality and access to financial and 
professional resources. Neighborhood organizations can start off as citizen’s associations 
that are driven by volunteers and then grow into institutions as they gain dedicated staff 
members and funding.   
 
Kretzman and McKnight state that the traditional approach to community development is 
to take a needs-based approach. This approach views the community by the problems that 
are present within the community. For an urban community, these issues can be crime, 
violence, unemployment, truancy and school dropouts. Kretzmann and McKnight believe 
that taking a needs-based approach will create solutions that are simply band-aids that 
will not result in long-term investment in the community. This in turn will promote a 
"survival mentality", in which the community only does what it needs to in order to get 
by. This mentality extends from institutions creating band-aid solutions to residents who 
may turn to desperate or even illegal ways to survive.   
 
The needs-based approach is often imposed by institutions or organizations that are 
outside of the community. In addition to creating the survival mentality, this approach 
can also prevent a sense of community ownership. Asset-based community development 
counters this approach.  
 
The asset-based approach views the community by its assets rather than its needs. The 
institutions, associations, and individuals in a community all have resources that they can 
contribute to community development efforts. Under this approach, a community 
organization will create an inventory of the community's assets, and work to mobilize 
them in order to increase the community's capacities. By developing and mobilizing a 
community's assets, development in the community will by nature be internally focused 
and bottom up. This approach will also promote long-term investments in the community, 
and allow the community to have a greater sense of ownership over its development. This 
approach is not only more beneficial to the community, but also necessary, as outside 
institutions will rarely help in a way that promotes community involvement.  
 
The asset-based approach to community investment relies on the inter-relationships 
between the institutions, associations, and individuals within the community. For a 
neighborhood organization to take an asset-based approach, it must engage these three 
groups and build relationships between them. While it may not be necessary to engage 
the entire community on every community development project, it is important to build 
relationships with the entire community over time in order to effectively mobilize assets 
within the community and promote long-term community investment. This requires the 
neighborhood organization to engage individuals within the community, and work to 
collaborate with other associations and institutions.   
 
Because collaboration is crucial to taking an asset-based approach to community 
development, it is important that the neighborhood organization is an effective 
collaborator. Before the neighborhood organization can be an effective collaborator, it 
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needs to be prepared to enter collaborations as a strong organization (Wolff, 2001b). The 
next section will examine factors present in successful neighborhood organizations.  
 
Factors Present in Effective Neighborhood Organizations  
 
Neighborhood organizations occupy a unique position when entering collaborations. 
They can provide an outlet for community members to have their voices heard among 
more powerful institutions, and can help "outside" organizations identify assets they 
previously hadn't recognized. They also can be in a difficult position of having fewer 
resources and less clout than more powerful partners. Due to these factors, it is important 
that neighborhood organizations prepare themselves so that they can be more effective 
collaborators. This section will examine what neighborhood organizations need to do 
internally before entering collaborations. 
 
Community Engagement  
 
Engaging the community helps neighborhood organizations provide community members 
with influence and ownership over both the organization and the community as a whole 
(Kaye, 2001; Norris, 2001). To provide true community ownership, the organization 
needs to address issues that are raised by the community, and take action to solve these 
issues (Peterson, 2006). This will provide the community with tangible influence, and 
empower the community to address larger issues. In order to engage the community, 
neighborhood organizations should seek to create broad, diverse memberships that 
actively participate in organizational activities, and create leadership opportunities for 
individuals in the neighborhood in order to promote citizen leadership.  
 
Active Membership: Successful neighborhood organizations have memberships that are 
representative of their community. This means that the organization should take a holistic 
approach when recruiting members, and try to remove any barriers that exist for 
community members to be involved. By having a broad membership base, neighborhood 
organizations are able to work directly with key stakeholders in the community, while 
also identifying assets within the community that can be utilized (Wolff, 2001a). While 
inclusivity of members may increase organizational complexity, excluding members can 
provide additional problems for the organization by creating disenfranchisement and even 
enemies within the community (Bradshaw, 2000).   
 
While neighborhood organizations need broad membership bases, participation needs to 
be feasible for members in both the organization's meetings and activities (Peterson, 
2006). Meetings should allow time for members to raise issues and ask questions, with 
group leaders being receptive to member input. Because neighborhood organizations are 
by nature "bottom up", they need to reflect that by giving community members influence 
over the organization (Wolff, 2001b). The organization also needs to have activities that 
directly serve the organization's mission. Members that volunteer their time need to feel 
that their time is valued, and that the benefits of their efforts outweigh the costs (Norris, 
2001).   
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Citizen Leadership: A broad membership base will provide the organization with a 
diverse set of human capital resources which the organization leaders will need to 
organize in order to maximize their effectiveness (Zakocs, 2006). Leadership 
opportunities should be made available to organization members (Peterson, 2006; 
Cavanaugh, 2002), and leadership will ideally be spread through the community (Wolff, 
2001b) to promote a sustainable collaborative effort.  
 
Vision and Mission  
 
Successful neighborhood organizations are able to engage the community and provide a 
strong, clear vision for the future. This vision should be represented in the mission of the 
organization, and be evident within the goals and activities of the organization. Members 
of the organization should thoroughly understand the mission, and the organization 
should also work to align the mission with the goals of the community as a whole.   
 
Focus on change: neighborhood initiatives are based on change, therefore the mission and 
attitude of a neighborhood organization should be to promote positive change within the 
community (Norris, 2001; Fawcett, 1995). Change should be clear in the mission of the 
organization, and the goals and activities of the organization should be focused on 
changing specific elements within the community.  
 
Operations/Structure  
 
The day-to-day operations and structure of a neighborhood organization are also 
important on several levels. Formalizing procedures and having a clear structure can help 
an organization effectively handle challenging issues that may arise. In particular, 
successful neighborhood organizations have set practices for making decisions, and for 
conflict resolution.  
 
Realistic Goals: Successful neighborhood organizations have clear, practical goals 
(Wolff, 2001b). Clear paths need to be identified for achieving goals, and goals should be 
divided by short and long term. Organizations should base activities on meeting goals 
(Fawcett, 1995).  
 
Outcome Measurement: The outcomes of an organizations work determine its ultimate 
success (Norris, 2001). Volunteers need to feel that their work has contributed to change 
within the community, and the organization will be legitimized if it has a series of 
successes. Creating measurement for outcomes and showing specific ways the 
organization has affected the community will help the organization recruit new members 
and attract new resources (Wolff, 2001b).  
 
Collaboration 

 

While neighborhood organizations need to prepare internally for collaboration, several 
new issues arise when they begin to work with other organizations. Collaboration is 
necessary to build the relationships that are essential to asset-based community 



 18 

development, however organizations that enter collaborations must be prepared to 
surrender some autonomy in order to achieve a shared vision (Huxham, 1993). This 
subsection presents a framework for collaboration that relies on the level of resource 
sharing by collaborating organizations, the origin of the collaborative initiative, the 
capacity of the collaboration, and additional factors present in effective collaborations.  
 
Arthur Himmelman's Theory of Collaboration 

 

This theory of collaboration (Himmelman, 2002) provides a basic framework for 
organizations to determine how they want to share their resources, and places emphasis 
on the need for successful collaborations to be community driven.  
 
