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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Riverside Park Neighborhood Task Force (RPNTF) partnered with Holly Aprea and Desirée 
Culpitt  (West Bank Cedar Humphrey Action for Neighborhood Community Engagement and 
the Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs) to identify strategies for engaging volunteers in the 
stewardship and restoration of Riverside Park through community based research.  Our work was 
conducted between January 27 th and May 7th, 2009. 
 
We undertook four main tasks: 

• A series of interviews to analyze current institutions and community members who are 
critical for future planning.  

• A literature review to further understand community engagement strategies specific to 
urban parks and available natural resources. 

• Conduct a survey that included recreational needs and park requirements to help identify 
neighborhood members RPNTF can partner with for future park maintenance. 

• Conduct research on available grants, and hold conversations with institutional and 
organizational partners, as well as with program staff in the Twin Cities area that have 
secured funding for similar restoration projects. 

 
Riverside Park has historically been an important public space in the Cedar-Riverside and 
Seward neighborhoods.  Recent interest in park restoration and stewardship was a driving force 
in this collaborative research partnership. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 

• Interviews - We conducted eighteen interviews, each between 30 and 45 minutes in 
length.  The RPNTF identified individuals and organizations in the community for 
interviews.  Interviewees were contacted via email and we followed-up by phone as 
necessary.  

• Literature Review - We conducted a detailed review of literature using relevant 
materials from previous coursework at the Humphrey Institute, held discussions with 
professionals in related fields and with interviewees, and defined searches within 
electronic databases. 

• Survey - We designed a survey to obtain a sample of residents, students, and employees 
within the Cedar-Riverside and Seward neighborhoods.  A total of 220 respondents 
participated.  The survey included questions about three topics: knowledge and usage of 
Riverside Park, safety/general concerns, and volunteerism around urban spaces and 
invasive species.  We constructed an online survey for broader distribution and ease of 
analysis. 

• Funding Source Review – We undertook a focused review of potential sources of 
funding to support restoration priorities in Riverside Park.  The review included twenty-
five organizations and agencies (twenty-seven specific funding opportunities) 
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representing a mix of private and public organizations, including corporations, 
foundations, non-profit organizations, and government agencies (city, state, and federal). 

 
FINDINGS 
 
PROMISING FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 
Promising opportunities for funding for the RPNTF were either recommended by interviewees 
and/or seem to be a strong match for RPNTF restoration efforts. All promising opportunities 
have funding application processes that likely will not pose a barrier to the Task Force. 

• The Mississippi Watershed Management Organization has three funding opportunities 
• Xcel Energy Foundation administers an environmental grants program  
• McKnight Foundation has an environmental focus area within its grant program 
• Cargill has a philanthropic focus on environmental issues 
• History Channel has a Save Our History grant program 
• Minnesota Department of Natural Resources has a Metropolitan Conservation Corridors 

initiative that includes the Metro Greenways Restoration Grants 
• Beim Foundation has an environment grant program 
• Butler Family Foundation has an environment grant program 

 
PROMISING PARTNERSHIPS 
Our research also identified organizations that do not have funding opportunities available but 
offer promising partnership opportunities if RPNTF is able to secure funding from other sources.  
These organizations either have been involved in other restoration efforts in the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area or may be a promising source of information, technical assistance, and 
possibly even in-kind contributions: 

• Friends of the Mississippi River 
• Minneapolis Employment and Training Program 
• Community Design Center of Minnesota 
• Trust for Public Land 
• Great River Greening 

 
Friends of the Mississippi River (FMR) will be a critical partner, as they are conducting the 
RPNTF’s ecological plan for Riverside Park.  This plan will identify and prioritize restoration 
projects and volunteer opportunities, and will inform all proposals for funding.  FMR also has 
extensive experience in securing funding for similar efforts in other Minneapolis parks.  FMR 
staff members have indicated interest in developing a long-term partnership with the RPNTF, 
including joint efforts to secure funding for restoration.   
 
THEMES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Seven main themes emerged during interviews with community members and throughout the 
survey process in regards to stewardship and restoration in Riverside Park.  These themes, along 
with our literature review and review of potential funding sources, directly informed seven 
recommendations, which are addressed in further detail below: 
 

1. Continue to work with institutional and community partners to identify sources of 
funding and in-kind support.  This might involve setting more realistic goals based on the 
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ecology plan and available resources, and use the achievement of these goals as 
opportunities to celebrate success and further motivate volunteers; 

2. Promote Riverside Park through signage, walking tours, and transportation; 
3. Build strategic partnerships to strengthen organizational and institutional support for 

Riverside Park restoration; 
4. Identify possible motivations for key groups of volunteers and build a strong 

infrastructure for volunteer opportunities, including key volunteer days planned with 
significant lead time; 

5. Recognize competing interests in the community, such as competition for funding and 
volunteer support, and identify opportunities to work towards community-wide goals to 
foster collaboration and minimize competition; 

6. Work with the West Bank Community Coalition (WBCC) and Riverside Park residents to 
encourage more coordinated efforts within the WBCC Safety Committee.  Develop 
stronger connections between safety patrols of Riverside Park, the safety patrols of the 
nearby institutions, and the efforts of the committee as a whole to better incorporate 
Riverside Park into the broader conversations about safety in the community; 

7. Recognize and utilize the valuable feedback provided by community members, and 
continue to solicit input and involvement from the community. 

 
Securing Funding and Celebrating Success 
The RPNTF is a small network of community volunteers within the West Bank Community 
Coalition, which is an organization based entirely on volunteer time.  Since both do not have 
staff members, it will be important to develop a plan that can realistically be implemented with 
existing volunteer capacity.  We recommend the following based on this research and our 
conversations with interviewees: 

• Work closely with Friends of the Mississippi River to pursue funding opportunities 
• Make a conscious effort to celebrate success 

 
Increasing Access to and Awareness of a Community Resource 
Increasing access to and awareness of Riverside Park will be an important step to building 
volunteer support and community interest in future park restoration and stewardship.  We 
recommend the following actions to benefit stewardship and restoration in Riverside Park: 

• Organize walking tours 
• Develop community maps and signage 
• Direct promotion of Riverside Park 
• Explore creative transportation solutions 

 
Building Strategic Partnerships 
Building this strong foundation will be critical for generating interest and long-term commitment 
to volunteer efforts in Riverside Park, and will also help to build a stronger sense of community 
around the park.  We recommend the following first steps: 

• Schedule follow-up discussions with key community leaders that have expressed interest 
in community volunteer efforts 

• Identify connections between Riverside Park and organizations’ missions 
• Utilize existing relationships to strengthen partnerships 
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Developing a Sustainable Volunteer Base and Infrastructure 
Many organizational and institutional partners expressed interest in volunteering in Riverside 
Park, and shared a common suggestion to develop structured volunteer opportunities organized 
with sufficient notice, allowing time to promote the opportunity and recruit a stronger volunteer 
base.  The following are recommendations to address building a sustainable volunteer base and 
infrastructure: 

• Plan structured volunteer opportunities with sufficient lead time 
• Build upon existing volunteer opportunities 
• Frame outreach to appeal to partner organizations’ missions, and to individual 

motivations and identity 
• Utilize the technical expertise of Friends of the Mississippi River 

 
Addressing Competing Interests and Fostering Collaboration 
It is important to keep competing interests in mind as the RPNTF moves forward in fostering 
collaboration around Riverside Park and connecting to key volunteers and organizations based 
on these interests.  We recommend that the RPNTF consider the following opportunities and 
next steps for both short-term and long-term progress in Riverside Park: 

• Encourage a collaborative approach to management of the park system in Cedar-
Riverside (and Seward) 

• Identify opportunities for Riverside Park restoration to address other community 
priorities 

• Keep time in mind when structuring individual volunteer opportunities 
 
Opportunities to Address Safety Concerns 
General safety is a concern for residents and visitors to Cedar Riverside, and a number of 
interviewees mentioned concerns about Riverside Park. We were able to speak with members of 
the WBCC Safety Committee throughout our research process, and their feedback, combined 
with the input from other interviewees, has helped us to shape additional recommendations: 

• Encourage collaboration with the WBCC Safety Committee 
• Work to include Riverside Park in conversations about safety throughout the 

neighborhoods 
 
Recognize and Utilize the Value of Community Input 
Survey respondents and community interviewees expressed positive feedback that the RPNTF 
was actively soliciting their insights and suggestions.  Long-term goals for the RPNTF should 
include post-participation surveys to continue to understand those who participate and how 
volunteer opportunities can be made better.  If the RPNTF expands it volunteer opportunities to 
include multiple events per year, larger events would better fit this effort to gather community 
input into the volunteer process. 
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Chapter 1: Restoration and Community Vision 
 
1.1 Riverside Park Neighborhood Task Force and Community Based Research  

In 2006, the City of Minneapolis Community Planning and Economic Development 
(CPED) department, in partnership with Fairview Hospital, negotiated a good neighbor 
agreement requiring the hospital to grant $10,000 toward physical improvements within 
Riverside Park during the planning of a future hospital expansion.  The Riverside Park 
Neighborhood Task Force (RPNTF) is a sub-committee of the West Bank Community Coalition 
(WBCC) and was created to ensure that the funds established in partnership with Fairview are 
used equitably in the park for necessary improvements.1 

 
 Beginning in December 2008, representatives from the RPNTF collaborated with 
graduate students from the West Bank Cedar Humphrey Action for Neighborhood Collaborative 
Engagement (CHANCE) organization in a series of meetings and listening sessions and 
established a research partnership to achieve two defined community based research goals and 
four research objectives to guide RPNTF future planning initiatives. 
 

 The first goal was to identify possible park users and methods of recruiting volunteers, 
based both on community feedback and research of similar park experiences and/or restoration 
that has already been completed in the Twin Cities area.  The second goal was to identify current 
funding opportunities to support Riverside Park improvements that relate to the RPNTF's four 
core concerns: (1) environmentally sound restoration, (2) equitable use of Riverside Park, (3) 
minimizing safety concerns, and (4) recognizing overall economic constraints.  
 
1.2 Research Objectives 

Our research identified four main objectives.   The first objective was an analysis of 
current institutions and community members who are critical for future planning.  This involved 
interviews with representatives of community institutions, organizations, and other individuals 
for information on current opinions and strategies for stewardship and volunteerism in future 
park planning. Those individuals and organizations interviewed also identified a limited number 
of additional contacts that we included in a final round of interviews.  Chapter 2 of this report, 
Community Partners Want Volunteer Opportunities, is a detailed summary of our interviews and 
resulting themes identified by multiple interviewees. 

 
A second objective was a literature review to further understand community engagement 

strategies specific to urban parks. We identified examples of effective volunteer mobilization 
strategies and sustainable volunteer program development.  This involved a particular focus on 
relevant examples in the Twin Cities area and also included interviews with identified 
community members and organizations. Important ideas and themes that emerged from the 
literature review can be found referenced throughout the report, with the methodology for the 
review found in Appendix 1.1 Literature Review Methodology.  Appendix 1.2 Literature Review 
Matrix is a summation of reviewed literature and identified themes. 

                                                 
1 This section of the paper is informed by interviews with two members of the RPNTF.  Sophia Ginis and Andrew 
Lee are current residents of the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood who are members of RPNTF who partnered with 
CHANCE to pursue possible research in regards to current spatial issues within the neighborhood.  
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We addressed the third objective of this research by conducting a survey of recreational 
needs and park requirements in order to help identify neighborhood members RPNTF could 
partner with for future park maintenance.  A discussion of the survey results can be found in 
Chapter 3 of this report, Impacts of Riverside Park in Our Community.  Finally, the fourth 
objective required researching and providing a clear understanding of available funding sources 
for Buckthorn removal, continued Buckthorn management, and current infrastructure repair.  
Buckthorn is an invasive species to Minnesota and has been damaging the ecology of Riverside 
Park since its introduction in the early 1900’s.  We identified funding possibilities through 
research on available grants, conversations with institutional and organizational partners, and 
conversations with program staff in the Twin Cities area that have secured funding for similar 
projects.  Chapter 4, Promising Sources of Funding and Promising Partnerships, provides a 
discussion on funding research.  

 
In summary, this report focuses on communicating the recreational needs and park issues 

identified by community members, in the Cedar-Riverside and Seward neighborhoods; 
identifying individuals that indicate interest as potential partners and volunteers; and providing 
an overview of current funding availability for urban park development and maintenance in 
terms of Buckthorn removal, continued Buckthorn maintenance, and current infrastructure 
repair.  Chapter 5 of this report, Moving Forward, is a summary of underlying themes found in 
our research and offers recommendations for the future restoration and stewardship of Riverside 
Park. 
 
1.3 History of Riverside Park 

For over 100 years, the community of Cedar-Riverside has embraced life on the 
Mississippi River.  In the late 1890’s, Cedar-Riverside was known as "Snoose Boulevard" with a 
thriving community of Scandinavian immigrants.  By the 1960’s and 1970’s the neighborhood 
demographics changed to include intellectuals, actors, artists and musicians. Riverside Plaza was 
erected as the model for high-rise living of the future, the “New Town in Town”. Today, Cedar-
Riverside boasts the largest community of immigrants in the Twin Cities, continuing a long 
history of ethnic and cultural diversity.2 Although the faces may change through the years, the 
need for recreation remains similar.  Riverside Park has long been a desired amenity within 
Cedar-Riverside, helping to create a sense of community and a sense of place for new 
immigrants and longtime community residents. 