Resource Sharing: The three key resources that organizations must share are time, turf, 
and trust. The level to which an organization shares these resources will determine the 
formality of the partnership. (Himmelman, 2002, p. 1) 
 

• Time is a particularly important resource for organizations that have limited 
access to staff and volunteer time. Before entering collaborations an organization 
must determine how much of a time commitment it can realistically make, and 
whether the time committed will be worthwhile.  

 

• Sharing turf will require partnering organizations to work past conflicts that may 
arise once organizations have access to each other's turf. In this case, turf can refer 
to either physical space or populations that are covered by both organizations.   

 

• Partners in collaboration must be able to trust each other to uphold their 
commitments to the collaboration, and to pursue a shared mission. 
 

Himmelman offers four levels of partnerships that differ in their formality by how they 
share resources- networking, coordinating, cooperating and collaborating. (Himmelman, 
2002, p. 2) 
 
Networking: This occurs when organizations "exchange information for mutual benefit." 
This is an informal relationship that requires a minimal investment of time. 
 
Coordination: Requires organizations share information and synchronize their activities 
to provide greater access for the community. In addition to a greater investment of time, 
this requires partnering organizations to begin to trust each other. 
 
Cooperation: Requires organizations to begin to share resources with each other in 
addition to sharing information and coordinating activities, requiring each organization to 
invest time, trust each other, and share turf. In this case, resources may be shared meeting 
spaces, staff, or even financial resources.  
 
Collaboration: The most formal partnership, in which organizations share time, turf, and 
trust, and actively work to enhance the capacities of the other organizations. 
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All four of these levels of partnerships can provide value to the community. It is up to the 
partnering organization to determine how invested it will be in the collaboration, and 
what level of partnership is appropriate for the goals that the organization is pursuing. 
However, in order to increase its own capacities, an organization will want to pursue true 
"collaboration" when able.  
 
Collaborative betterment vs. collaborative empowerment: In addition to these four levels 
of collaboration, Himmelman proposes two approaches to collaboration that differ by 
whether the initiative for change is coming from within or outside the community. 
 
Collaborative betterment is a top-down approach in which the organization or institution 
that is directing the vision of the partnership is coming from outside of the community. 
Himmelman states that this can have positive effects for the community, but is unlikely to 
result in a sustained effort of change, and can reduce the ownership the community has 
over a project. (Himmelman, 2002, p. 5) 
 
Collaborative empowerment is a bottom-up approach in which the change that is being 
pursued originates from within the community. Like Kretzmann and McKnight, 
Himmelman sees this as a more likely way to increase community capacity and promote 
long-term change. Additionally, by having the community initiate the movement towards 
change, the community will have ownership over community development, and as a 
result will be empowered to pursue further change. (Himmelman, 2002, p. 6) 
 
This theory provides a basic framework for collaboration in naming the three key 
resources that organizations must be willing to invest, and also by placing importance on 
who is directing the collaboration. Because the ability and willingness of organizations to 
share these resources can determine the nature of the partnership, it is also important to 
examine their ability to do so. The theory of collaborative capacity examines this further.  
 
Collaborative Capacity  
 
Collaborative capacity is "the conditions needed for coalitions to promote effective 
collaboration and build sustainable community change" (Foster-Fisherman et al., 2001, p. 
242). This theory looks beyond the extent to which resources are shared within a 
partnership to examine the partnership's ability to collaborate. This framework contains 
four separate capacities that combine to form a total collaborative capacity; member 
capacity, relational capacity, organizational capacity and programmatic capacity (Foster-
Fisherman et al., 2001).  
 
Member Capacity: This includes members’ skills, knowledge and motivations within the 
collaboration. Ideally, members will be willing and motivated to work with others and 
have positive feelings about collaboration. Additionally, the skills, knowledge and 
experience of members can add to the resources of the collaboration. To increase member 
capacity, collaborative partners should work to understand each other's motivations and 
competencies, and work to build a diverse membership so that a variety of assets are 
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available to be utilized (Foster-Fisherman et al., 2001, p. 243). 
 
Relational Capacity: Relationships between partners are influenced by the climate of the 
working partnership, the shared vision of the collaboration, and the willingness of 
partners to develop relationships external to their own organization. Developing this 
capacity requires the partnership to create shared goals, and can be improved by 
organizations creating informal relationships with partners outside of the partnership in 
order to better understand each partners' objectives (Foster-Fisherman et al., 2001, p. 
251).  
 
Organizational Capacity: Each organization within a partnership has its own capacities. 
These include the ability to create citizen leaders, focus on tasks, create plans, 
communicate, secure financial resources, and focus on outcomes. Many elements of this 
capacity are detailed in the previous subsection of this report (Foster-Fisherman et al., 
2001 p. 253).  
 
Programmatic Capacity: This addresses the work each organization performs within the 
community, and how it can transfer that work to a collaborative approach. Organizations 
with strong programmatic capacity have clear goals and objective that are realistically 
attainable. Organizations that are effective at reaching their own objectives are often 
strong collaborators (Foster-Fisherman et al., 2001 p.256).  
 
These capacities are unique to collaborations because they are focused on the 
organizations that make up the partnership. The capacities of the collaboration can 
therefore be increased by involving the community so that the collaborative capacities 
overlap greatly with community capacities.  
 
Factors Present in Successful Collaborations  

 
In addition to Himmelman's theory and the collaborative capacity framework, it is also 
important to look at some additional common factors present among successful 
community development collaborations. A literature review identified the following 
factors present among successful collaborations. 
 
Shared Mission/Vision: It is absolutely critical for partners in a collaboration to share 
some vision, and for each partner to believe in the mission of the collaboration. This may 
come in the form of "strategic bridging", in which two adversaries can find one issue that 
they agree on (Takashi et al, 2001). This can also include easier cases in which two 
similar organizations with similar missions partner to share services. In any case, it is 
important for each organization that enters the partnership to make its vision and 
expectations clear from the onset, so that a common mission can be developed. (Allen, 
2005; Norris, 2001; Wolff, 2001b).  
 
Holistic approach: When forming collaborations, it is important for partners to think 
holistically about the community, and how the projects undertaken by the collaboration 
will affect the community as a whole. This requires potential partners to consider whether 
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or not any particular community groups or members are being excluded consciously or 
unconsciously, and what will be required to get all stakeholders involved. While this 
seems to be geared towards getting minority groups in the community involved in larger 
community planning, it can also mean that neighborhood organizations actively 
attempting to include larger community institutions in collaborative efforts. (Kretzman & 
McKnight 1995; Norris, 2001; Wolff 2001a)  
 
Conflict Resolution: Organizations working together will undoubtedly disagree. The level 
to which they disagree may determine the success of the collaboration. If two partners 
cannot agree on the direction of the collaboration, they can impede any progress from 
occurring. Therefore, it is important for the collaboration as a whole to create an 
environment that addresses conflict, and that partners will work with members to 
overcome disagreements. Avoidance of conflict, smoothing over serious issues, and 
passive aggressive behavior by partners almost always have negative consequences for 
the outcomes of the collaboration. (Allen, 2005; Chavis, 2001; Fawcett, 1995; Wolff, 
2001b)  
 
Decision Making Process: Formalization can be necessary in larger collaborations. While 
two organizations that are working together and have solid relationships can make do 
with informal procedures, larger collaborations with several members and many goals 
will require more formalization. This is particularly important for decision making 
processes. In addition to allowing for conflict resolution, there must be set procedures for 
making a decision when consensus cannot be achieved. Ideally this process will be 
distributed among members and allow for minority voices to be heard, however 
democratic or representative processes may be necessary to prevent the collaboration 
from allowing debate to breed inaction. (Allen, 2005) 
 
Conclusion  
 
This section examined literature on collaboration to create a framework for effective 
collaboration for community development from the standpoint of the neighborhood 
organization. This framework was based upon the idea of asset-based community 
development, in which a community is viewed by its assets, and the resources that they 
can provide to community development projects. The three main asset groups in a 
community are formalized institutions, less formalized organizations, and individuals, 
and creating relationships between these three groups is key to development.  
 