 

 
Source: www.cedarriverside.com 

                                                 
2 http://www.cedarriverside.com/aboutphotos.html 
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1.3.1 Park Development  
Historically, Riverside Park was created and driven by citizen involvement around the 

desire for public space.  Before 1885, Riverside Park was a quarry and was referred to as the 
Sixth Ward Park.  The land for Riverside Park was among the first designated by the 
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB) shortly after its creation in April of 1883. 
Discussion over the exact shape and size of the park and objections from property owners pushed 
back the acquisition of the land to 1884 when just under 20 acres of the now 40 plus were 
acquired for a little less than $60,000. The park was named in 1885 for its location near the 
Mississippi River. It was intended to be the northern anchor for a parkway that would extend 
downriver to southern areas of Minneapolis including Minnehaha Creek and Fort Snelling.3   

 
In 1890, a road was built from the upper portion of the park to a concourse located half 

way down the bluff. MPRB viewed Riverside Park as one of the best places in the park system 
for active recreation. In 1904, MPRB approved the first installation of children’s play equipment 
in any existing park in the city, including swings, teeter-totters and sandboxes. When MPRB 
decided to install more extensive playground and gymnastic equipment in parks the following 
year, they chose Riverside Park and Logan Park as the first sites for upgrades. By 1908, when the 
first basketball courts were installed in city parks, Riverside Park had the largest playground 
attendance in the city.4 

 
A major expansion of the park occurred in 1911, when another 22.5 acres were added to 

the southern end of the park at a cost of about $50,000.  Citizens continued to be highly driven to 
support public space and drawn to the scenic views of the Mississippi River. The MPRB decided 
to acquire the additional land in part to extend its riverside holdings, but also to halt the operation 
of a dance hall close to the park. When the MPRB learned of plans for the hall next to the park, 
they worked to purchase and condemn the land for a larger park instead.5 

 
The popularity of Riverside Park led then park superintendent Theodore Wirth to propose 

a new plan for the park in 1913. The plan included an outdoor amphitheater and a combined 
football and baseball field. Wirth submitted new plans for the park in 1916 that would have 
divided the park into four terraces and provided a grandstand for the athletic fields that 
overlooked the river, and a field house. This plan was not adopted, but the last traces of the old 
quarry that had once occupied the site when it was acquired were removed in 1919, when the site 
was graded. This aided with the installation of tennis courts on the north end of the park in 
1920.6 

 
1.3.2 Decline in Park Investment 

Wirth tried again in 1925 to persuade the MPRB to improve the park further with plans 
for an outdoor concert stadium overlooking the river. He later assumed that his plans were never 
carried out because after the construction of the Ford Dam in 1917, the river acted as a reservoir, 
nearly a cesspool, and gave off an unbearable odor.  Much of the city’s raw sewage flowed into 
                                                 

3 David Smith, CITY OF PARKS  
4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
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the river until the 1930’s. Despite many plans for the park, the MPRB finally gave Riverside 
Park a warming house in 1927 for its skating rink. In 1932, two tennis courts, a wading pool and 
new toilets were also added.7   

 
During the 1930’s, considerable work was done by the Works Progress Administration 

(WPA) around Riverside Park, including the construction of stone steps leading from the upper 
level to the lower level of the park. In 1933, a stone bathhouse was also built. Riverside Park 
reached its current size in 1962, when less than two acres were taken for the construction of I-94 
and the park was re-graded and rearranged to accommodate the freeway.  No other park 
improvements were made until 2000, as a result of renewed interest in public space in the Cedar-
Riverside neighborhood. 
 
1.3.3 Park Restoration 

Recent improvements in Riverside Park began in 2000, when the upper level of the park 
was refurbished with new playground equipment, seating, and picnic tables. With a recent 
change in demographics in Cedar-Riverside, a change in park usage also occurred. The 
basketball court was replaced with the help of a $10,000 grant from the Minnesota 
Timberwolves, and a soccer field was also upgraded, but soccer goals were not erected in order 
to keep the space open for multiple uses.  Riverside Park became one of the first parks in the city 
with space dedicated to dogs, when 1.28 acres of the park were fenced in and designated as an 
“off-leash recreation area” in 2001.8 In the spring of 2009, new goals were installed on the soccer 
goals in the park. 

 
With current interest within the community and a new generation of recreational users in 

the neighborhood, it is again possible to explore and bring to fruition the ideas put forth by Wirth 
and others in the early 1900’s.  Although current restoration efforts can never return the park 
area fully to its “original” state, as nothing man-made is natural, this research project suggests 
that efforts to return the park to a state of use close to the early 1920’s is a realistic goal with 
sustained stewardship and volunteer efforts.  

   

                                                 
7 Ibid. 
8 Ibid. 
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Chapter 2:  Community Partners Want Volunteer Opportunities 
  
 The history of Riverside Park is both instructive and encouraging, as the park has clearly 
been a valuable and well-used asset for the Cedar-Riverside and Seward communities over the 
years.  Even before beginning our formal research process, we realized that Riverside Park is no 
longer the most highly attended park in the Minneapolis park system.  We and our partners at 
RPNTF agreed that speaking with community members, and listening to their insights, would be 
a critical part of our research process to understand community use of Riverside Park and interest 
in volunteering to support park restoration. 
 
2.1 Selection Process 
 We collaborated with our partners at RPNTF to identify and prioritize people who were 
most critical to interview.  These interviewees were selected with the following criteria in mind: 
 

1. What functions or people might be affected by the RPNTF activities or outcomes;  
2. Who contributes resources (people, space, time, tools, and money) to the RPNTF;  
3. Who ultimately will use and benefit from the output of our research. 

 
 These interviews with community members are qualitative, in-depth interviews with free 
flowing conversations.  We reached out to interviewees via email and followed-up by phone as 
necessary.  We conducted eighteen interviews, each between 30 and 45 minutes in length. The 
organizations represented by interviewees are included in Appendix 2.4: Glossary of 
Organizations and Institutions. Appendix 2.5: Community Contact List provides a full list of 
contact information for all interviewees. It includes additional contacts we recommend that the 
RPNTF connect with to explore partnership opportunities and to determine volunteer interest and 
availability.   
 

We have provided a visual summary of key themes in Appendix 2.6: Discussion Themes 
Matrix. This includes a complete list of interviewees, their organizations, and the specific themes 
each interviewee identified.  We also created a conversation guide with a set of questions that we 
asked of each interviewee (see Appendix 2.7: Interview Discussion Guide).  Deviations from 
standard questions occurred when probing for information specific to each organization’s 
mission. The conversation guide was designed around the objective of collecting information to 
better understand which organizations are interested in partnership opportunities related to 
Riverside Park, specifically focusing on long-term volunteer opportunities.  Our objectives also 
focused on determining community concerns and suggestions, and identifying connections 
between these organizations and Riverside Park.  
 
 We made detailed notes during each interview and developed a summary as soon after 
the initial interview as possible.  We have used these summaries, complemented by information 
collected through our literature review, to inform the recommendations made in Chapter 5, 
Moving Forward.  
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2.2 Key Themes  
 Six key themes emerged over the course of eighteen interviews with community 
members.  The number of interviews that mention each theme is indicated in parenthesis.  These 
themes, taken with our survey data, literature review, and review of potential sources of funding, 
will inform our final recommendations in Chapter 5: Moving Forward. 
 

1. Increasing access to a community resource: awareness and distance as barriers (15); 
2. Opportunities to partner (14); 
3. Need for volunteers: recruitment, motivation, and infrastructure (13); 
4. Competing interests and priorities – organizations, institutions, and individuals (11); 
5. Safety concerns and safety as a barrier to use (8), and; 
6. Identifying funds and setting realistic goals for restoration (4). 

 
 While we conducted a total of eighteen interviews, and the numbers above represent the 
number of times themes emerged out of these eighteen interviews, more than eighteen 
individuals were represented, as some interviews were with more than one person.  For example, 
the Cedar-Riverside Youth Council interview included five members and our interview with staff 
working on the City of Minneapolis’ Green Teams initiative included two representatives of the 
MPRB, a representative from the City of Minneapolis Employment and Training Program, and a 
representative from the Minnesota Community Design Center (CDC), a non-profit partner based 
in St. Paul.  We spoke with a total of eleven representatives of nine community organizations in 
the Cedar-Riverside and Seward neighborhoods, six representatives of four institutions in the 
Cedar-Riverside neighborhood, five representatives of two public agencies, and two 
representatives of non-profit organizations outside of the Cedar-Riverside and Seward 
neighborhoods (Friends of the Mississippi River and the CDC). 
 
 Nine organizations and institutions emerged as promising partners in efforts to restore 
Riverside Park.  Friends of the Mississippi River (FMR) and the MPRB are already engaged as 
key partners with the RPNTF, and are directly involved in guiding next steps in the RPNTF’s 
ecological planning process.  Fairview Hospital, the University of Minnesota’s Middlebrook 
Hall, and the community relations offices of the College of St. Catherine and Augsburg College 
all communicated significant interest in partnering and the capacity to recruit volunteers.  The 
Cedar-Riverside Youth Council and Trinity Congregation also expressed interest in volunteer 
opportunities, and the capacity to recruit volunteers on a smaller scale than the institutional 
partners.  We will address this interest and these emerging themes and next steps in more detail 
in Chapter 5, Moving Forward. 
 
2.3 Community Connections Map  
 We identified a number of relationships between organizations during the interview 
process.  The community map (Figure 2.3) provides a visual representation of current 
partnerships and working relationships.  These range from overlapping volunteer membership to 
relationships that include the sharing of funds or in-kind resources. Our interviews involved 
contacts listed in the map.  The names in italics were additional contacts that were referenced by 
our interviewees but not interviewed.  
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Fairview Hospital 
Russell Williams 

 
University of 

Minnesota 

 

 CHANCE 
Merrie Benasutti, 

Anne Johnson

College of St.
Catherine 

Martha Malinski, 
Mike Baines 

 

Augsburg College 
Steve Peacock 

 
 

Riverside 
Park 

 

Office of Community 
Relations 

Peg Wolff, Jan Morlock 

 

University 
District Alliance 
Dick Poppele 

Middlebrook 
Hall 

TR Corey 

Rosemary Knutson 

2.3 Community Connections Map 

The Partnership also 
includes representation 

from the city of 
Minneapolis and the CR 

NRP.  Not enough 
information is available 
to determine additional 
community connections 

and priorities. 

KEY: 
Blue = Community organization or partnership 
Maroon = Institution  
Orange = City or public agency 
Green = Riverside Park 
Solid line = Existing connection to Riverside Park 
Dotted line = overlapping membership 
Arrow = flow of funds or resources 
Bold font = Key informant 
Name in Italics = did NOT conduct interview, 
recommended contact 
 
*The size of each “box” does NOT represent the size of 
the organization and is solely determined by the amount 
of text that must be included in each box. 

    “The 
Partnership” 

Trinity 
Congregation 
Katie Dudzik 

Brian Coyle 
Community Center 

Abdirahman 
Mukhtar 

Cedar Riverside Youth 
Council & Go Green 
Tally Washington, 
Mohamed Jama 

Angel Peluso 
West Bank 
Community 

Coalition 

 
 

Riverside Park  
Neighborhood 

Task Force 
 

Safety 
Committee 
Russom 

Solomon, 
Mary Mellen 

& Lynn 

Bluff St. 
Task Force 

Cedar Riverside 
Neighborhood 
Revitalization 

Program (CR NRP) 

Seward 
Neighborhood  

Group 
Nasra Noor, 

Sheldon Mains 

Community Design Center of 
Minnesota , Tamara Downs Schwei 

Friends of the 
Mississippi River 

Irene Jones, 
Carolyn Carr 

Minneapolis Park and 
Recreation Board 

Scott Vreeland, Lonnie 
Nichols, MaryLynn 

Pulsher, Marcia 
Holmberg

 
City Council 
Cam Gordon 

 
Green 
Teams 

Community 
Planning and 

Economic 
Development 

Minneapolis 
Employment and 
Training Program 

Tammy Dickinson 

 
City of 

Minneapolis 
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Chapter 3: Impacts of Riverside Park in our Community 
 
3.1 Creating a Meaningful Survey Tool 
 We talked at length with the RPNTF to identify particular areas of interest in regards to 
survey questions for Riverside Park.  We designed our survey as a survey of convenience, and as 
such, it does not necessarily represent a majority of the Cedar-Riverside and Seward 
neighborhoods.  Instead, it is representative of a small percentage of community members that 
were interested in or use neighborhood parks and were willing to participate in our research.  We 
identified three areas of focus as goals of the survey:  

1. Knowledge and usage of Riverside Park;  
2. Safety/general concerns; 
3. Volunteerism around urban parks and invasive species (Buckthorn). 

 
We used multiple choice and short answer questions in the survey design.  We offered the 

survey in an online format using surveygizmo.com.  Introductory remarks at the beginning of the 
survey advised participants of confidentiality and the overall purpose of the survey.  We also 
provided neighborhood boundaries and park locations within Cedar-Riverside and Seward to 
orient participants to parks described within the survey document.   

 
We were unable to have the survey translated into the various languages found within the 

neighborhoods, but community members volunteered to translate the survey verbally during 
face-to-face conversations.  We distributed the survey to identified institutions and organizations 
via electronic list serves.  The survey was also distributed via printed text documents with face-
to-face distribution through community meetings, activities, and with help from individual and 
organization interviewees.   

 
The survey was sent electronically to list serves for the WBCC, Cedar-Riverside E-

Democracy Forum, and the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs students and 
personnel.  Although other forums for electronic distribution exist within the neighborhood, we 
were unable to distribute the survey on these forums due to time constraints.  For face-to-face 
distribution, we asked those individuals and organizations that we interviewed to pass along our 
survey to their coworkers.  We also attended events such as community meetings, community 
conversation circles, and Riverside Park Earth Day 2009 to distribute and collect surveys from 
community members. 
 
            We designed all the questions on the survey so that answering was optional for the 
participant.  Since each question was optional, there are different response rates for each survey 
question.  For ease of data analysis, we used the online survey system to enter paper surveys as 
we received them.  For data cleaning purposes, skip logic questions (those questions that require 
the respondent to skip ahead to the next section if they do not answer) were examined for 
continuity.  When respondents answered questions that should not have been answered due to 
skip logic, survey data for that particular section were discarded for accuracy and clear reporting.  
For example, when respondents provided a frequency of usage for Riverside Park despite 
previously answering they did not use Riverside Park, we eliminated the response.   
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            We used the survey results, complemented by information collected through our literature 
review, to make informed recommendations in Chapter 5, Moving Forward.  The survey 
instrument can be found in Appendix 3.1 Survey Instrument.  A complete list of institutions and 
events where the survey was distributed is in Appendix 3.2 Survey Distribution Matrix. 
 
3.2 A Community Speaks 
 The following is a summary of the survey responses as recorded and exported through 
surveygizmo.com. 
 
3.2.1 Usage of Parks 
 A total of 220 individuals responded to the RPNTF community survey.  The sample of 
community members included individuals who identified themselves as one or more of the 
following: Caucasian/white 66% (145), African American/black 14% (30), African immigrant 
13% (28), Asian 10% (22), Hispanic/Latino 2% (4), and American Indian/Alaska Native .5% (1).  
Ages of those participating ranged from 12 to 90.  A majority of respondents were female 64% 
(141).  Eighty-three percent (183) of respondents indicated that they had used a public park 
within the Twin Cities metropolitan area.  Of those using the parks, 45% (82) individuals 
reported using parks within the Cedar-Riverside and Seward neighborhoods, while 43% (79) had 
not.  Overall, 12% (22) individuals participating were not sure if they had used a park within 
Cedar-Riverside or Seward neighborhoods. 
 
 Usage of Riverside Park is a major concern and question for the RPNTF.  Six parks were 
identified within Cedar-Riverside and Seward neighborhoods and participants were asked to 
identify any or all of the parks used.   For this question, 108 of the participants responded with a 
total of 194 responses.  Riverside Park was chosen 34% (66) times as one of six parks used 
within both neighborhoods (Table 1). Currie Park and Matthews Park were also identified by 
participants as being used, with Currie Park identified 21% (42) of the times and Matthews 
identified 18% (35) of the times.   
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When asked if Riverside Park was used specifically, 63% (74) of the respondents 
answered yes out of 117 total respondents.  There is a difference in those that identified 
Riverside Park among the six parks in both neighborhoods and those that identified using 
Riverside Park specifically. The difference in responses can be attributed to a lack of awareness 
of the park location when respondents are initially asked if they use parks in either 
neighborhood.  Thirteen respondents were “not sure” if they had used parks in the Cedar-
Riverside or Seward neighborhoods; a location description was then provided when specifically 
asking respondents if they used Riverside Park. This helped participants to identify if they 
specifically used Riverside Park.  Of all identified reasons for use of neighborhood parks, most 
respondents indicated that walking paths were the main reason for the use within both 
neighborhoods.  The top four out of eleven possible reasons for visiting Riverside Park as 
identified by 205 responses by 74 individuals include: available walking paths 20% (40), 
available picnic areas 14% (29), basketball courts 13% (27), and nature watching 13% (27). 

             
We assumed that large populations use the park at various times throughout the year.  We 

asked those respondents who said they used Riverside Park (74) how often they used the park 
within each identified season (December to February/winter, March to May/spring, June to 
August/summer, and September to November/fall), with a total of 275 responses.  Table 2 
displays how often individuals used Riverside Park within each season.  Each percentage in the 
table represents the number of respondents who identified a given frequency of usage divided by 
the total responses for each season.  Those who visited the park three times or more per week 
identified the summer season (June through August) as the time of year when usage was the 
highest.  Overall, usage is highest in the summer and fall, indicating a greater chance for 
volunteer participation and general stewardship in the six months of June through November.  
This could also be associated with the weather in the area affecting the ability to utilize the park 
during the other six months of the year. 
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3.2.2 Safety and General Concerns 
When respondents were asked how secure they felt when traveling between both levels of 

Riverside Park, 35% (26) of the individuals indicated they felt secure all the time, while 45% 
(33) indicated that they felt secure most of the time as depicted in Table 3, below.  Twelve 
percent of  respondents (9) indicated they feel secure some of the time, but most concerning was 
the 8% of respondents (6) who indicated that they never feel secure traveling between the levels 
of the park.  We asked why respondents may feel unsafe accessing either the upper or lower 
levels of the park as an open-ended response question.  Many responses indicated that there was 
a general perception of danger, especially by female respondents. Many noted that they felt 
particularly unsafe when it was dusk, or when lighting in the park became an issue. 

 

 
  

 Another concern for the RPNTF is parking around Riverside Park and how transportation 
affects use of the park.  Of 74 respondents, 65% (48) indicated they did not drive to the park, but 
of those that did drive, 69% (18) indicated that there was adequate parking available. For those 
who felt that transportation was a barrier, we asked why as an open-ended response question.  
Most respondents indicated that there was a general lack of public transportation, and that clearer 
signage and overall awareness of the park’s location would aid visitors driving into the 
neighborhood to access the park.  Eighty-nine percent (66) of Riverside Park visitors enjoy 
walking to the park, and of those individuals, 86% (58) responded that they always or most of 
the time felt that walking paths were adequate for visits (29, or 43%, of the respondents for each 
response). 
  
 For the 66% (146) of the survey participants who indicated they did not use Riverside 
Park, we asked if there were specific reasons for not utilizing the park.  Participants could select 
multiple reasons, yielding 276 responses.  As reflected through conversations with identified 
interviewees in the community, a major reason for not utilizing Riverside Park is that 
participants were unaware that the park even existed.   This finding is also related to participants 
being unaware of where the park was located and also unaware of available amenities.  A general 
lack of awareness is highly evident from the responses.  Sixty-four percent (176) of responses 
identified that participants were unaware of park location, existence, or amenities.  Additionally, 
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12% (33) of the responses identified general safety concern.  Other reasons such as concerns 
about lighting 8% (22), inability to see secluded locations of the park 8% (21), and overall 
walkability 5% (13) and transportation 4% (11) constituted a large portion of the  remaining 
responses. 
 
3.2.3 Invasive Species 
 A major concern within the Riverside Park area is that of the invasive species Buckthorn. 
According to the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Buckthorn was first brought to 
Minnesota from Europe in the mid-1800’s as a hedging material. Shortly after its introduction 
into the state, it was found to be quite invasive in natural areas. Buckthorn has been found to out-
compete native plants for nutrients and contributes to erosion by shading out other plants that 
grow on the slope of the Mississippi River Gorge.9  Many buckthorn hedges may still be found in 
older neighborhoods such as Cedar-Riverside and Seward, even though nurseries throughout 
Minnesota stopped selling buckthorn in the 1930’s.  The RPNTF, through discussions with 
community members and MPRB members, has identified the removal of Buckthorn from the 
park area as one of the main goal in the initial stages of park restoration.  
  
 Out of 220 respondents, 56% (124) indicated that they had heard of the invasive species 
Buckthorn, and of those who had heard of the plant, 28% (35) had participated in previous 
efforts to manage the invasive species through volunteer removal efforts at local and state parks. 
This finding indicates that there is a group of community members who have been educated on 
Buckthorn removal and could be valuable in future volunteer opportunities in removal efforts.  
 

Forty-four percent (97) of the respondents were interested in learning more about 
Buckthorn and the effects it has on the park, while 42% (92) of the survey participants were 
interested in helping to remove Buckthorn from the park. Forty-three percent (94) of the 
participants indicated they were interested in attending an event to learn more about Riverside 
Park and any plans to clean up the park.  
 

 
                                                 

9 Minnesota DNR, http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/invasives/terrestrialplants/woody/buckthorn/index.html 
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Table 4, above, shows how often and when 80 respondents would be willing to volunteer.  
Within all seasons, once per season was the most common response.  March through May and 
June through August were identified as prime times of the year for volunteer availability, with 
opportunities for multiple volunteer events per month. 

 
Finally, participants were asked if there were specific projects that would encourage 

greater usage of Riverside Park.  Multiple choices could be selected.  Table 5, below, presents 
the participant’s responses.  Out of 113 respondents and 218 responses, general clean up was 
indicated 73% (82) of the time, while improved lighting was the second most indicated project, 
being selected 55% (62) of the time.  The removal of the invasive species Buckthorn had a 
selection rate of 35% (40), while maintenance to the WPA stairs was selected by 30% (34) of the 
respondents. 
 

 
 
To conclude the survey, we asked participants to share any general comments in relation 

to Riverside Park.  Community members provided beneficial comments about the overall survey 
design (the exclusion of “other” from demographic descriptors was repeatedly identified), but 
also about the enthusiam many respondents felt towards volunteering and working towards 
bettering a great community asset. Eight percent (17) of respondents indicated that they 
appreciated the ability to contribute to and have a voice in the process. 
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Chapter 4: Promising Sources of Funding and Promising Partnerships 
  
 We performed a focused review of potential sources of funding to support restoration 
priorities in Riverside Park.  The review included twenty-five organizations and agencies 
(twenty-seven specific funding opportunities) representing a mix of private and public 
organizations, including corporations, foundations, non-profit organizations, and government 
agencies (city, state, and federal). We provide a map of the funding landscape in Figure 4.4 
Funding Landscape and Opportunities for Riverside Park, and we will be providing the RPNTF 
with an electronic folder of additional supporting documents available from a number of the 
funding sources reviewed.  These documents include detailed lists of application criteria for 
many of the organizations represented below. 
 
 We recognized limitations to this process.  With a research team of two and a limited 
amount of time to address multiple research questions we did not have the capacity to perform a 
comprehensive review of funding opportunities at the local, state, and national levels.  We 
focused our research on funding opportunities specific to restoration and conservation efforts, 
and others specific to the Twin Cities metropolitan area.  This allowed us to identify and 
prioritize the most relevant and realistic funding opportunities available to the RPNTF. 
 
4.1 Selection of Organizations and Agencies for Review 
 The organizations and agencies were selected for review based on four criteria:   
 

1. Some organizations were recommended by key contacts and members of the RPNTF. 
2. The majority of organizations and agencies were selected based on geographic location, 

focusing on organizations and agencies based in Minnesota and specifically the Twin 
Cities metropolitan area.  These were identified primarily through two lists: 

a. The WaterShed Partners List10  
b. The City of Minneapolis website, within the “Grants and Special Projects 

Section,” under “Funding Opportunities”   
3. Additional organizations and agencies were added to the list for review as their names 

and funding opportunities were identified throughout our research process.   
 
4.2 Findings: Ten Promising Funding Opportunities11 
 We have identified ten promising funding opportunities (from eight organizations), six 
possible opportunities, six organizations and agencies that do not have promising opportunities, 
and five organizations that have promising partnership opportunities.  We have characterized the 
opportunities based on the following criteria: 
 
Promising opportunities: 

1. Have either been recommended by an interviewee and/or seem to be a strong match for 
the RPNTF’s restoration efforts.   

                                                 
10 WaterShed Partners List is available at: http://www.hamline.edu/cgee/watershed/Partners/Partners.pdf 
11 Please see Appendix 4.5: Funding Opportunities Matrix (pg 53), for the full list of organizations and agencies 
reviewed, and for additional details not covered in this summary.  The matrix includes: Organization, Funding 
Opportunity; Amount Available; Deadlines; Requirements/Selection Criteria/Areas of Focus, Contact Name, 
Phone, Email, and Website.  
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2. Have an existing focus on the environment, including restoration efforts or historic 
preservation.   

3. Have funding application processes that likely will not pose a barrier to the RPNTF. 
 
Possible opportunities:  

1. Have a less direct connection to the RPNTF’s restoration efforts.  
2. May pose other barriers to applying for funds.  

 
Not having promising opportunities: 

1. Provide funding in the Twin Cities metropolitan area but focus on specific issues that fall 
outside of the scope of the RPNTF’s restoration efforts.   

2. Organizations and agencies not currently accepting proposals for funding. 
 
 Throughout the research process we have also identified organizations that do not have 
funding opportunities available but that do pose promising partnership opportunities if the 
RPNTF is able to secure funding from other sources.  These organizations meet one or more of 
the following criteria: 
 

1. Have been involved in other restoration efforts in the Twin Cities metropolitan area.  
2. May be a promising source of information, technical assistance, and possibly even in-

kind contributions. 
 
 For the purpose of this section of the report, we are only including a detailed review of 
promising funding opportunities and promising partnership opportunities.  Additional 
information is available regarding possible opportunities and opportunities we identified as not 
being promising.  This information is provided in Appendix 4.5:  Funding Opportunities Matrix, 
and in various documents included in the electronic folder of supporting materials.  
 
4.3 Review of Promising Funding and Partnership Opportunities 
 This summary provides an overview of funding opportunities, specific amounts of 
funding available and key requirements and deadlines for each organization identified as a 
promising funding opportunity.  It also provides a brief review of relevant programming, specific 
partnership opportunities, and relevant funding relationships for organizations we identified as 
potential partners. 
 
4.3.1 Promising Funding Opportunities: 
 
Mississippi Watershed Management Organization (MWMO)12 

a. Funding Opportunities: The MWMO has three funding opportunities available that are 
relevant to the RPNTF.  All are available through the Stewardship Fund Program, and 
include mini-grants, action grants, and planning grants. 

b. Amount Available: Mini-grants are up to $2,000; planning grants are up to $10,000; and 
action grants are up to $50,000. 

c. Focus Area and Requirements:  

                                                 
12 All information about MWMO grant programs was obtained at www.mwmo.org.  
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1. Mini-grants have less specific criteria and are used to support short-term water 
quality improvement efforts. 

2. Planning grants are meant to support the planning process for projects and 
programs that would be carried out with the support of an action grant.  

3. Proposals must be clearly aligned with two goals, improving water quality or 
improving water and natural resource management; and building community 
understanding, knowledge, and initiative related to water and natural resource 
issues and solutions. 

d. Deadlines: Letters of Interest/Intent (LOI’s) are accepted quarterly for mini-grants, with 
the next deadline June 22, 2009.  LOI’s are accepted in September for planning and 
action grants and full proposals are submitted by invitation only. 

 
Xcel Energy Foundation (Xcel)13 

a. Funding Opportunities: Xcel administers an Environmental Grants Program as part of its 
charitable activities. 

b. Amount Available: Amounts are not specific on the foundation’s website, grant awards 
for 2006 ranged from $1,000 - $30,000 

c. Focus Area and Requirements: The Environmental Grants program includes an 
Environmental Partnerships focus area that includes habitat and park projects, as well as 
special projects and partnerships that provide volunteer opportunities for Xcel employees 
and retirees 

d. Deadlines: LOI’s are due August 5, 2009.  Full proposals are requested once LOI’s have 
been reviewed, and are by invitation only. 

 
McKnight Foundation (McKnight)14 

a. Funding Opportunities: McKnight also has an environmental focus area within its grant 
program. 

b. Amount Available: Not specified. 
c. Focus Area and Requirements: The program goal that is most relevant to the RPNTF is 

"to maintain and, where necessary, restore a healthy environment in the Mississippi River 
basin."  The program notes that its river work focuses on three key strategies: improve 
water quality, conserve land, and strengthen citizen advocacy.  

d. Deadlines: LOI’s are accepted quarterly, with the next deadlines approaching on May 1, 
2009 and August 1, 2009.  

 
Cargill15 

a. Funding Opportunities: Cargill also has a philanthropic focus on environmental issues. 
b. Amount Available:  Not specified. 