A number of factors were identified at both the organization and collaboration level for 
effective collaboration. Organizations should strive to involve both institutions and 
individuals, while also working to build a diverse and active membership base. Effective 
organizations create leadership opportunities for citizens. Additionally, creating a clear 
vision, and tying that vision to clear goals that have measurable outcomes is important for 
organizational effectiveness. 
 
Effective collaborations will share time, turf, and trust, and work towards true 
collaboration that builds the capacities of each organization. Collaborative capacity is 



 22 

made up of organizational, relational and programmatic capacities. Additionally, 
initiatives for collaboration should be “bottom-up”, meaning they originate within the 
community. Finally, a shared mission is critical to the effectiveness of a collaboration, 
along with methods to address and resolve conflict between partners. 
 
The elements of this framework have been identified through previous research as factors 
that are present across many effective collaborations as well as through frameworks that 
are proposed by researchers of community development and collaboration. Collaboration 
is a complex topic and this framework should not be considered a guarantee to effective 
collaboration, but instead can be used as a guide to develop future collaborations. We use 
this framework through the rest of this report to examine case studies, and to inform our 
recommendations.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IV. Case Studies 
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Characteristics 

 
In order to identify case studies with a relevant context to Cedar-Riverside we searched 
for case studies that met as many of the following characteristics as possible: 
 
Grassroots efforts 
Inner-city neighborhood 
Limited resources 
Diverse community 
Presence of a large youth population 
Dense neighborhood 
Not a pilot study 
 
Criteria for Selection 

 
To determine whether a case study qualified as an effective practice we applied the 
following criteria developed from the literature review. The table below presents the key 
factors from the literature review as they appeared in each case study. A cross indicates 
that the factor was present in the collaboration, a blank space indicates the factor was 
missing, and a question mark means that the factor may be present, but did not explicitly 
emerge through our interviews or through information provided. 
 
  Lyndale Harrison Phillips SE Como 5th Ave Comm. 

Organization           

Involves Individuals X X X X X 

Involves Institutions ? X X X X 

Active Membership X X X X X 

Citizen Leadership X X ? X ? 

Clear Vision X X X X X 

Realistic Goals X ? X X X 

Outcome Measures ? ? X X X 

            

Collaboration           

Share Time X X X X X 

Share Turf X X X X X 

Share Trust X X X X X 

Share all three X X X X X 

Bottom Up X X ? X X 

Member capacity ? X X X X 

Relational capacity X X X X X 

Organizational 
capacity X X X X X 

Conflict resolution  ? X X X X 

Holistic Approach X X X X ? 

Shared Mission X X X X X 

 
 

Case Study Layout 
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The case studies conform to the following structure:  
 
Background: General information on the neighborhood and principal organization 
 
Partners: A list of the partner organizations 
 
Effective practice: Activities and strategies pursued by the collaboration 
 

Lessons Learned: The lessons that we draw from the case study based upon both the 
lessons learned from the key informant involved with the case study and factors 
identified during the literature review 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lyndale Neighborhood Association 
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Background 

 

The Lyndale Neighborhood Association (LNA) is the citizen participation organization 
for the Lyndale neighborhood. The vision of LNA is to create a stronger sense of 
community pride that embraces the diversity and creativity of all and to use these talents 
to improve the neighborhood (LNA website). The Lyndale neighborhood, located in 
south-central Minneapolis, is bound on the north by Lake Street, on the east by Interstate 
35W and Stevens Avenue, on the south by 36th Street and on the west by Lyndale Avenue 
South. The neighborhood is mainly residential. 36% of the parcels are occupied by 
multifamily residential uses. The neighborhood has one of the highest populations of 
artists in the nation. The 2000 population of Lyndale was 7,690, a growth of 7% since 
1980 (City Website, 2009). Lyndale had become more diverse over time with the 
Hispanic population growing from 2% to 21% between 1980 and 2000. 
 

Partners 

 

LNA partners with many organizations depending on the issue. As an example the 
partners for the problem properties project include: 

• Block clubs 

• Renters 

• Community organizations 

• City Community Planning and Economic Development 

• City Inspections 

• Property and business owners 
 
Effective Practice 

 
The Lyndale Neighborhood has been organizing residents for 30 years. The Lyndale 
Neighborhood developed and operates under the “Lyndale Model”, an asset based model 
of community development organizing that involves more than 1,000 residents each year. 
LNA organizes residents to provide them with the resources, respect, and encouragement 
they need to propose, develop, and lead programs for the neighborhood. Over the years 
Lyndale has been successful in leveraging over $50 million dollars for neighborhood 
activities and programs (Lyndale Website, 2009). Examples of community development 
organizing activity include: 
 
Housing: In response to the foreclosure crisis and a growing numbers of problem 
properties LNA is collaborating with the City, police, County and private developers to 
address problem properties. Taking City data and performing their own visual survey the 
project aims to coordinate responses to dealing with problem properties and become more 
proactive in preventing them.  

Environment: The Lyndale neighborhood has ownership and management of several 
gardens: an official rain garden, a Youth Farm and Market Project garden and a garden 
open to residents as well as a small pocket park. A Mississippi Watershed Management 
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Organization (MWMO) grant in partnership with Zion Lutheran church is intended to 
implement physical improvements to reduce runoff from Zion’s parking lot.   
 

Economic Development: In response to a lack of representation for Lyndale businesses 
LNA recently started a business association as a committee of the organization that 
involves small businesses. Initial programs include a business directory and business 
façade improvement program.  

Crime and Safety: LNA partnered with the 5th Police Precinct, residents, apartment 
owners, and businesses to implement the Lyndale Walkers - one of the first neighborhood 
walking patrol programs in Minneapolis. They also started a “Bike Cops” program and 
hold safety and security trainings for residents. 
 
Art and Culture: Lyndale Arts and Culture activities include annual events such as the 
Lyndale Bazaar and Fish Fest and several community mural projects such as the recent 
‘Wall Dogs’ program.  
 

Lessons Learned 

 

Before entering into any collaboration the organization must always ask: ‘Does the 
collaboration help accomplish our vision and mission?’ If so the next question is: ‘How 
will the partnership be structured?’ Determining whether the collaboration will be of 
value to the organization is a critical first step (Interview, 2009). For example the recently 
formed business association is helping LNA meet its economic development goals. 
 
The backroom capacity of an organization is important to keep the project going and deal 
with the collaborations finances. For example, the ‘Walldogs’ project was complicated 
enough that it needed staffing. Normally LNA ‘eats’ a lot of the cost of collaboration. It’s 
also important that the collaboration have access to good meeting space and other 
resources such as use of office space and computers (Interview, 2009).  