                                                 
13 All information about Xcel grant programs was obtained at 
http://www.xcelenergy.com/Company/Community/Xcel%20Energy%20Foundation/Pages/Xcel_Energy_Foundati
on.aspx.  
14 All information about McKnight grant programs was obtained at www.mcknight.org.  
15 All information about Cargill grant programs was obtained at 
http://www.cargill.com/commitments/community/charitable-giving/how-we-give/corporate-giving/index.jsp.  
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c. Focus Area and Requirements: Cargill gives specific preference to support programs 
with a significant impact, and those that provide opportunities to engage employees and 
community stakeholders. 

d. Deadlines: Not specified. 
 
History Channel16 

a. Funding Opportunities: Save Our History grant program. 
b. Amount Available: Up to $10,000.  
c. Focus Area and Requirements: Eligible organizations must partner with a school or youth 

organization and must meet the following criteria: 
1. Must focus on exploring and preserving a significant aspect of community history;  
2. Must raise awareness among students and community members about the significance 

of their local heritage and the importance of preserving it;  
3. Must include a tangible resource that captures students' effort to learn about and 

preserve their local history in a unique, creative way. 
d. Deadlines: June 5, 2009. 

 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR)17 

a. Funding Opportunities: Metropolitan Conservation Corridors initiative and the Metro 
Greenways Restoration Grants.  

b. Amount Available: Total grants given will not exceed $90,000 and a 50% match is 
required.  

c. Focus Area and Requirements: Recipient must be a public agency.  Irene Jones at FMR 
considers this a strong opportunity and suggests partnering with the MPRB as the public 
recipient of funds.   

d. Deadlines: May 15, 2009. 
 
Beim Foundation (Beim)18 

a. Funding Opportunities: Environment grant program. 
b. Amount Available: Amount is not specified, but past awards listed range from $4,000 to 

$10,000.  
c. Focus Area and Requirements: Focus areas include environmental education and 

community based environmental programs. 
d. Deadlines: July 15, 2009. 

 
Butler Family Foundation (BFF)19 

a. Funding Opportunities: Environment grant program. 
b. Amount Available: Individual grant amounts are not specified, but total grants given 

average $300,000 per year over the past two years.  

                                                 
16 All information about History Channel grant programs was obtained at www.saveourhistory.com.  
17 All information about the Minnesota DNR’s programs was obtained at 
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/greenways/restoration_grants.html.  
18 All information about the Beim Foundation grant programs was obtained at http://www.beimfoundation.org. 
19 All information about the Butler Family Foundation was obtained at http://www.butlerfamilyfoundation.org. 
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c. Focus Area and Requirements: BFF encourages citizen participation and focuses on 
water quality in the Mississippi watershed and environmental education. 

d. Deadlines: Funds have already been awarded for 2009 and new applications will not be 
accepted until 2010.  Exact deadlines not specified.   

 
4.3.2 Promising Partnership Opportunities: 
 
Friends of the Mississippi River (FMR)20 

a. Existing Programs and Relevant History: FMR is already involved in the RPNTF’s 
restoration efforts, specifically in developing the ecology plan for Riverside Park.  FMR 
will be an important partner moving forward as the RPNTF looks to execute the ecology 
plan and complement it with findings from our research.  

b. Partnership Opportunities: The RPNTF should follow-up with its contacts at FMR to 
identify any possibilities to receive in-kind expertise and possibly even direct services to 
support restoration.  The RPNTF’s relationship with FMR may also be a valuable source 
of support as the RPNTF develops its own proposals for funds through MWMO’s various 
Stewardship Fund Opportunities as well as other funding sources.  FMR has extensive 
institutional knowledge to share about the funding landscape. 

c. Relevant Funding Relationships: FMR has a long history of receiving funds from 
MWMO (through the Stewardship Fund Program, and now through a contract for 
service).  A number of FMR’s past proposals are available on MWMO’s website, and 
indicate the West Bank/Cedar-Riverside as a neighborhood that they intended to focus on 
within the scope of their funded proposals.  MWMO is also encouraging expansion 
beyond the Longfellow neighborhood to focus on Cedar-Riverside and other 
neighborhoods along the Mississippi River. 

 
Minneapolis Employment and Training Program (METP)21 

a. Existing Programs and Relevant History: METP makes funds available for summer work 
programs, including the MPRB’s Green Teams initiative.  They have partnered with 
MPRB, and the Community Design Center of Minnesota to develop a Green Team 
focusing on restoration efforts throughout MPRB’s system. 

b. Partnership Opportunities: The RPNTF does not currently have the infrastructure to 
support a program specific to Riverside Park, but it could work with MPRB to determine 
whether Riverside Park could get on the Green Team’s site list for the summer of 2009.  

c. Relevant Funding Relationships: As noted, METP funding has been used to support 
youth staff working on restoration efforts in Minneapolis. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 

20 All information about FMR programs was obtained at www.fmr.org.  
21 All information about METP grant programs was obtained through the City of Minneapolis at 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/metp-rfps-home.asp and through a key informant interview with METP 
staff member Tammy Dickenson, conducted on March 26, 2009 by Desirée Culpitt. 
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Community Design Center of Minnesota (CDC)22 
a. Existing Programs and Relevant History: CDC has partnered with MPRB and METP in 

developing Minneapolis’ Green Teams program.  The Green Team initiative was based 
on CDC’s own conservation corps model, an annual program focusing on conservation 
and restoration efforts in St. Paul, including Buckthorn removal and maintenance at the 
Bruce Vento Nature Conservancy. 

b. Partnership Opportunities: In the future, if the RPNTF has the funding and capacity to 
provide volunteer trainings, or a long-term youth volunteer program, the CDC would be 
an organization to look to for a bid for these services if not available in-kind through 
other partners.  There may also be opportunities to submit a grant proposal seeking 
support for these specific efforts. 

c. Relevant Funding Relationships: CDC has received funding for services provided to 
support creation of the Green Teams in Minneapolis. 

 
Trust for Public Land (TPL)23 

a. Existing Programs and Relevant History:  TPL has done some work in partnership with 
the University of Minnesota’s Design Center on mapping access to urban parks. 

b. Partnership Opportunities: Opportunities may not be immediate, as TPL currently does 
not have funding available to continue to focus on issues of urban park access in depth.  
However, they could be a resource for information and technical assistance if they 
resume this work. 

c. Relevant Funding Relationships: TPL received funding from the McKnight Foundation 
in 2008. 

 
Great River Greening (GRG)24 

a. Existing Programs and Relevant History: GRG is one of many partner organizations in 
the DNR’s Metropolitan Conservation Corridors initiative.  Their work within this 
partnership focuses on native planting designs, planting of native species, and restoration 
and management activities, including exotic species removal. 

b. Partnership Opportunities: GRG could be a source of information and technical 
assistance, and may be a resource to call upon as the RPNTF identifies specific projects 
and secures funding to move forward. GRG also operates volunteer programs, and this 
would be another area of in-kind support to explore.   

                                                 
22 All information about CDC programs was obtained at www.comdesignctrmn.org  and through various 
conversations with Director Tamara Downs Schwei, including a key informant interview conducted on March 26, 
2009 by Desirée Culpitt.  
23 All information about TPL grant programs was obtained at 
http://www.tpl.org/tier3_cd.cfm?content_item_id=21266&folder_id=482 and through a phone conversation with 
staff member Jenna Fletcher on March 27, 2009.  
24 All information about Great River Greening’s programs was obtained at www.greatrivergreening.org.  
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c. Relevant Funding Relationships: In addition to its role as a partner on the Conservation 
Corridors initiative, GRG has received funding through MWMO’s Stewardship Fund 
Program. 

 
 Based on our review and our conversations with interviewees, the MWMO’s three tiers 
of grants are the most promising funding opportunity, and the FMR will be the most critical 
partner moving forward.  Both organizations have a long history of supporting restoration efforts 
along the Mississippi River Gorge, including recent efforts in the Longfellow neighborhood of 
Minneapolis. Specific recommendations for next steps in securing funding and continuing to 
build a strong partnership with FMR are included in Chapter 5: Moving Forward. 
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Chapter 5: Moving Forward 
  
 Our interviews with community members, community survey, fundraising review, and 
literature review provided a collection of valuable feedback and information.  As noted, key 
themes emerged throughout each process, as well as across processes.  These themes have 
informed recommendations that we expect will help the RPNTF and the WBCC move forward in 
partnering across the Cedar-Riverside and Seward communities to restore Riverside Park. 
 
 Some of these recommendations will depend on the RPNTF’s timeline in applying for 
funding, and on the amount of funding it is able to secure.  The RPNTF’s ecology plan will 
further inform which funding opportunities are most appropriate, and will also influence its 
timeline.  Until this information is available we are unable to make more detailed 
recommendations that include specific dates and budgets.  We offer the following 
recommendations as information to further inform the RPNTF’s planning process once the 
ecology plan is complete.     
 
5.1 Recommendations 
 Our recommendations focus directly on addressing these seven themes, with emphasis on 
the following strategies: 
 

1. Continue to work with institutional and community partners to identify sources of 
funding and in-kind support.  This might involve setting more realistic goals based on the 
ecology plan and available resources, and use the achievement of these goals as 
opportunities to celebrate success and further motivate volunteers; 

2. Promote Riverside Park through signage, walking tours, and transportation; 
3. Build strategic partnerships to strengthen organizational and institutional support for 

Riverside Park restoration; 
4. Identify possible motivations for key groups of volunteers and build a strong 

infrastructure for volunteer opportunities, including key volunteer days planned with 
significant lead time; 

5. Recognize competing interests in the community, such as competition for funding and 
volunteer support, and identify opportunities to work towards community-wide goals to 
foster collaboration and minimize competition; 

6. Work with the WBCC and Riverside Park residents to encourage more coordinated 
efforts within the WBCC Safety Committee.  Develop stronger connections between 
safety patrols of Riverside Park, the safety patrols of the nearby institutions, and the 
efforts of the committee as a whole to better incorporate Riverside Park into the broader 
conversations about safety in the community; 

7. Recognize and utilize the valuable feedback provided by community members, and 
continue to solicit input and involvement from the community. 

 
5.1.1 Securing Funding and Celebrating Success 
 The RPNTF will soon be setting goals for restoration, volunteer recruitment, fundraising, 
and more.  We encourage the RPNTF to work closely with the staff at FMR, and with 
community and institutional partners to set realistic goals in each of these areas that are based on 



 23

the priorities for restoration identified in the ecology plan, as well as on the RPNTF’s capacity to 
develop a volunteer program and to begin its fundraising campaign. 
 
 The RPNTF is a small network of community volunteers within the WBCC, which is an 
organization based entirely on volunteer time.  Since the RPNTF and the WBCC do not have 
staff members, it will be important to develop a plan that can realistically be implemented with 
existing volunteer capacity.  FMR may also be an important resource if their staff members are 
available to provide technical assistance in applying for funds and developing the infrastructure 
for a volunteer program.   In addition to keeping realistic goals in mind, it is also useful to keep 
track of progress and to celebrate it.  Celebrating community strengths and specific successes are 
strategies that are often used to help motivate volunteers, whether they are committee members 
or community members joining the RPNTF for specific projects.25  Based on this research, and 
our interviews with community members, we make the following recommendations to guide 
these next steps:  
 

1. Work closely with FMR to pursue funding opportunities:  Please refer to Chapter 4 
for a full set of recommendations for potential sources of funding.  The RPNTF should 
utilize the experience and technical support of FMR to identify the most strategic first 
steps in seeking additional funds to support restoration efforts in Riverside Park. 

2. Make a conscious effort to celebrate success: Whether celebrating a successful grant 
application, a successful Earth Day, or the kick-off of a volunteer program, identify key 
opportunities to celebrate and build overall support and energy around Riverside Park.  
These can also be important opportunities to seek local press coverage and in turn further 
promote Riverside Park as a community asset.  This should be used as both an immediate 
and long-term strategy. 

 
 Our specific funding recommendations focus on potential funding sources identified in 
section 4.3 Review of Promising Funding and Partnership Opportunities. We also expect that the 
FMR ecology planning team will be a critical resource in identifying additional sources of 
funding, as they have successfully applied for funding for similar restoration efforts in the Twin 
Cities metropolitan area.  Staff at FMR also informed some of the research included in this 
section, as is noted in many of the recommendations.26  The immediate and long-term next steps 
outlined below are potential sources of funding that could be used in part to support the 
recommendations outlined in the remainder of this section. 
 
Immediate next steps: 

1. Apply for MWMO funding opportunities, and identify the appropriate MWMO grant 
based on the recommendations of the ecology plan.  FMR suggests determining whether 
it would be possible to use a mini-grant for planning purposes and step ahead to apply for 
an action grant during the next application cycle. 

2. Reach out to foundation contacts at Xcel, McKnight, and Cargill to determine which 
opportunities would be most relevant.  

                                                 
25 Kretzman & McKnight, 1993; Alexander, 2001; Tomkovick et al., 2008; Nonprofit World, 1993; Eckstein, 
2001; Walker, 1999. 

26 Jones, Irene. Key informant interview, April 8, 2009. 



 24

3. Work closely with FMR to apply for funding from the Beim Foundation (first available 
opportunity would be 2009) and Butler Family Foundation (2010).    

4. Continue to collaborate with FMR and the MPRB to determine funding opportunities, 
through the Minnesota DNR Metro Conservation Corridors program.  

5. Work closely with MPRB to determine realistic partnership opportunities with the METP 
and work to get Riverside Park on the Green Teams site list for 2010.  

 
Long-term next steps: 

1. Continue to re-evaluate and explore new funding opportunities based on the findings and 
recommendations of the ecological plan. 

2. Apply for History Channel funding to support the creation of a historical walking tour 
that would help promote the park to the community, and engage community members in 
the history of the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood. 

3. Work closely with FMR and utilize their experience navigating the funding landscape to 
identify opportunities in seeking regional and national funding.  FMR has suggested that 
Riverside Park may have a unique opportunity as both a regional and national park.  It 
would be worthwhile to explore funding opportunities within these regional and national 
systems, such as the National Park Service’s internal grant opportunities. 