It is very useful if one of the partners brings experience at being a collaborator to the 
partnership. The expertise in how to manage collaborations has proven important to keep 
the effort on track and cohesive. Goals and responsibilities need to be clear (Interview, 
2009) 

Collaboration is essential to the work of LNA, which has become a convener of people, 
ideas and organizations. LNA is a focal point in the community and this fits well with its 
mission as it brings together other groups that might not otherwise know about each other 
(Interview, 2009) 

LNA has strong partnerships that have helped it with its regular work, for example young 
people from ‘Teen Challenge’ have provided manpower for community events. 
Collaboration has a multiplying effect: the more you do the easier it becomes (Interview, 
2009). 
 

Harrison Neighborhood Association 
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Background 

 
Harrison neighborhood is located in North Minneapolis. Its boundaries are Highway 55 
(Olson Memorial Highway) to the north, Interstate 94 to the east, Bassett’s Creek to the 
south and Theodore Wirth Park to the west. Between 1980 and 2000 the population grew 
from 3,140 to 4,156. (City Website, 2009). Between 1980 and 2000, Harrison’s 
population became younger with an increase of 110% in its population of children and 
youths. At the same time the senior population shrank by 57 percent. Harrison has 
become more diverse over time with the white population making up 57% of the 
neighborhood in 1980 and 22% in 2000. In 2000, blacks were the largest group with 39 
percent, followed by Asians (27 percent) and whites (22 percent). Between 1979 and 
2000 poverty became worse with the percentage of families with children living in 
poverty increasing from 25 percent to 43 percent (City Website, 2009). 
 

Partners 

• Harrison Neighborhood Association 

• City of Minneapolis 

• ISIAH 

• Lao Assistance Center of Minnesota  

• Bryn Mawr Neighborhood Association 
 
Effective Practice 

The Harrison Neighborhood Association (HNA) is engaged on building a large 
community vision around improving racial and economic equity and access to power and 
opportunity. The ‘Undoing Racism’ collaboration involves partnering with many 
different cultural groups in an ongoing manner. These groups have given input and 
provided the collaboration with direction. This ‘background’ work has been the key to 
engaging the community and working on the Basset Creek Valley (BCV) Community 
Benefits Agreement (CBA). When the size and scope of the BCV redevelopment became 
apparent residents began to ask ‘how will this development benefit the community?’ The 
community developed guiding principles in two large meetings involving hundreds of 
residents (Alliance for Metropolitan Stability Report, 2008). This formed the framework 
and structure for negotiations. HNA staff did 20-30 information sessions with people 
from community development corporations and others knowledgeable about 
development. HNA used a two part strategy that organized residents inside the 
neighborhood to be able to push the same issues over time and an outside strategy to 
build grassroots support for a CBA. Ten of 13 council members on the city council 
passed a resolution that listed out the components that should be in an agreement. 
Funding sources for this project were from the NRP and separately raised grant money. 
At the height of the organizing effort there were approximately 1.5 Full Time Equivalent 
staff people working on it. 

 

Lessons Learned 
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It is critical to lay out ground rules for the collaboration and get a strong shared vision 
early in the process. This ensured that HNA always did consistent community outreach 
about the same issues. One neighborhood staff person said: ‘If we had been internally 
divided we would not have gotten very far in the process’ (Interview, 2009). It is 
important to know that political gamesmanship will always be a difficult factor to deal 
with but keep engaging the key stakeholders over time in order to build trust. 

There are often unlooked for benefits to collaboration for all the partners. HNA has 
received city-wide prominence and been asked to present at many different events, this 
has given them access to other organizations for support on different projects. The 
neighborhood gains a voice and a seat at different tables that would not otherwise be 
available. ISIAH got a concrete community based activity they could get behind and 
connections to black churches in North Minneapolis. Some cultural groups, such as the 
Lao Assistance Center got the chance to work on new issues and gained access and voice 
in the process. 

Collaboration takes a lot of time and resources, especially on such a large long-term 
project. Some people feel that this might have moved HNA’s focus from where it should 
have been on other issues. The organizations core leadership group was so exhausted that 
it became more difficult to do broader leadership development.  
 
Time is a real issue: there is never enough to do everything you might want to. For 
example there is still a need for HNA to follow up with many people in the community, 
especially those of other cultures to make sure they really understand what’s going on 
with the Bassett Creek Valley issue.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Southeast Como Improvement Association 
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Background 
 
The Southeast Como Improvement Association (SECIA) is the designated neighborhood 
group for the Southeast Como neighborhood in Minneapolis, MN. The mission of SECIA 
is to "work to maintain and enhance the physical, social, and economic environment of 
our neighborhood". The neighborhood boundaries are: the city limit of Minneapolis on 
the east, the Southeast Industrial Area on the south, I-35W on the West, and the Mid-City 
Industrial Area to the north. The neighborhood is populated by a mixture of University of 
Minnesota students and long-term residents. The majority of housing units in Southeast 
Como are rental properties (63%), with 36% were owner occupied and 1% vacant. 5961 
people live in Southeast Como, with a demographic comprised of 80% Caucasian, 10% 
Asian American, 6% African American and 1% Native American (SECIA Website, 
2009). 
 
This case study focuses on an air pollution reduction project that required SECIA to 
collaborate with technical partners, industry partners and funders. This project began in 
2001 and SECIA continues to search for additional industrial partners. 
 
This project began as part of the Southeast Como's visioning process for its Phase I 
Neighborhood Revitalization Process. Air pollution in the neighborhood had been 
identified as a major problem, with some coming from plants near the neighborhood and 
other pollution drifting into the neighborhood from St. Paul and other industrial areas. 
SECIA decided that the scope of the project it wanted to undertake would exceed NRP 
funding, so it began to search for additional funding sources. A full-time staff member 
was hired with NRP funding, and initially shared with another neighborhood. Eventually, 
a combination of NRP and foundation grants allowed SECIA to keep a full-time staff 
member dedicated to environmental tasks. (Interview, 2009) 
 
Partners 

 

• Minnesota Technical Assistance Program (MnTAP) 

• Office of Environmental Assistance (OEA) 

• Ritrama Inc 

• Waldorf Corp- A Rock-Tenn Co 

• Greatbatch- Globe Tool Inc 

• Neighborhood Revitalization Program (NRP) 

• Bush Foundation 

• Office of Environmental Assistance (OEA) 

• Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) 

• Retired Technical Assistance Program (ReTAP) 
 

 

 

 

Effective Practices 
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SECIA was able to reach "good neighbor agreements" with its three industrial partners 
over the course of this project. These good neighbor agreements detailed a plan for the 
industrial partners to decrease their pollution emissions over time as part of the air 
permits the industrial partners renewed with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. 
SECIA tracked the renewal dates, obtained the previous permits, and obtained technical 
expertise from MnTAP and members of ReTAP living in the neighborhood. By 
understanding the current permits, SECIA was able to negotiate with its technical 
partners and offer methods for the technical partners to reduce their emissions (Interview, 
2009). 
 
In addition to the good neighbor agreements, SECIA organized community members to 
lobby and show support for the Minnesota Emissions Reduction Project. This project is a 
large scale partnership between the state, local governments, neighborhood organizations, 
and industrial partners. One of the major outcomes of this project was Xcel Energy 
agreeing to undertake a $1 billion transformation of one of their major energy plants from 
coal-based to natural gas-based energy (Interview, 2009). 
 
Lessons Learned 
 
The major lesson from this example is the importance of a clear vision. SECIA has been 
focused on environmental issues for over a decade, and by creating a vision for what 
SECIA could do, it was able to begin to track funding through this vision. Without this 
vision, SECIA would not have been able to fund a full-time staff member, and in turn 
would not have been able to undertake most of the groundwork required to pursue this 
project. 
 
The second important lesson from this example is the importance of staff time. SECIA 
has two full time and two part time staff in addition to several volunteers. The staff are all 
funded through remaining NRP funding or foundation grants. By having a full time staff 
member, SECIA was able to thoroughly research air permits, make connections with 
technical experts, and negotiate with industry partners.  
 
The third major lesson is the organization and utilization of assets within a community. 
For this example, it occurs in a couple different forms. First, SECIA was able to organize 
community voice to support MERP and convince Xcel to convert their energy production 
plant to natural gas. The simple asset of human presence helped this cause, by having 
hundreds of community members attend forums to having 1,000 letters sent to Xcel.  
 
Another form of asset-utilization occurred in this example by the location and utilization 
of retired engineers in the community that helped SECIA staff decipher air permits and 
help create alternatives for the industrial partners to consider.  
 
 

 

Phillips Partnership 
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Background  
 
The Phillips Community is in south Minneapolis. It extends from Interstate 94 on the 
north to Lake Street East on the south and from Interstate 35 on the west to Hiawatha 
Avenue on the east. The eastern border continues along Hiawatha to Cedar Avenue South 
and then along the Soo Line railroad. According to the 2000 census Phillips has a 
population of 19,805. The Phillips neighborhood has become more diverse over time with 
the white population declining from 64% in 1980 to 24% in 2000. For the period 1989 to 
1999 the percentage of families living in poverty declined from 50% to 32% but still 
remains high compared to the City average (City website, 2009).  
 
Partners 

• Hennepin County Board 

• Abbott Northwestern Hospital 

• Wells Fargo Home Mortgage 

• Children’s Hospitals and Clinics 

• City of Minneapolis 

• Metro Transit 

• Smith Partners 
 
Effective Practice 

Allina Health System and Honeywell began the Phillips Partnership in 1997 in response 
to rising crime and the deteriorating living conditions in the neighborhood. The 
partnership includes businesses, neighborhood organizations and governmental entities. 
The collaborations goal was to guide and leverage strategic investments in the 
neighborhood and draw inspiration from the best of the public and private sectors 
(Phillips Partnership Website, 2007). The partnership utilized the following strategies: 
span public jurisdictions and private interests; identify underlying causes of urban decay 
and pursue systemic cures; identify existing but unutilized resources; and combine 
expertise with community knowledge. Smith Partners, a local consultancy company, 
provides staff support. The partnership quickly focused (and remains so) on four areas: 
Safety, Jobs, Housing and Infrastructure. Example initiatives drawn from the Phillips 
Partnership website include: 

Safety 

   
Midtown Security Collaborative: The Security Collaborative brings together Third 
Precinct police officers, the community attorney, and local businesses to talk about crime 
in the neighborhood share info.   
  
Community Crime Prevention Initiative: Organized by the Phillips Partnership, the 
Community Crime Prevention Initiative (CCPI) is an educational forum that brings 
community residents together to provide information about crime and safety efforts in the 
neighborhood.  
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Chicago-Lake Intervention: These include the creation of the Chicago Lake Improvement 
Project and the Chicago-Lake Crime Workgroup, both alliances of residents, businesses 
and public officials. Working together, these groups cleaned up the intersection and 
developed enforcement strategies that cut crime in half within six months.  
  
Jobs 

 

Train to Work: Train to Work is a paid job skills training program for neighborhood 
residents, it provides training in job readiness, workplace expectations and life 
management skills. The program also helps to meet the staffing needs of area hospitals 
for entry level workers.  
  
Health Careers Partnership (HCP): Health Careers Partnership provides financial 
assistance to eligible employees at healthcare institutions that are interested in pursuing a 
health care degree or certification at Minneapolis Community & Technical College. In 
the program’s first five years, more than 1,200 students have participated in the program.   
 
Housing 

 

Phillips Partnership Housing Stabilization Initiative: The Phillips Partnership Housing 
Stabilization Initiative offers $7,500 to homeowners for home improvements, and 
$10,000 in downpayment assistance in a target area bounded by 24th Street to Lake 
Street and Chicago Avenue to 12th Avenue South.  
  
Phillips Housing Resource Guide: The Phillips Housing Resource Guide was produced 
by the Phillips Partnership, with support from a Carleton College student fellowship and 
from Project for Pride in Living. 
  
East Phillips Infill Campaign: More than $1 million was invested to build 21 new single-
family homes built on vacant lots in East Phillips. 
    
Lessons Learned 
 
Crisis is a motivating factor and enabled Smith Partners to engage each partner in a long 
term contemplation of their investments and how they can best be leveraged for the 
community and institutions (Interview, 2009) 

Initially focus on the small wins (such as the Chicago-Lake improvement project) that 
can move the collaboration towards a larger goal (Interview, 2009) 
 
Institutional and neighborhood relationships can be difficult to manage. In Phillips there 
was a void in neighborhood leadership and many institutions were looked on by residents 
as the enemy. This could have caused inaction. The alternative was for the partnership to 
identify a product that there is a market for, such as a job, and go ahead and work on that 
issue. To get things done find a really clear need or neighborhood support (Interview, 
2009).  
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The partnership leaders shared a broad vision to support jobs for the neighborhood and 
saw how this got them the results they individually desired. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fifth Avenue Committee Case Study  
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Background 

 

The Fifth Avenue Committee (FAC) is a community organization in South Brooklyn with 
the mission to "advance social and economic justice in South Brooklyn principally by 
developing and managing affordable housing and community facilities, creating 
economic opportunities, organizing residents and workers, providing student-centered 
adult education, and combating displacement caused by gentrification." FAC was 
established in 1978 by a group of Brooklyn residents who renovated vacant lots, and has 
grown into a neighborhood institution with 75 full-time staff and over $20 million in 
assets. FAC represent nearly 35,000 households in the Red Hook, Sunset Park, Goanus, 
Prospect Heights, Carroll Gardens and Park Slope neighborhoods of South Brooklyn. 
This area is ethnically diverse, made up of 47% Latino or Hispanic, 35% White, 11% 
Black or African American, and 4% Asian (FAC Website, 2009). 
 
Partners 

 

• New York City Housing Partnership 

• Aetna Insurance 

• Park Slope Fifth Avenue Local Development Corporation 

• LEAP Inc 

• Brooklyn Workforce Innovations 

• La Union de la Comunidad Latina 
 
Effective Practices 

 
Housing Issues: The Fifth Avenue Committee originally focused on housing issues in 
South Brooklyn. In the 1970's, a group of residents worked to combat the problems of 
hundreds of abandoned buildings and vacant lots throughout South Brooklyn, while also 
advocating for renters' rights, commercial revitalization, and stabilizing rents. As FAC 
was able to renovate abandoned buildings in the neighborhood they were able to raise 
their prominence throughout New York City. In the 1980's they received support from 
Aetna Insurance, which helped create programs for the development of low-income 
housing. The New York City Housing Partnership also supported them to rebuild a block 
of vacant lots. In the past decade, FAC has continued to focus on housing issues by 
working to fight gentrification due to rent hikes. FAC currently manages over 400 
properties with moderated rent to help long-time residents stay in South Brooklyn 
(Interview, 2009).  
 