 
5.1.2 Increasing Access to and Awareness of a Community Resource 
 Fifteen of our eighteen interviews addressed themes of access, awareness, and the need to 
promote Riverside Park as a community resource.  Two of the interviewees who did not mention 
these themes were follow-up interviews focused on other specific themes.  Throughout our 
formal interviews, and even informal discussions within Cedar-Riverside and Seward, we heard 
repeatedly that many people do not know that Riverside Park exists.  Interviewees also noted that 
some of their members, staff, or residents did not know exactly where the park is located or how 
to get there. 
 
 Others, especially those living or working closer to Cedar Avenue, mentioned that 
Riverside Park is far away, often implying that it is too far to walk.  Most interviewees knew of 
the park, and many had visited the park, but emphasized that they know members of their 
institutions and organizations who are not aware that the park exists.  On the other hand, fifteen 
of the eighteen interviewees specifically noted that Riverside Park and parks in general, are an 
important resource and should be promoted as a valuable part of our community.  Some 
interviewees even made specific suggestions of providing signs or guideposts along walking 
routes to the park.   
 

Survey results also indicated that a majority of community members were unaware either 
that Riverside Park existed or exactly where the park was located.   This is similar to our 
conversations with interviewees and indicates that Riverside Park could benefit from an increase 
in community knowledge of the park itself.  Survey respondents also indicated barriers to access, 
such as the distance between their residence and Riverside Park acting as a barrier. 
 
 Increasing access to and awareness of Riverside Park will also be an important step to 
building volunteer support and community interest in seeing restoration of the park move 
forward.  Research suggests that volunteers’ motivations are based on their own sense of identity 
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and interests, which can also be influenced by their connection to “place.”27 It will be critical to 
promote Riverside Park as a meaningful place for neighbors across Cedar-Riverside and Seward 
as a first step to connecting with potential volunteers. 
 
  We recommend the following steps that the RPNTF could take in the short-term and 
long-term to begin building awareness of Riverside Park and promoting it as an asset to the 
community: 
 

1. Organize walking tours:  We recommend that the RPNTF work in partnership with key 
institutions and community organizations to ensure attendance.  This is a realistic short-
term first step. While it will be important to promote these opportunities widely, working 
strategically with partners to schedule tours for their members/staff/students will help to 
build stronger participation. Walking tours will aid in exposing residents to the ease of 
accessing the park from various locations in the neighborhood. 

2. Develop community maps and signage: While signage or guideposts will likely be a 
longer-term solution requiring an approval process from the city or property owners 
willing to “host” signs, a short-term next step could include developing and distributing 
walking maps to organizations, institutions, and individual community members.    

3. Direct promotion of Riverside Park:  It will be important for the RPNTF to identify 
opportunities to promote Riverside Park as a resource, in addition to promoting volunteer 
opportunities.  We suggest promoting the park in local newspapers, newsletters, and 
community forums, and working with community partners to organize opportunities to 
meet with their membership and promote the park or any upcoming events directly.  This 
effort can begin immediately and continue over the course of restoration in Riverside 
Park. 

4. Explore creative transportation solutions:  This would be a long-term goal, but worth 
researching immediately to determine feasibility.  Interviewees suggested a shuttle from 
parts of the neighborhood farther away from Riverside Park.28  If a regular shuttle service 
(through Metro Transit or partnerships with college or university transportation) is not an 
option, the RPNTF could look into providing transportation to key community events in 
the park. Survey participants identified that there are not enough transportation options to 
Riverside Park.  Community members identified buses and community shuttle services 
during high use months (June through August) as possible solutions. 

 
5.1.3 Building Strategic Partnerships 
 Promoting Riverside Park to community partners will be an important first step not only 
in placing Riverside Park on their agendas, but also in beginning to build strong working 
relationships with these organizations and institutions.  Building this strong foundation will be 
critical for generating interest and long-term commitment to volunteer efforts in Riverside Park, 
and will also help to build a stronger sense of community around the park.  Among other 
possibilities, we recommend the following first steps: 
                                                 

27 Hargett, 2001; Kretzman & McKnight, 1993; Alexander, 2001; Kuo et al., 1998; Walker, 2004; Williams, 2006. 
28 For example, the # 7 and #2 buses run from Cedar Avenue to 26th Avenue along Riverside Avenue, allowing the 
possibility of creating something like the Free Ride on the LRT between the two airport stops or the old 10 cent 
fare within limited streets downtown along Nicollet Avenue.  This would pick up passengers one block from  
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1. Schedule follow-up discussions with key leaders: Host follow-up discussions, 

especially to identify appropriate volunteer opportunities.  This process can begin 
immediately, and could include many of the community members we spoke with, as well 
as their suggested contacts, who are also listed in Appendix 2.5 Community Contact List.  
We recommend following up with the Cedar-Riverside Youth Council, Trinity 
Congregation, Middlebrook Hall, Augsburg College, Michael Baynes and Laura 
Goodman at the College of St. Catherine, Nasra Noor, and Russom Solomon.  

2. Identify connections between Riverside Park and organizations’ missions:  While it 
is important to identify motivations and incentives for individual volunteers, it is equally 
important to reach out to partner organizations when their mission connects to that of the 
RPNTF.29 This should be an ongoing priority throughout the RPNTF’s short-term and 
long-term efforts. 

3. Utilize existing relationships to strengthen partnerships:  Members of the RPNTF and 
the WBCC have existing connections in place with various community organizations and 
institutional partners.  It is important to use these relationships strategically to access the 
most relevant key contacts at potential partner organizations. Outreach through existing 
collaborations is often more useful than starting with no common bond.  

 
5.1.4 Developing a Sustainable Volunteer Base and Infrastructure 
 The interview process revealed encouraging information about potential sources of 
volunteers.  Many organizational and institutional partners expressed interest in volunteering in 
Riverside Park, and shared a common suggestion to develop structured volunteer opportunities 
organized with sufficient notice, allowing time to promote the opportunity and recruit stronger 
volunteer base.  There appears to be considerable interest from Fairview Hospital staff, the 
College of St. Catherine, Augsburg College, Middlebrook Hall at the University of Minnesota, 
and the Cedar-Riverside Youth Council at the Brian Coyle Community Center.  There is also a 
potential partnership opportunity with Trinity Congregation on a smaller scale, considering their 
small staff and a congregation with many residents living outside of the Cedar-Riverside 
neighborhood.   
 The RPNTF should continue to build relationships with CHANCE and the Seward 
Neighborhood Group to determine how best to reach out to potential volunteers in these 
communities.  This outreach can be performed in addition to cultivating lead volunteers from 
within current RPNTF membership. The survey data show that once community members 
become aware of volunteer opportunities, they are likely to participate at least once a season.  
Many survey participants expressed interest in volunteering in Riverside Park. The RPNTF 
should continue to build relationships with existing organizations and institutions to keep open 
communication about volunteer opportunities. Community members indicated that they would 
be willing to volunteer year-round, but with lower interest during the winter months.   
 
 We recommend the following strategic steps to maximize volunteer recruitment for 
restoration of Riverside Park. All of these recommendations are relevant in the short-term and 
                                                 
29 Hargett, 2001; Crompton, 2001; Walker, 1999 & 2004; Eckstein, 2001; Obropta & Kallin, 2007; Omoto & 
Snyder, 2002.  
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the long-term and the RPNTF should continue to develop its partnership with FMR as a long-
term strategy to strengthen its volunteer outreach and opportunities.  
 

1. Plan structured volunteer opportunities with sufficient lead time: The RPNTF hosted 
a volunteer opportunity on April 18, 2009 to celebrate Earth Day.  Approximately 50 
volunteers attended, including volunteers from Middlebrook Hall and Augsburg College 
that we notified of the opportunity through our interview process.  This initial interest and 
follow-through is a positive indication of volunteer interest. The RPNTF’s ecology plan 
will help to map out a calendar of projects best suited for volunteers.  Interviewees 
indicated that advance notice is always helpful, and working together to promote events 
widely will encourage participation.  Interviewees representing the organizations listed 
above are all willing to help promote volunteer opportunities across their organizations 
and institutions, and many also emphasized that structure is helpful.  This is also 
supported by research around volunteer opportunities, particularly among youth.30  The 
survey data suggest that for long-term planning, structured (annual) events would help 
solidify participation, especially if held during the peak months of June through August.  
Spring and fall were also popular times of year to volunteer, and may be better suited for 
students who may not live in the neighborhood during the summer months. 

2. Build upon existing volunteer opportunities:  Developing a series of one-day volunteer 
opportunities that are tied to existing efforts when possible will strengthen promotion and 
recruitment opportunities.  In addition to Earth Day each April, the University of 
Minnesota has Beautiful U Day each April, and the College of St. Catherine has Citizen 
Katie Day each October.    

3. Frame outreach to appeal to partner organizations’ missions, and to individual 
motivations and identity:  Extensive research shows that volunteers are motivated 
through identity, ultimately by connecting the value they receive from volunteering to 
their personal interests and what they identify as their own social role(s).31  Connecting 
volunteer opportunities to other incentives that may motivate volunteers is another 
strategy to explore.  As the RPNTF gets to know volunteer partners better, it will be able 
to determine incentives and motivators that will work. 

4. Utilize the technical expertise of FMR: FMR has extensive experience motivating and 
sustaining volunteer support in other neighborhoods in the Twin Cities metropolitan area.  
Their staff has valuable knowledge to share, and we encourage the RPNTF to work 
closely with them in developing an implementation strategy for the ecology plan and the 
volunteer opportunities it identifies. 

 
5.1.5 Addressing Competing Interests and Fostering Collaboration 
 Interviewees also recognized competing interests around Riverside Park.  Like most 
neighborhoods, there is competition for funds, and competition to put issues on the community’s 
agenda.  In Cedar-Riverside and Seward, there are also a number of parks that could be 
perceived as “competing” for use and for volunteers.  Within each park there are various uses of 
the park, which influence community members’ and organizations’ priorities for specific 
                                                 

30 Nonprofit World, 1993. 
31 Grube & Pilavian, 2000; Davis et al., 2003; Omoto & Snyder, 2002; Eckstein, 2001; Nonprofit World, 1993; 
Tomkovick et al., 2008; Marta & Pozzi, 2008; McLaughlin et al., 1994. 
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restoration projects.  For example, middle and high school students may be more concerned 
about renovating basketball courts than removing Buckthorn, and those who drive to the park 
may be more concerned about limited parking than other restoration efforts in Riverside Park. 
 
 Survey participants indicated their use and attachment to particular green spaces within 
the neighborhoods and the Twin Cities metro area.  Currie Park, among others, was identified as 
used and valued by survey participants and interviewees. It is important to keep these competing 
interests in mind as the RPNTF moves forward in fostering collaboration around Riverside Park, 
and connecting to key volunteers and organizations based on these interests.  We recommend 
that the RPNTF consider the following next steps for both short-term and long-term progress to 
address competing interests and foster collaboration in the restoration of Riverside Park: 
 

1. Encourage a collaborative approach to management of the park system in Cedar-
Riverside (and Seward):  As noted above, people often have a connection to place.  It is 
only natural that people who live close to Currie Park use it most often and those who 
live close to Riverside Park likely make it their park of choice.  Many Seward residents 
mentioned Matthews or Triangle parks as their “neighborhood park.”  There are also 
members of the Cedar-Riverside community working to restore Bluff Street Park. With 
the various parks indicated within the survey results, community members clearly use 
multiple parks.  Long-term goals should include a greater effort to connect community 
members through a unified park system. We encourage the WBCC and the RPNTF to 
consider coordinating volunteer efforts to address all community parks. This will also 
allow the RPNTF to recruit volunteers that may not yet have an attachment to Riverside 
Park, and also to begin building a network of parks as a community asset.  

2. Identify opportunities for Riverside Park restoration to address other community 
priorities: We will address this recommendation further in the following section, but we 
think it is important to point out that the RPNTF can look to diffuse feelings of 
competition by working to connect Riverside Park restoration to other community 
priorities.  These could include improving safety and providing community-building 
opportunities.  Parks have also been identified as important resources for positive youth 
development.32 

3. Keep time in mind when structuring volunteer opportunities: Potential partners in the 
Cedar-Riverside neighborhood include students of all ages, and students traditionally 
have a number of competing demands for their time – from school, to sports, friends, and 
other volunteer and extracurricular activities. A key statistic to take away from the survey 
results is when participants are more likely to volunteer their time.  In the short-term, 
seasonal plans can be implemented to allow for participation on a schedule.  Long-term 
solutions would focus on having higher number of events occurring within the peak 
months of June through August, with fewer activities (or activities of greater importance) 
occurring during off-peak months. We encourage the RPNTF to be mindful of people’s 
time commitments and have realistic expectations of time available to devote to Riverside 
Park.  Structuring volunteer opportunities that are easy for people to work into their 
schedule, and spacing out opportunities so as not to “burn out” volunteers are also 
strategies to keep in mind. 

                                                 
32 McLaughlin et al., 1994; Walker, 2004.  
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5.1.6 Opportunities to Address Safety Concerns 
 Safety is still a concern for residents and visitors to Cedar-Riverside, and a number of 
interviewees mentioned concerns about Riverside Park. Few identified specific incidents of 
crime or violence in the park.  General concerns emerged about loitering in the park, as well as 
drug and alcohol use in the park, particularly in the evenings.  Students with the Cedar-Riverside 
Youth Council also mentioned teens and young adults fighting on the basketball courts.  Safety 
was also identified as a concern for many of the survey respondents, and many noted that they 
felt unsafe after dark.   
 
 Buckthorn has overcrowded some natural areas of the park, and its large shrubs tend to 
provide a dense covering that blocks lines of sight between levels of the park. The RPNTF and 
the MPRB indicate that removing the invasive species Buckthorn in an effort to improve lines of 
sight will be an important first step in addressing safety concerns specific to the park.  
Community members have also voiced specific concerns, both through our research and directly 
to the RPNTF, that this dense shrubbery causes fear to travel the walking paths and stairs to 
access different sections of the park.   
 