Local Jobs: FAC has been able to expand its focus to creating local jobs by working with 
local job training and economic development programs. In  1991, FAC merged with the 
Park Slope Fifth Avenue Local Development Corporation to develop job-generating 
businesses along the main corridor of South Brooklyn. In 2000, FAC merged with 
another local job-training program, LEAP Inc. to develop Brooklyn Workforce 
Innovations, officially an affiliate of FAC. Brooklyn Workforce Innovations works with 
other job training programs throughout New York City to refer trainees to programs that 
best suit their interests. FAC is currently working closely with La Union de la 
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Communidad Latina to support immigrant's rights in South Brooklyn and provide job 
training for the large Latino population in South Brooklyn (Interview, 2009). 
 
Lessons Learned 

 
Gradually build organizational capacity by focusing on an issue. When FAC was 
founded, it focused on literally rebuilding sections of the community that had been 
abandoned. By concentrating on this issue, FAC used available resources (volunteer 
time) to redevelop abandoned buildings, and in turn attracted the attention of foundations 
and the city government to gain funding sources. FAC has been able to gradually increase 
its staff, and now has an expanded scope to include job training and social issues 
identified by South Brooklyn residents through planning sessions.  
 
FAC has also become a focal point for collaboration in South Brooklyn. By gaining a 
reputation as a successful organization FAC has attracted smaller organizations that have 
project ideas. FAC has in turn both merged with other organizations and created new 
programs with organizations. Additionally, FAC has developed a referral network across 
New York City to prevent overlap of job training programs, and has relied on positive 
reputations to ensure that participants have positive experiences.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Overarching Lessons Learned 
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The following overarching lessons can be drawn from the case studies by comparing the 
case studies to the framework presented through the literature review.  
 
Strong vision for collaboration: Each of the case studies support the finding from the 
literature review that a strong vision is essential for the collaboration in order for the 
collaboration to be successful. Interviews with members that worked on the 
collaborations in these case studies revealed that the need for a strong initial vision is a 
guiding factor. Vision for collaboration allowed the organizations in these case studies to 
determine whether pursuing the collaboration was worth expending resources, and also 
helped to locate new funding opportunities.  
 
Need for collaboration: This is related to the vision for the collaboration in that each case 
study mentioned a need for collaboration for the organization to pursue its own 
organizational mission. By determining what the organization could get out of the 
collaboration, and what they could contribute, the organizations were able to determine 
whether pursuing collaboration was worth the effort, and what would be realistically 
accomplished through collaboration.  
 
Partnership structure: Each of these collaborations were "formal collaborations" 
according to Himmelman, meaning they shared time, turf and trust. By creating formal 
collaborations, the partnership structures in these collaborations were clearly defined, and 
clear expectations were set for each organization.  
 
Effective use of assets and resources: Each of these case studies provides evidence that 
the organizations involved in the collaboration were able to effectively locate assets, 
engage institutions and individuals in the community, and mobilize assets for maximum 
impact. Active membership bases were present in each of these case studies, which 
helped contribute to locating and mobilizing assets. This also required these organizations 
to take holistic approaches within their communities in order to identify assets to utilize. 
 
The following lessons emerged from interviews with members of collaborations in the 
majority of these case studies. 
 
Dedicated organizational staff: Each of the five organizations in these case studies had 
dedicated staff members, which greatly added to their own organizational capacity, 
allowed them to do the research and footwork necessary to effectively collaborate and 
communicate. 
 
Gradually increase scope: Each of these case studies involved an increase of scope when 
collaborating. This came in the form of either focusing on a particular issue and 
expanding the approach to that issue, beginning with a particular issue and expanding to 
additional issues, or taking a "small victories" approach to build collaborative confidence. 
This is also related to the need for a strong initial vision in order to determine what is 
immediately accomplishable, and what can be a long-term goal. 
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Increase prominence within community: Four of the five case studies explicitly 
mentioned that successful collaboration created more collaboration (LNA, HNA, SECIA, 
FAC). In the case of SECIA and the Fifth Avenue Committee, each organization became 
a center for collaboration within the community. 
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Perform Asset Mapping Exercise 

 
The WBCC could benefit from beginning to map the neighborhood assets. This example 
asset ‘map’ example breaks out community assets for Cedar-Riverside based on 
Kretzmann and McKnight, (p. 7). Assets are identified for one example group in each 
category. Several assets are broken out in more detail as further examples. This 
recommendation is based on the importance of building on assets shown by the literature 
review and case studies. 
 

 Groups Assets 

Institutions U of M 
 

Financial Resources 
Student assistance 
Professionals 
Experts in many fields: business, public affairs, 

finance, arts, political science, community 

engagement 
Meeting space: Humphrey Center, Carlson School 
Education programs 
Restaurants food/catering 
Jobs 
Campus Security 
Library resources 
Networking, relationships 
Marketing 

Community 

organizations 

WBCC 
 
 

Youth programs 
Safety programs 
Community knowledge 
Government connections 
Neighborhood connections 
Organizing knowledge 
Community voice & representation  
Diversity of views: youth, seniors, immigrants, 

long time residents, students, business owners, 

employees 

Individuals Students Historical view/knowledge 
Community perspective 
Technical Skills 
Creativity 
Volunteer time 
Subject expertise: Grant writing, painting, 

business plans, organizing, accounting 
Networking/relationships 
Translators 
Administrative/office skills 

 
Build WBCC Organizational and Collaborative Capacity 
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Create an internship position targeted at HHH students: Take advantage of the Humphrey 
Institute's internship requirement by targeting an administrative internship to Humphrey 
students. Tasks would include communicating with committees and partners, filling out 
and filing paperwork, and coordinating grant proposals. This would alleviate 
administrative tasks from volunteers, and would allow volunteers to participate in more 
action-based tasks. 
 
This recommendation is based on the importance of organizational capacity when 
entering collaborations. Lack of capacity was one of the most cited issues facing the 
WBCC, yet there is not currently funding for a full-time staff position. Internships taken 
by Humphrey students are often unpaid, and Humphrey students could provide a set of 
skills that are valuable to the WBCC through knowledge of policy issues, grant writing 
skills, communication skills, and commitment to the public good. 
 
Formalize committee membership: In order to create a volunteer base that is easily 
mobilized, create a formal "member" category of committee members that requires 
members to provide their contact information and interests. Membership would still be 
open to anybody that is interested in participating. This would help the WBCC create an 
additional "buy-in" from members, facilitate communication with members, and match 
members to tasks that maximize their strengths and interests. Keep track of who attends 
committee meetings. 
 
Both the literature review and case studies emphasized the need for active membership. 
This recommendation would help mobilize members to maximize effectiveness, and 
could help communication issues within the WBCC by providing a directory of members 
that regularly participate. 
 
Formalize practices and procedures for decision-making: Create a written set of 
guidelines about how the WBCC will make decisions and resolve conflict. For example: 
establish length of notice needed and process for input on zoning applications; determine 
how to decide whether the WBCC should enter a collaborative activity.   
 
This recommendation also forms the basis of one of our recommendations for future 
research in studying the decision making processes and procedures of effective 
neighborhood organizations. 
 
Evaluate collaborative involvement: Evaluate the value of WBCC’s current collaborative 
activity by asking the following questions of each collaboration: How does it affect the 
community as a whole?; Who is involved and who is not involved ?; How does this 
tangibly forward our mission? How do the outcomes benefit the WBCC? Given limited 
capacity these questions can help the WBCC identify priorities for collaboration and 
focus on them.  
 
The importance of vision regularly appeared throughout our research, yet interviews with 
Cedar-Riverside members indicated there was confusion and doubt about the usefulness 



 40 

and direction of the collaborative efforts. By evaluating participation, the WBCC could 
work to reduce this doubt.  
 
Improve Relational Capacity 

 

View organizations as more than members: Enter partnerships with a shared vision in 
mind rather than the conflicts that may exist between partnership members. Determine 
how partnerships will help each organization reach its own goals, along with a shared 
goal. Prevent personality clashes from obstructing action. 
 

This recommendation is based on the lessons learned about the importance of a shared 
vision and the need for each partner organization to recognize how the collaboration 
advances its own goals and mission. 
 

Formalize communication among collaboration partners: Set protocols for 
communication for partnership matters. Require agendas and proposals to be sent out 
seven days before meeting. Require that business correspondences are acknowledged and 
replied to within a set timeframe. 
 

This recommendation was identified from the key informant interviews and suggested by 
members of the WBCC. Improving communication will strengthen the partnership 
structure and make partner roles clearer. 
 

Pursue a Shared Vision or Mission that Builds on Community Assets 

 
Work with existing collaborations to identify ‘small wins’: One example is to focus on 
aligning existing resources around the Cedar Avenue and Riverside intersection such as a 
litter patrol, enforcement strategies, fix and paint program and streetscaping.  
 
The need for building collaborations through a series of small victories and a gradually 
increased scope was identified as an overarching lesson learned. The Phillips Partnership 
Case Study is an effective local example of how the intersection of Lake Street and 
Chicago Avenue was revitalized by aligning and focusing existing resources and doing 
one project at a time.  
 
Further Research 
 
During the research for this report, and through the presentation to the community, these 
additional issues arose for further study to help determine how the WBCC can be an 
effective collaborator: 
 
Formal evaluation of WBCC: This report used information provided from members of 
the West Bank Community Coalition and additional members of the Cedar-Riverside 
neighborhood to create a set of recommendations through the framework created by the 
literature review and case studies. This report could have been strengthened with an 
assessment of the WBCC’s participation in collaborative efforts. Additionally, a formal 
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evaluation could help the WBCC determine whether its goals serve its mission, and how 
its goals are being met. 
 
Formal evaluation of Cedar-Riverside Partnerships: Perform program evaluations and 
formal assessments of Dania Partners, the Cedar-Riverside Partnership, the University 
District Partnership alliance, and any other formal partnership that occur in the Cedar-
Riverside to determine whether they are achieving their goals, as well as partner 
satisfaction. 
 
Study the organizational structures and processes of effective neighborhood 

organizations: This would expand upon our case studies by selecting neighborhood 
organizations in communities with similar characteristics as Cedar-Riverside and 
examining their organizational structure, by-laws, funding sources, decision making 
processes, and conflict resolution methods. Emphasis could be placed on involving 
immigrant communities, as well as broad emphasis on asset-based approaches and 
community engagement. 
 

Further exploration of the effect of conditions in Cedar-Riverside on collaboration: 
Cedar-Riverside is a diverse community with a vast majority of renters. Additional 
studies could examine how to effectively engage diverse groups of people in 
collaboration, as well as how to engage renters who are potentially short-term residents. 
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Websites used: 

 

About Fairview Health Services 

Fairview Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.fairview.org/About_Fairview/index.asp 
 

About the Phillips Partnership 

Phillips Partnership Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.phillipspartnership.org/about.html 
 

About the U 

University of Minnesota Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www1.umn.edu/twincities/about.php 
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Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Action Plan 

Humphrey Institute Website, CHANCE Program, Reports 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.hhh.umn.edu/projects/chance/reports.html 
 

 

Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Profile 

City of Minneapolis Website, Neighborhood Profiles 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/neighborhoods/cedarriverside_profile_home.asp 
 

Cedar-Riverside Small Area Plan 

Humphrey Institute Website, CHANCE Program, Reports 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.hhh.umn.edu/projects/chance/reports.html 
 

CHANCE Mission Statement 

Humphrey Institute Website, CHANCE Program 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.hhh.umn.edu/projects/chance/about.html 
 

College of St. Katherine Mission 

College of St. Katherine Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://minerva.stkate.edu/president.nsf/pages/visionmission 
 
Community Benefits Agreements: Growing a Movement in Minnesota 

Alliance for Metropolitan Stability Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.metrostability.org/efiles/CBAREPORT.pdf 
 
Dania Hall 

City of Minneapolis Web Site 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/Dania_Hall_Site.asp 
 

Dania Hall 

WBCC Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.westbankcc.org/bod.html 
 
Fifth Avenue Committee 

FAC Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
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http://www.fifthave.org/ 
 

Harrison Neighborhood Profile 

City of Minneapolis Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/neighborhoods/harrison_population.asp#TopOfPage 
 

History of Augsburg College 

Augsburg Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.augsburg.edu/about/history.html 
 
LNA Mission 

LNA Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.lyndale.org/lyndale-neighborhood-association-lna 
 

Lyndale Neighborhood Profile 

City of Minneapolis Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/neighborhoods/lyndale_population.asp#TopOfPage 
 

Phillips Neighborhood Profile 

City of Minneapolis Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/neighborhoods/phillips_population.asp#TopOfPage 
 

Southeast Como Improvement Association 

SECIA Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://secomo.org/drupal/index.php?q=home 
 

University District Partnership Alliance 

University of Minnesota Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
https://www.myu.umn.edu/metadot/index.pl?id=3856578 
 
WBCC Mission Statement 

WBCC Website 
Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://www.westbankcc.org 
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Key Informant Interview Questions 

 

Numbered questions are the key points we will try to get at. Follow up and prodding 
questions are nested underneath each numbered question. 
 

Questions for partners in collaborations within the Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood 
 
Informant Identity 
1) What organization are you with? 
        What is your role in your organization? 
 
2) What is the mission of your organization? 
        Who do you represent? 
 
3) What collaborations does your organization work with? 
        For how long? 
 
Collaboration Details 
1) What is the goal of the collaboration? 
        What specific projects will you work on? 
 
2) What is the funding source for these projects? 
        What is the budget? Do you have budget documentation available for us? 
 
3) What does your organization bring to the collaboration? 
        What does your organization gain from the collaboration? 
 
Vision 

1)Why does your organization want to participate with this collaboration? 
    What is your vision of success for the collaboration? 
 
2)How important is collaborating with other organizations to you/your organization? 
 
3)What do you think the WBCC should do to be a successful collaborator? 
 
Community Benefits Agreements (Ask only if Collaboration is working or considering a 

CBA) 
1)How do you think community benefits agreements can help C-R and your 
organization? 
 