 The following recommendations address broad next steps, beyond Buckthorn removal, 
that may contribute to reducing safety concerns about Riverside Park.  We were able to speak 
with members of the WBCC Safety Committee throughout our research process, and their 
feedback, combined with the input from other interviewees and the community survey results, 
has helped us to shape additional recommendations: 
 

1. Encourage collaboration within the WBCC Safety Committee:  Currently the WBCC 
Safety Committee works in separate sections, with most members conducting safety 
walks in the section of Cedar-Riverside surrounding Cedar Avenue near the Riverside 
intersection.  Members of the Safety Committee living closest to Riverside Park patrol 
the park.  While it is important to have community members volunteering to take 
responsibility for each set of safety walks, it is also important for Safety Committee 
members to collaborate to share updates, address concerns, and develop potential next 
steps and new approaches.  We suggest that the WBCC Safety Committee discuss next 
steps in Riverside Park at its next quarterly meeting, and that the RPNTF be directly 
involved in this discussion.  

2. Work to include Riverside Park in neighborhood conversations about safety: In the 
long-term the RPNTF should identify opportunities to participate in community 
conversations about safety, in an effort to both raise awareness about Riverside Park as a 
community asset, and to make sure it is on the community’s agenda as a location to 
develop as a safe place to enjoy public space.  There are also monthly safety meetings 
that involve law enforcement and institutional safety representatives, and the RPNTF 
could consider sending a representative to these meetings.  Some of our interviewees 
indicated that existing collaboration between institutions like Fairview Hospital, the 
College of St. Catherine, and Augsburg College safety patrols would also be a useful 
forum to discuss efforts to address safety in Riverside Park.   
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5.1.7 Recognize and Utilize the Value of Community Input 
 The survey instrument was extremely successful and aided in expanding the knowledge 
of Riverside Park to those community members who participated.  Interviewees also expressed 
positive feedback that the RPNTF was actively soliciting their insights and suggestions.  Long-
term goals for the RPNTF should include post-participation surveys to continue to understand 
those who participate and how volunteer opportunities can be made better.  If the RPNTF 
expands it volunteer opportunities to include multiple events per year, larger events would better 
fit this effort to gather community input into the volunteer process. 
 
5.1.8 Conclusion 
 Overall, citizen engagement can more easily be achieved by incorporating stewardship 
and volunteerism around Riverside Park. The RPNTF is currently operating within a 
neighborhood that is passionate about preserving and maintaining public space and willing to 
learn of “new” methods for protecting valuable community assets such as Riverside Park.  
 
            With the incorporation of the recommended next steps as outlined in this report, the 
RPNTF has the tools to continue building long-term support from key community partners and 
interested community members.  These recommendations, along with the ecology plan, will help 
the RPNTF to move forward with restoration and stewardship efforts in Riverside Park.
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Findings 
 

  

 
Areas of 
Research 

 
Interviews  

(18 interviews) 

 
Survey  

(220 responses) 

 
Literature Review  
(18 Publications) 

 
Funding Review  
(25 organizations) 

 
Conclusions 

 
Recommendations 

Possible 
park users 

15 interviews identified 
barriers to access for 
residents to use 
Riverside Park. 

• 146 surveys identified barriers 
to accessing Riverside Park. 

• Respondents could indicate 
more than one barrier. 

• Commonly identified barriers 
were “unaware that the park 
existed” and “unaware of 
where park was located” 
(more than 60% of 
respondents indicated at least 
one of these as a barrier). 

Two articles addressed 
barriers to access (note 
that literature review 
intentionally focused 
on volunteer strategies 
and motivations). 

N/A • Clear barriers to access 
exist. 

• There is potential for 
the RPNTF to address 
these barriers. 

Promote Riverside 
Park (through 
signage, walking 
tours, creative 
transportation, 
etc.). 

Volunteer 
interest 

13 interviews identified 
specific interest in 
partnering to encourage 
their members/staff/ 
students to volunteer 
with the RPNTF. 

• 92 respondents indicated 
interest in volunteer 
opportunities, and specifically 
Buckthorn removal efforts 

• The most popular times 
indicated for volunteering were 
the summer months, with 
interest also expressed in fall 
and spring opportunities 

• Willingness to volunteer once 
per season was the most 
commonly reported response 

• 15 publications 
addressed general 
themes of 
volunteerism and 
volunteer interest. 

• Nine publications 
addressed the 
importance of 
building partnerships 
to support and 
promote volunteer 
efforts. 

Five promising 
partnership 
opportunities were 
identified over the 
course of this 
research. 

Neighborhood 
organizations and 
institutions are interested 
in partnering to promote 
volunteer opportunities. 

Build strategic 
partnerships with 
neighborhood 
organizations and 
institutions. 

Specific 
volunteer 
methods and 
strategies 
 
 
 

12 interviews 
specifically addressed 
volunteer recruitment 
and motivations, as well 
as suggestions for 
building a volunteer 
infrastructure. 

The survey did not solicit 
suggestions specific volunteer 
outreach and the structure of 
volunteer programs, but 22 
respondents did include 
additional comments expressing 
enthusiasm about volunteer 
opportunities, and 35 
respondents indicated previous 
experience in Buckthorn 
removal.  

• Ten publications 
addressed volunteer 
sustainability and 
commitment, 
including the role of 
infrastructure 

• Nine publications 
addressed volunteer 
self-interest 
(identifying themes 
such as motivations, 
role identity, 
ownership and pride) 

N/A • It is important to 
understand volunteers’ 
motivations and partner 
organizations’ missions. 

• Be understanding of 
competing interests. 

• Long-lead time is 
particularly important to 
institutions in 
promoting volunteer 
opportunities. 

Identify 
motivations, 
structure and 
promote volunteer 
opportunities 
appropriate to each 
partner, and 
address competing 
interests. 

5.2 Findings and Recommendations Matrix 
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Findings 
 

  

 
Areas of 
Research 

 
Interviews  

(18 interviews) 

 
Survey  

(220 responses) 

 
Literature Review  
(18 publications) 

 
Funding Review  
(25 organizations) 

 
Conclusions 

 
Recommendations 

Funding 
potential 

Four interviews 
discussed funding as a 
key issue facing 
RPNTF, and two of 
these made specific 
suggestions around 
outreach to potential 
funders. 

N/A Six publications 
addressed creative 
funding sources for 
other park restoration 
efforts and/or volunteer 
programs. 

• Ten promising 
funding 
opportunities were 
identified. 

• Promising 
opportunities were 
defined as those 
recommended by 
an interviewee, or 
those that included 
a focus on the 
environment 
and/or restoration, 
and that also did 
not pose a barrier 
to the RPNTF to 
apply. 

• Funding is available.        
• The RPNTF will likely 

qualify for a number of 
grants.                         

• FMR has extensive 
experience securing 
funding for similar 
efforts in the Twin 
Cities metro area. 

Work with FMR 
and other key 
partners to 
prioritize grant 
applications. 

Safety 
concerns 

Eight interviews 
identified safety as a 
concern (both in the 
Cedar-Riverside and 
Seward neighborhoods 
and in Riverside Park 
in particular) and as a 
potential barrier to use. 

• 32 respondents indicated safety 
concerns as a specific reason for 
not visiting Riverside Park. 

• 21 respondents indicated unsafe 
lighting as a specific reason for 
not visiting Riverside Park. 

• 6 respondents indicated never 
feeling secure when traveling 
between levels of the park. 

• Responses to an open ended 
follow-up question indicated 
that there was a general 
perception of danger, especially 
by female respondents. Many 
noted that they felt particularly 
unsafe when it was dusk, or 
when lighting in the park 
became an issue. 

Two publications 
discussed perceptions 
of safety (note that 
literature review 
intentionally focused 
on volunteer strategies 
and motivations). 

N/A • Safety is an issue high 
on the agenda of 
organizations and 
institutions in Cedar-
Riverside and Seward. 

• There are opportunities 
to build stronger 
partnerships around 
safety efforts addressing 
Riverside Park. 

• Safety may also be an 
issue that can help the 
RPNTF position 
Riverside Park as more 
relevant to some 
community partners. 

Work with the 
WBCC and 
Riverside Park 
residents to 
encourage 
coordinated efforts 
to address safety in 
Riverside Park. 
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Findings 
 

  

 
Areas of 
Research 

 
Interviews  

(18 interviews) 

 
Survey  

(220 responses) 

 
Literature Review  
(18 Publications) 

 
Funding Review  
(25 organizations) 

 
Conclusions 

 
Recommendations 

Community 
input 

The key contacts for 
all eighteen interviews 
expressed 
encouragement for 
involving community 
representatives in the 
process, and one 
interviewee discussed 
the level of community 
involvement in the 
research at length 
(sharing positive 
feedback around the 
extensive community 
input solicited through 
interviews and 
surveys). 

• 17 respondents provided 
feedback to a concluding open-
ended question and indicated 
that they appreciated the 
opportunity to share input as a 
community member. 

• Overall, staff and volunteers at 
community organizations and 
institutions that agreed to 
circulate the survey indicated 
that they appreciated the 
opportunity for their 
staff/students/members to share 
their feedback. 

The literature review 
did not address this 
theme directly, but as 
noted above, various 
publications addressed 
themes of volunteerism 
(which very often 
includes a focus on 
recruiting from the 
community the 
program or project 
takes place in). 

The funding review 
did not address this 
theme directly, but 
some grant 
opportunities did 
include a focus on 
community outreach 
and involvement. 

• The community has 
ideas and opinions 
around Riverside Park 
and appreciates being 
involved in discussions 
moving forward 

• It is important to 
communicate with 
community members, 
ask them for input, and 
to listen. 

Continue to engage 
and involve 
community 
members in the 
planning process 
(in addition to 
volunteer 
opportunities). 
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APPENDIX 1.1 Literature Review Methodology 
 
The goal of this literature review is to describe studies about urban park systems, and in 

particular, volunteer motivations relating to community engagement in managing urban parks. 
This section outlines the search strategy and criteria used to select studies and describes the types 
of studies reviewed. 

 
We focused on three main domains or content areas in the literature: 

1. Community engagement and volunteer strategies - focusing on recruitment, 
motivation, and retention; 

2. Urban Parks - focusing on volunteerism within urban parks, especially on 
volunteer opportunities for college students and immigrant community members; 

3. Restoration of urban parks - including invasive species and general maintenance. 
 
We initially reviewed materials from previous coursework at the Humphrey Institute that 

related to our research objectives. Through discussions with professionals at the Humphrey 
Institute and with individuals and organizations identified by the RPNTF, we selected and 
reviewed relevant materials. 

 
            The University of Minnesota library database, MNCAT was the main electronic database 
for initial article searches. We searched titles and abstracts in four other databases: Academic 
Search Premier, Environmental Sciences & Pollution Management Database, Sociological 
Abstracts, and PsycInfo.  The search terms were broad to ensure that relevant studies were not 
missed.  No language restrictions were employed.  Search phrases within each database included: 
volunteerism (plus student, urban, and immigrant) and urban park (plus restoration and 
volunteer).  

 
Our criteria for including studies in our review were: 

 
• The practice can be applied in an urban neighborhood/urban park;  
• Evidence that the practice/strategy has led to successful and sustainable volunteer efforts;  
• Material that is geographically specific to the Twin Cities metro area, if available. 

 
We also reviewed articles from references contained in the bibliographies of articles selected 
from the initial search. 
 
Following a detailed examination of papers, we excluded studies if urban park restoration or 
volunteerism were insufficiently described or if urban parks and restoration were a minor 
discussion in the research. 
 
Finally, we created a table to link each study to emerging themes. This table is in Appendix 1.2.   
Findings from the literature review informed our selection of strategies for strengthening 
management of Riverside Park. 
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 Themes 
Publication Volunteer

ism; 
and/or 
Urban 
Parks; 
and/or 
Youth 

Volunteer 
Sustainability/ 
Commitment 
(and 
Infrastructure) 

Motivating 
volunteers - 
self interest 
& role 
identity, 
ownership & 
pride 

Stigma/
distress 
(in the 
context 
of 
voluntee
ring) 

Immigrant 
Communities 

Invasive 
Species 

Lack of 
Funding; 
Challenge of 
Fundraising; 
Creative 
Funding Sources 

Good 
Example of 
Urban Park 
Restoration 

Creative 
Partnership 

Public-
Private 
Partnership 

History Value of 
parks (to 
community, 
city, etc.) 

Barriers 
to use/ 
access 

Perception 
of Safety 

Urban Sanctuaries: 
Neighborhood 
Organizations in the 
Lives and Futures of 
Inner-City Youth x x x  x  x 

  
 
 
 

x 

    
 
 
 

x 

 

Parks, Recreation, 
and Open Spaces x     x  

 
x 

  
x 

 
x 

 
x 

  

Parks and Economic 
Development x      x 

  
x 

 
x 

 
x 

 
x 

  

Building 
Communities from 
the Inside Out x x   x  x 

  
 

x 

 
 
x 

    

The Restoration of an 
Urban Floodplain in 
Rahway, New Jersey x       

   
 
x 

 
 

x 

 
 

x 

  

Youth Corps Serve 
Parks x x x     

x x      

Partnerships for 
Parks: Lessons from 
the Lila Wallace-
Reader's Digest 
Urban Parks Program x      x 

   
 
 
 
x 

  
 
 
 

x 

  

Restoring Urban 
Parks: New life in 
Old Spaces x    x  x 

  
 

x 

 
 
x 

  
 

x 

  
 

x 
Young People and 
Volunteerism: A 
Model of Sustained 
Volunteerism During 
the Transition to 
Adulthood x x x     

 
 
 
 
 
x 

      

The Paradox of Parks x          x x   
How to Reap the 
Benefits of Youth 
Volunteerism x x x     

       

Community as Gift-
Giving: Collectivistic 
Roots of 
Volunteerism x x x  x  x 

  
 
 

x 

 
 
 
x 

    

Beyond Recreation, 
A Broader View of 
Urban Parks: The 
Public Value of 
Urban Parks x      x 

  
 
 
 

x 

 
 
 
 
x 

  
 
 
 

x 

  

APPENDIX 1.2: Literature Theme Matrix



 36 

 
 Themes 

Publication Volunteer
ism; 
and/or 
Urban 
Parks; 
and/or 
Youth 

Volunteer 
Sustainability/C
ommitment (and 
Infrastructure) 

Motivating 
volunteers - 
self interest 
& role 
identity, 
ownership & 
pride 

Stigma/
distress 
(in the 
context 
of 
voluntee
ring) 

Immigrant 
Communities 

Invasive 
Species 

Lack of 
Funding; 
Challenge of 
Fundraising; 
Creative 
Funding Sources 

Good 
Example of 
Urban Park 
Restoration 

Creative 
Partnership 

Public-
Private 
Partnership 

History Value of 
parks (to 
community, 
city, etc.) 