2)What could some of the challenges be with CBA's? 
 
 
Questions for participants in collaborations outside of Cedar-Riverside 

 

Informant Identity 
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1) What organization are you with? What is your role in your organization? 
 
2) What collaborations does your organization work with? 
        For how Long? 
 
Collaboration Details 
1) What was the goal of the collaboration? 
        What specific projects did you work on? 
 
2) What was the funding source for these projects? 
        What was the budget? 
            Do you have any budget documentation for us? 
            Were there any additional or undocumented costs, such as staff time? 
 
3) What did your organization bring to the collaboration? 
        What did your organization gain from the collaboration? 
            How do you maintain partnerships with your collaborators? 
 
Vision 

1) What factors initially got you thinking about trying this approach? 
 
2) What have been the benefits to your organization and the community? 
 
3) What were the challenges to your collaboration, and how did you overcome them? 
 
Community Benefits Agreements (Ask only if the collaboration participated in the 

creation of a CBA) 

1) What was the goal of your CBA? 
        How well did you meet that goal? 
 
2) Can you name any challenges that came specifically from working on the CBA? 
        How did you over come them? 
 
Key Informant Interviews were held with: 
 
Russ Adams - Alliance for Metropolitan Stability 
Melissa Bean - Marcy Holmes Neighborhood Association Jennifer Blevins - Brian Coyle 
Community Center* 
James DeSota - South East Como Improvement Association 
Anne Ellison - University of Minnesota Medical Center, Fairview* 
Amanda Frick - Fifth Avenue Committee 
Cam Gordon - Minneapolis City Council Ward 2* 
Mark Hinds - Lyndale Neighborhood Association 
Larry Hiscock - Harrison Neighborhood Association 
Kim Jakus - Longfellow Community Council 
Abigail Kunitz - Fifth Avenue Committee 
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Ron Lischeid - University District Improvement Association* 
Abdirizak “Zack” Mahboub - Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program* 

Wendy Menken - South East Como Improvement Association 
Jan Morlock - University Relations, U of M* 
Tim Mungavan - West Bank Community Development Corporation* 
Steve Peacock - Augsburg College* 
Jim Ruiz - West Bank Community Coalition* 
Louis Smith - Smith Partners* 
 

* Indicates an organizational presence within the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood 
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The "Theories of Collaboration" section is based on a review of papers and workbooks 
that promoted ideas and frameworks for community development collaborations. Google 
Scholar and Academic Search Premier were used to search combinations of the following 
terms: 
 
coalition 
collaboration 
community development 
grassroots organization 
neighborhood organization 
urban development 
 
Additionally, cited reference searches were performed in Google Scholar for the two 
major works cited in this section, McKnight's Asset-based Community Development 
(Kretzman, McKnight, 1995) and Himmelman's theory of collaboration (Himmelman, 
2002). 
 
Articles were selected on the basis that they dealt specifically with community 
development, and that they offered either a framework for collaboration or factors present 
in a successful collaboration. A large body of community development collaboration 
literature comes from the field of public health. Public health based articles were not 
excluded so long as they were based in community based, grassroots or neighborhood 
collaboration in order to achieve an objective. Creating a list of the main ideas in each 
article, and using a mapping exercise to cluster ideas identified key factors present in 
successful collaborations. 
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General Community Development 

 

Center for Collaborative Planning 
Excellent Links to Community Development Resources 
http://www.connectccp.org/resources/library.shtml 
 
Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC)  
http://www.lisc.org/  
Resource Library: http://www.lisc.org/section/resources/  
Brooklyn Safety Partners Case Study: http://www.lisc.org/content/article/detail/7681/  
 

KnowledgePlex 
Large Searchable Database, Easily Accessible Topic Areas 
http://www.knowledgeplex.org 
 

Alliance for Metropolitan Stability 
Local advocate for environmental justice in growth and development in the Twin Cities 
http://www.metrostability.org/index.php 
Community Benefits Agreements: 
http://www.metrostability.org/campaigns/article.php?sid=Test 
 

Policy Link 
National Research and Action Institute 
www.policylink.org 
Equitable Development: http://www.policylink.org/pdfs/AdvocatingForED.pdf  
 

Center for Community Change 
Organizing Communities for Community Development 
http://www.communitychange.org   
Database of Resources: http://www.communitychange.org/library 
 

Anne E. Casey Foundation   
Focus on Families 
http://www.aecf.org 
Initiative of the Anne E. Casey Foundation: Comprehensive Community Initiatives 
http://www.commbuild.org/html_pages/ccilist.htm 
 
 
Asset Based Community Development  

 

Asset Based Community Development Institute 
Key website for ABCD, Research and Links about ABCD  
http://www.sesp.northwestern.edu/abcd/ 
  
Northwestern University, School of Education and Social Policy 
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Report: ‘Discovering Community Power: A Guide to Mobilizing Local Assets and Your 
Organization’s Capacity’ 
http://www.sesp.northwestern.edu/images/kelloggabcd.pdf 
  
Center for Sustainable Community Development 
Research on measuring the value of stakeholder relationships 
http://www.sfu.ca/cscd/cli/default.htm 
 
Wildflowers Institute  
Assets based, power within the community, framework for mapping social assets  
http://www.wildflowers.org/index.shtml 
 
Community Wealth 
Strategies, Models, Blog 
http://www.community-wealth.org/ 
 
 
Universities and Community Development 

Office of University Partnerships, Publications Page 
http://www.oup.org/publications/oup_pubs.asp 
 
Report: ‘Building and Sustaining a Commitment to Community Outreach, Development 
and Collaboration’ 
http://www.oup.org/files/pubs/engagement_vol1.pdf 
 
Community College National Center for Community Development  
http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/other/engagement 
  
   
Effective Practices 

 
Community Toolbox  
Links to online databases of best practices 
http://ctb.ku.edu/en/promisingapproach/Databases_Best_Practices.htm  
   
National Governors Association Center for Best Practice  
Publications searchable by issues area 
http://www.nga.org/portal/site/nga/menuitem.50aeae5ff70b817ae8ebb856a11010a0/  
   
National Initiative to Improve Adolescent and Young Adult Health 
How to Apply Best Practices  
http://nahic.ucsf.edu/downloads/niiah/BestPracticesBrief.pdf 
   
 
 

Effective Practice Examples 
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Policy Link 
Market Creek Plaza Example  
http://www.policylink.org/pdfs/MarketCreekPlaza.pdf 
  
Community Development Collaborative of Greater Columbus 
http://www.columbuscollaborative.org/what.htm 
 
Comprehensive Community Revitalization Project: South Bronx 
Center for Community Change Website  
http://www.communitychange.org/library/going-comprehensive-anatomy-of-an-
initiative-that-worked-ccrp-in-the-south-bronx/?searchterm=None  
 
Colorado Best Practices 
http://www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite/Best-Practices-V2/BPV/1216461738867 
 
 
Collaboration 

 
Corporation for National and Community Service  
Effective Practice suggestions 
http://www.nationalserviceresources.org/node/17133 
http://www.nationalserviceresources.org/node/17072 
  
National network for collaboration 
Collaboration Framework: Addressing Community Capacity 
http://crs.uvm.edu/nnco/collab/framework.html 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 