Barriers 
to use/ 
access 

Perception 
of Safety 

Linking Collegiate 
Service-Learning to 
Future Volunteerism x x x     

       

Fertile Ground for 
Community: Inner-
City Neighborhood 
Common Spaces x       

     
 
 

x 

 
 
 

x 

 
 
 

x 
The First Year:  
Influences on the 
Satisfaction, 
Involvement, and 
Persistence of New 
Community 
Volunteers x x x x    

       

Consideration of 
Community:  The 
Context and Process 
of Volunteerism x x x x    

       

Role Identity, 
Organizational 
Experiences, and 
Volunteer 
Performance x x x         

       

Total  18 10 9 2 4 1 7 
 

3 
 

7 
 

8 
 

4 
 

8 
 

2 
 

2 
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APPENDIX 2.4: Glossary of Organizations and Institutions 
 

This document provides a list of abbreviations and acronyms used to identify the organizations 
and institutions referenced throughout our research document, including the review of potential 
funding opportunities. 
 
Augsburg: Augsburg College  
 
BSTF: Bluff Street Task Force 
 
Beim: Beim Foundation 
 
BFF: Butler Family Foundation 
 
CDC: Community Design Center of Minnesota 
 
CHANCE: Cedar Humphrey Action for Neighborhood Collaborative Engagement 
 
CR NRP: Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood Revitalization Program 
 
CRYC: Cedar-Riverside Youth Council 
 
Coyle Center, “The Coyle”: Brian Coyle Community Center 
 
CPED: City Planning and Economic Development 
 
Fairview: Fairview Hospital 
 
FMR: Friends of the Mississippi River 
 
GRG: Great River Greening 
 
McKnight: McKnight Foundation 
 
METP: Minneapolis Training and Employment Program 
 
MPRB: Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board 
 
MWMO:  Mississippi Watershed Management Organization 
 
The Partnership: The partnership within Cedar-Riverside convened by Smith Partners.  
Membership includes, but is not limited to, the University of Minnesota, Fairview Hospital, 
Augsburg, St. Kate’s, WBCC, and CR NRP.  
 
RPNTF: Riverside Park Neighborhood Task Force 
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SNG:  Seward Neighborhood Group 
 
St. Kate’s: College of St. Catherine 
 
TPL: Trust for Public Land 
 
U of M: University of Minnesota 
 
WBBA: West Bank Business Association 
 
WBCC: West Bank Community Coalition 
 
Xcel: Xcel Energy Foundation 
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Organization 
 
Contact Name Title Phone Email 

Augsburg College Steve Peacock 

Director of 
Community 
Relations 612-330-1583 peacock@augsburg.edu 

Bluff Street Task 
Force (BSTF) Zev Radziwill Chair, BSTF 

612.339.8255 
x0 zev@implex.net 

Cedar Riverside 
NRP   (CR NRP) Rosemary Knutson Member, CR NRP 612-720-9966 

RosemaryKnutson@edinarealty.c
om 

Brian Coyle 
Center/Cedar 
Riverside Youth 
Council Mohamed Jama 

Cedar Riverside 
Youth Council 
member 

612-720-9966 
(through 
summer 2009) 

cedarriversideyouthcouncil@ 
gmail.com 

Brian Coyle 
Center/Cedar 
Riverside Youth 
Council Tally Washington Teen Specialist 612-338-5282 WashingtonT@puc-mn.org 
Brian Coyle 
Center/Cedar 
Riverside Youth 
Council Angel Peluso 

Youth Arts & 
Academics 
Coordinator 612-338-5282 pelusoa@puc-mn.org 

Brian Coyle 
Center Abdirahman Mukhtar Youth Coordinator 612-338-5282 mukhtara@puc-mn.org 

College of St. 
Catherine Martha Malinski 

Director, Center for 
Community Work 
and Learning 651-690-8718 mjmalinski@stkate.edu 

College of St. 
Catherine Michael Baynes 

Center for 
Community Work 
and Learning 651.690.6842 mjbaynes@stkate.edu 

College of St. 
Catherine Laura Goodman 

Public Safety 
Director 

651-690-8888 
x6824  security@stkate.edu 

Ecological 
Strategies Carolyn Carr 

Conservation 
Biologist / Project 
Director 612-721-6021 carolynecarr@hotmail.com 

Fairview Hospital Russell Williams 
Vice President, 
Patient Experience 612-273-3000 RWILLIA1@fairview.org 

Friends of the 
Mississippi River  Irene Jones  

River Corridor 
Program Director 

651-222-2193 
x11 ijones@fmr.org 

Minneapolis 
Councilmember 
Cam Gordon's 
Office Robin Garwood Aid 612-673-3654 ccarr@ecologicalstrategies.com 
Minneapolis 
Training and 
Employment 
Program (CPED 
and the Green 
Team) Tammy Dickinson 

Family Support 
Specialist II 612-673-5041 

Tammy.Dickinson@ci.minneapoli
s.mn.us 

Minneapolis Park 
and Recreation 
Board Lonnie Nichols 

MPRB District 
Planner 612-230-6525 lnichols@minneapolisparks.org 

APPENDIX 2.5: Community Contact List
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Organization 

 
Contact Name Title Phone Email 

Minneapolis Park 
and Recreation 
Board Mary Lynn Pulscher 

Coordinator of 
Environmental 
Programs 612 230-6400 mpulscher@minneapolisparks.org 

Minneapolis Park 
and Recreation 
Board Scott Vreeland Commissioner 612 230-6400 

svattheriver@aol.com, 
svreeland@minneapolisparks.org 

Minneapolis Park 
and Recreation 
Board Marcia Holmberg 

Environmental 
Projects Coordinator 612-313-7723 

marcia.a.holmberg@ 
minneapolisparks.org 

Minnesota 
Community 
Design Center 

Tamara Downs 
Schwei Director 651-228-7073 

tdowns.schwei@ 
comdesignctrmn.org 

Trinity 
Congregation Katie Dudzik 

Safe Place 
Coordinator 612-333-2561 tutoring@trinity-lc.org 

University of 
Minnesota: 
Middlebrook Hall TR Corey  

Residence Director - 
Middlebrook Hall 612-625-2049 corey021@umn.edu 

University of 
Minnesota: Office 
of University 
Relations Jan Morlock Director 612-624-8318  jam@umn.edu 

University of 
Minnesota: Office 
of University 
Relations Peg Wolff 

Government and 
Community 
Relations 612-624-6504 wolff002@umn.edu 

University of 
Minnesota: 
University District 
Alliance Dick Poppele 

Co-Chair, University 
District Alliance 612-378-9242 dick@umn.edu 

Representative 
from Riverside 
Towers  Fredda Scobey President RPTA 612-296-0118 

freddas@soundinternet.com, 
freddas@scc.net 

Representatives 
from Seward 
Towers Nasra Noor 

Community 
Organizer 612-338-6205 Nasra@sng.org 

Seward 
Neighborhood 
Group Sheldon Mains President 612-338-6205 smains@visi.com 
Seward 
Neighborhood 
Group Bernie Weibel SNG Staff Member 612-338-6205 info@sng.org  

WBCC Safety 
Committee Russom Solomon 

Safety Committee 
Chair (and owner of 
the Red Sea 
restaurant) 612-333-1644 russomsolomon@aol.com 

WBCC Safety 
Committee Mary Mellon  

Member, WBCC 
Safety Committee 612-338-0249 sidha@qwest.net 

WBCC Safety 
Committee Lynn Johnson 

Member, WBCC 
Safety Committee 612-282-0830  
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Themes 

Interviewee, 
Organization 

Increasing access to a 
community resource: 

awareness and distance as 
barriers 

Identified 
opportunities to 

partner 

Volunteerism: 
recruitment, motivation, 

and infrastructure 
Competing 

interests Safety 
Identifying funds and 
setting realistic goals 

Cedar Riverside Youth 
Council, Coyle Center x x x x x x 
Dick Poppele, 
University District 
Alliance x   x   
Fredda Scobey, 
Riverside Plaza Tenants 
Association x x x x x  

Green Teams Contacts; 
MPRB, METP, CDC   x  x   

Irene Jones, Friends of 
the Mississippi River   x x   x 

Katie Dudzik, Trinity 
Congregation x x x  x  

Lonnie Nichols, MPRB x x x x  x 

Martha Malinski, 
College of St. Catherine  x x x  x  
Mary Mellon and Lynn, 
WBCC Safety 
Committee N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Mohamed Jama, Cedar 
Riverside Youth 
Council  x x x x x  
Nasra Noor, Seward 
Neighborhood Group x x x x   

APPENDIX 2.6: Discussion Themes Matrix 
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     Themes       

Interviewee, 
Organization 

Increasing access to a 
community resource: 

awareness and distance as 
barriers 

Identified 
opportunities to 

partner 

Volunteerism: 
recruitment, motivation, 

and infrastructure 
Competing 

interests Safety 
Identifying funds and 
setting realistic goals 

Peg Wolff; Office of 
Community Relations, 
University of Minnesota  x x  x x  

Rosemary Knutson, 
Cedar Riverside NRP & 
Bluff Street Task Force x    x  

Russell Williams, 
Fairview Hospital   x x x   

Russom Solomon, 
WBCC Safety 
Committee x  x x x  

Scott Vreeland, MPRB x x x x  x 

Sheldon Mains,  Seward 
Neighborhood Group x      

Steve Peacock, 
Augsburg College x x x    

TR Corey; Middlebrook 
Hall, University of 
Minnesota x x x    
       

Interviews where 
theme emerged/Total 
interviews conducted 15/18 14/18 13/18 11/18 8/18 4/18 
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APPENDIX 2.7: Interview Discussion Guide 
 
Objectives 
Overall: 

1. Develop a better understanding of potential partner organizations’ (Cedar-Riverside awareness of and 
use of the park.  If not aware, develop an understanding of their “membership’s” use of other parks in 
the neighborhood. 

2. Determine their interest in future use of Riverside Park.  Obtain as much detail as possible, and 
document all potential uses they identify. 

3. Identify interest in establishing a long-term partnership to restore and maintain Riverside Park, 
including identifying specific offices/programs that could serve as the point of collaboration for a 
volunteer program. 

4. Identify any concerns organizations/institutions may have.  This should include specific concerns 
about the park (safety, access, parking, etc.), as well as any concerns they may have about becoming 
a more formal partner. 

5. Identify institutional/organizational priorities in relation to potential restoration (Buckthorn removal 
and other ecological restoration v. recreational use v. safety, etc. and how these priorities 
connect/overlap). 

6. Identify any funding and/or fundraising opportunities. 
 
Specific to Institutional Partners: 

1. Identify the institutional process required to formalize a partnership/working relationship regarding 
long-term volunteering and other related commitments. 

 
Specific to Community Partners: 

2. Attempt to get a sense of organizational capacity, and where this falls on the organization’s list of 
priorities.   

 
 
Overview 
We're collaborating with the Riverside Park Neighborhood Task Force (RPNTF) to do community based 
research into key questions surrounding next steps in the restoration of Riverside Park.  This research project 
aims to help the West Bank Community Coalition (WBCC) and the RPNTF in understanding community 
members and organizational partners with similar interests that can both benefit from and support current and 
future maintenance in the Riverside Park.  A key research goal will be to identify possible park uses and 
specific maintenance priorities based both on community feedback and research of similar park maintenance 
and/or restoration that has already been completed in the Twin Cities area. 
 
So, we'd love to get your input.  We're interested in how your institution/org uses Riverside Park, how you 
might envision using it in the future, and whether there might be opportunities to partner in developing 
specific volunteer opportunities for your students/members. 
 
 
 
Discussion Points/Questions 
Overall: 
 

1. Are you familiar with Riverside Park (Cedar Riverside: directly on the west bank of the Mississippi 
River, bordered by W River Parkway, S 8th Street, and 27th Avenue S)?  If so, please tell us a little bit 
more about your overall impressions of Riverside Park?  And your personal experience with Riverside 
Park? 
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2. Do members of your organization/institution use Riverside Park?  Do you get the sense they know 
where the park is and how to get there?  Those that do use it, do you have an idea of what they use it 
for? 

   
• Do they visit the upper and lower parts of the park?  Why/why not?  
• Are there any obstacles to them accessing the park?  Have they voiced any concerns?   
• Do you as an institution/org. have any concerns/encounter any obstacles? 
• Has your organization ever hosted events in Riverside Park?   
• Is that something they might be interested doing in the future? 

 
3. If you see transportation as a barrier, do you have any suggestions to make the park easier to access? 

• Do members of your institution/org use other parks in the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood? 
 

4. If so, what do they visit parks in the neighborhood for?  Do you have a sense of why they may use other 
parks and not Riverside Park? 

 
5. Please tell us a little bit more about your organization's mission.  Where do you see that mission 

connecting to community use of public space in the neighborhood? 
 
6. Looking forward over the next few years, what do you hope to see happen in Riverside Park, 

specifically around restoration and up-keep?  
• What do you see as the most important changes that could be made?  What do you see as priority 

issues for your organization? 
 
7. What specific benefits do you see Riverside Park offering to your institution/org in the long-term? 
 
8. Do you think students/members/employees of your institution/org would be interested in partnering 

with RPNTF to participate in volunteer opportunities as we work to restore Riverside Park? 
• Are there specific opportunities that your organization/office is interested in, or that you expect 

your students/staff/faculty/membership to be interested in?  Specific events like Earth Day, a 
summer clean-up, Beautiful U Day, etc.?  Or regular monthly or bi-monthly maintenance days? 
Other options? 

 
9. Are there specific offices/orgs/individuals within your institution that you think would be most 

interested in collaborating? 
 
10. Who else would you suggest we connect with? 

 
 
Specific to Institutional Partners: 

1. One of the concerns we have identified in the park is Buckthorn, an invasive plant species that is 
threatening native species in the park, and that is also creating safety issues by blocking lines of sight.  
Can you think of departments, centers, or individuals within your university that would be interested in 
connecting to find out more about this issue?   

2. And any that you expect might be interested in volunteering to help remove Buckthorn from the park? 
 
 
Specific to Community Partners: 

1. Is your organization involved in any community volunteer efforts that might present a partnership 
opportunity with RPNTF?   
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2. The task force hopes to develop an ongoing volunteer program.  Would your organization be interested 
in learning more about it?   

3. Can you think of members that might be interested in taking part in an ongoing volunteer effort? 
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APPENDIX 3.1 Survey Instrument 

Introduction: 
Student volunteers for the Cedar-Humphrey Action for Neighborhood Collaborative Engagement (CHANCE) are conducting this 
survey to assist the West Bank Community Coalition and the Riverside Park Neighborhood Task Force subcommittee in a study 
about Riverside Park in the neighborhood.  We are interested in learning about how you and others make use of Riverside Park and 
other public parks in Minneapolis and the Twin Cities region.  Your participation will help us understand these issues much better 
and enable us to represent the different opinions and behavior that exist in the neighborhood.  
 
Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary.  We will be producing a report that the Riverside Park Neighborhood 
Task Force and the West Bank Community Coalition will use in future planning and funding for park improvements.  In addition, 
we hope this interview might result in your becoming more involved in the neighborhood and its parks.  On behalf of these 
neighborhood organizations, we thank you for your willingness to participate in this survey if you choose to do so.  
 
Neighborhood Boundaries:  
Cedar Riverside is triangular-shaped with three definitive boundaries: the Mississippi River on the east side, Interstate 94 on the 
south side, and Interstate 35W on the west side.  
 
Seward is the neighborhood on the western bank of the Mississippi River and is bound on the north by Interstate 94, on the east by 
the Mississippi River, on the south by 27th Street East and on the west by Hiawatha Avenue. 
 
Park Locations: 
Currie Park (Cedar Riverside: the park next to the Brian Coyle Community Center)  
Franklin Terrace Off-leash Dog Park (Cedar Riverside: southern-most portion of Riverside   Park, separated by the I-94 
embankment) 
Matthews Park (Seward: bordered by 27th Ave. S to the west, 29th Ave. S to the east, E 24th Street to the north, and E 25th Street 
to the south) 
Murphy Square (Cedar Riverside: the park on Augsburg's campus)  
Riverside Park (Cedar Riverside: directly on the west bank of the Mississippi River, bordered by W River Parkway, S 8th Street, 
and 27th Avenue S)  
Triangle Park (Seward: 26th Avenue S and E Franklin Ave)  
 
 
1. In the past year, have you used visited public parks in the Twin Cities metropolitan area? 

• Yes  
• No  

 

2. If yes, which park in the Twin Cities metro area do you use most often?  

 

 

3. Do you use parks in the Cedar-Riverside and Seward neighborhoods? (If no, please go to question #18). 
• Yes  
• No  
• Not Sure 

 

 
 
 
 
 
4. If yes or not sure, which parks do you use/possibly use (please circle all that apply)? 

• Currie Park   
• Franklin Terrace Off-leash Dog Park   
• Matthews Park  

• Murphy Square   
• Riverside Park  
• Triangle Park 
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5.  What have you visited the parks listed in question 4 for (please circle all that apply)? 
• Dog Park 
• Basketball Court  
• Picnic Area  
• Softball field  
• Tot Lot/Playground 
• Wading Pool  
• Drinking fountain  
• Tennis Court  
• Volley Ball Court  
• Walking Paths  

• Broom-ball rink  
• Garden 
• Ice Rink  
• Soccer Field  
• Hockey Rink  
• Bike Path  
• Bird Watching  
• Nature Watching  
• Photography 

 
6. Do you use Riverside Park in particular (Riverside Park is bordered by W River Parkway, S 8th Street, and 27th Avenue S)?  If 
you answer no or not sure, please go to question #18. 

• Yes  
• No  

 
7.  If yes, how often, on average in a year, do you use the park? We are interested in learning about how frequently you visit 
Riverside Park during different times the year (please check a box per season) 
 

 
Less than Once 
per Week 

Once per 
Week Twice per Week 3-4 Times Per 

Week 
5-7 Times per 
Week 

Greater than 7 
Times per Week

December-February       
March-May       
June-August       
September-November       
 
  
8.    What have you visited Riverside Park for (check all that apply)? 

• Dog Park 
• Basketball Court  
• Picnic Area   
• Tot Lot/Playground 
• Wading Pool  
• Drinking fountain  

• Soccer Fields 
• Volley Ball Court  
• Walking Paths  
• Bird Watching  
• Nature Watching  
• Photography

 

9.    If you have visited Riverside Park, which levels of the park have you used? 
• Upper Level only  
• Lower Level only  
• Both the Upper and Lower Levels  

 
10.  If you visit both levels of the park, how do you travel between the levels? 

• the stairs  
• the path  
• Franklin Avenue  

 
 
 
 
11.  If you have only visited one level of the park, is there a particular reason why you do not use both levels?  
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12.  Do you feel secure accessing the upper/lower levels of the park? 
• Always 
• Most of the time 
• Some of the time 
• Never 

 
13.  If not, what would you change to help make access more secure?   
 
 
 
 
 
 
14.  Do you drive to the park? 

• Yes  
• No  

 
15.  If yes, is there adequate parking available during your visits? 

• Yes  
• No 

 
16.  Do you walk to the park? 

• Yes  
• No  

 
17.  If yes, are walking paths within the park adequate for your visits?  

• Always 
• Most of the time 
• Some of the time 
• Never 

 
18.  If you've never visited Riverside Park (located in the Cedar Riverside neighborhood), are there any specific reasons why you 
have not?  Is there anything that has stood in the way of you accessing the park? (please circle all that apply)  (Please skip to 
question #19 if you HAVE visited Riverside Park) 

• Transportation (you cannot get to and from the park - no access to a car or bike or bus, too far to walk) 
• Walkability (ability to use footpaths and stairs easily between park levels)  
• General Safety Concerns   
• Unsafe lighting  
• Inability to see secluded locations of the park   
• Unaware that park existed  
• Unaware of amenities available at park 
• Unaware of where park is located 

 
19.  If transportation is a barrier, do you have any suggestions to make the park easier to access?  
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Invasive Species: 
One of the major concerns within the Riverside Park is invasive species (species of plants and animals that are not naturally found 
in Minnesota or the United States). The Riverside Park Neighborhood Task Force is working with the Minneapolis Park and 
Recreation Board to permanently remove invasive species from Riverside Park and restore it to a more natural and enjoyable state. 
 
 
20.    Have you heard of the invasive species Buckthorn? (If no, please skip to question # 23) 

• yes  
• no  

 
21.    If yes, have you ever helped to remove Buckthorn from recreation areas such as state or local parks? (If no, please skip to 
question # 23) 

• yes  
• no    

 
22.   If yes, where have you volunteered to remove Buckthorn?  
 
 
 
23.  Would you be interested in helping remove Buckthorn from Riverside Park? 

• yes  
• no    

 
24.    Would you be interested in more information regarding Buckthorn and how it affects your neighborhood?   

• yes  
• no 

 
25.    Would you be interested in attending an event to learn more about Riverside Park and plans to clean up the park?  

• yes  
• no 
 

26.    Would you be interested in volunteering with the Riverside Park Neighborhood Task Force to clean up Riverside Park? (If 
no, please skip to question #28) 

• yes  
• no 

 
27.    If yes, how often would you be able to volunteer? (please check one box per season) 
 
 
 once (per season) twice (per season) once per month twice per month 
December-February 
(Winter)     

March-May (Spring)     
June-August (Summer)     
September-November 
(Fall)     

 
28.    Are there specific projects that, if completed, would encourage you to use the Riverside Park more? (please circle all that 
apply)  

• Removing Buckthorn to improve lines of sight (improving visibility)  
• Maintenance to the stairs connecting the upper and lower levels of the park  
• General clean-up and removal of trash  
• Improving lighting 
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Demographic Information:  This section asks questions about you so we can better understand outdoor recreation patterns.  
Again, this is completely voluntary and confidential.  We would appreciate you volunteering this information to help us better 
understand who is using the park. 
 
29. Are you: 

• Male 
• Female 

 
30. How old are you?  
 

 
31. Which of the following best describes your race?  

• African American/black   
• Caucasian/white 
• African Immigrant 
• Hispanic/Latino 
• American Indian or Alaska Native   

• Pacific Islander 
• Asian 

 

 
32.  Including you, how many adults, teens, and children live in your household? 

• Adults (over 18)            ____________________ 
• Teens (13-18 years)      ____________________ 
• Children (12 or under)   ____________________ 

 
33. Are there any other comments or suggestions you would like to share?   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for taking our survey.  Your participation is very important to us.  Please contact Sophia Ginis, West Bank Community 
Coalition Secretary, to learn more about volunteering at Riverside Park and how you can become more involved in restoration and 
clean-up projects.   
 
Sophia Ginis 
Secretary, West Bank Community Coalition 
wbcc.secretary@gmail.com 
Phone: 612.876.9351 
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Distribution Method 

 
 

Sources for 
Survey 

Distribution 

 
Number of Possible 

Individuals 
Contacted  

 
Online 

 

 
Face-to-Face 

 
Both 

West Bank 
Community 
Coalition 

200+    Distributed by on WBCC list serve 
by Sophia Ginis, WBCC Secretary.  
Also, distributed face to face at 
monthly board meeting. 

Brian Coyle 
Community 
Center 

Numerous youth at 
different events 

 Attended Cedar Riverside Youth 
Council meetings.  Attended Coyle 
events to engage youth in survey 
process.  Tally Washington also 
distributed surveys to youth attending 
programming at the Coyle. 

 

Augsburg 
College 
 
 
 

30+ Possible to use AMAIL list 
serve at Augsburg in the future 
for information dissemination 
to students and faculty.  Unable 
to pass on survey at this time. 

Distributed to courses taught by 
Augsburg Professor Garry Hesser. 

 

Cedar-Riverside 
E-democracy 
Forum 

120+ Distributed to online forum for 
citizens interested and 
passionate about the Cedar-
Riverside neighborhood. 

  

Seward Towers Numerous residents at 
different building 
events 

 Nasra Noor, community organizer for 
the Seward neighborhood, invited us 
to community meetings and worked to 
translate our survey to community 
residents. 

 

Trinity Lutheran 
Congregation 

Numerous 
congregation members 
and after school 
tutoring program 
participants 

 Katie Dudzik distributed the survey 
face to face during organized after 
school programming and to 
congregation members. 

 

APPENDIX 3.2 Survey Distribution Matrix 
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Distribution Method 
 

 
Sources for 

Survey 
Distribution 

 
Number of Possible 

Individuals 
Contacted  

 
Online 

 

 
Face to Face 

 
Both 

Humphrey 
Institute Staff 
and Faculty List 
Serve 

450+ Distributed using the 
Humphrey Institute personnel 
list serve and student body list 
serve. 
 

  

Riverside Park 
Earth Day 2009 

50+  Survey was distributed to Earth Day 
participants as they registered for the 
day. 

 

West Bank 
Business 
Association 

30+  Distributed survey face to face during 
monthly WBBA meeting. 

 

A total of 106 surveys were obtained through face to face distribution.   A total of 114 surveys were completed online.  All surveys were tallied using 
surveygizmo.com for ease of data reporting. 
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Organization 
Funding 
Opportunity 

Amount 
Available Deadlines 

Requirements/ Selection 
Criteria/ Areas of Focus 

Contact 
Name Phone Email 

 
 
 
 
Website 

         

KEY: Promising Possible NOT Promising      

         

Potential Funding 
Source               

 

Mississippi 
Watershed 
Management 
Organization 

Stewardship Fund 
Program: Mini 
Grants up to $2,000 

Letters of Interest 
accepted quarterly: 
March 23, 2009 by 
3:00 PM; June 22, 
2009 by 3:00 PM; 
September 21, 2009 
by 3:00 PM 

LOI must be no more than 
three pages. The MWMO 
requires general liability 
insurance coverage of at 
least $1,200,000 and 
automotive liability 
insurance.  See mini-grant 
overview document for 
complete list of 
requirements. 

Nancy 
Dilts 

(651) 287-
0948, ext. 
208  ndilts@mwmo.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
www.mwmo.org 

Mississippi 
Watershed 
Management 
Organization 

Stewardship Fund 
Program: 
Planning Grants up to $10,000 

Based on 2008 
Timeline: Letters of 
Intent due Sept. 22; 
Invitations for full 
proposal issued in 
Oct.; Submit full 
proposal early Nov.; 
final notification in 
Jan.   

The following criteria will be 
used to select projects for 
funding: 30% Project 
purpose is clear and well 
aligned with Stewardship 
Fund program goals; 45% 
Planning activities are 
clearly stated and will 
produce a high-quality plan 
ready for implementation; 
15% Project timeline and 
budget are reasonable and 
cost effective; 10% Overall 
proposal quality, including 
completeness, clarity, and 
key project personnel.  See 
application overview for 
specific components. 

Nancy 
Dilts 

(651) 287-
0948, ext. 
208  ndilts@mwmo.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
www.mwmo.org 

APPENDIX 4.5: Funding Opportunities Matrix 
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Organization 
Funding 
Opportunity 

Amount 
Available Deadlines 

Requirements/ Selection 
Criteria/ Areas of Focus 

Contact 
Name Phone Email 

 
 
 
Website 

         

Mississippi 
Watershed 
Management 
Organization 

Stewardship Fund 
Program: Action 
Grants up to $50,000 

Same timeline as 
planning grants 
(above). 

 
Available annually to 
complete a significant 
watershed stewardship 
project.  The MWMO is 
particularly interested in 
supporting projects that will 
reach underserved 
populations (neighborhoods 
or residents not previously 
involved in MWMO 
projects) and projects located 
in environmentally sensitive 
areas as defined by the 
MWMO Watershed 
Management Plan or the 
MWMO Board.  See website 
for more info. 

Nancy 
Dilts 

(651) 287-
0948, ext. 
208  ndilts@mwmo.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
www.mwmo.org 

Xcel Energy 
Foundation 

Environmental 
Grants Program 

Not specified. 
2006 grants 
ranged from 
$1,000 to 
$30,000. 

LOI due either Feb. 
4, 2009 or Aug. 5, 
2009.  Full 
proposals by 
invitation only. 

RPNTF's efforts match most 
directly with the foundation's 
Environmental Partnerships 
focus area.  This area 
includes habitat and park 
projects, as well as special 
projects and partnerships that 
provide volunteer 
opportunities for Xcel 
employees and retirees.  

Bridget 
Doran 
(questions 
regarding 
online 
submissio
n system) N/A 

foundation@xcele
nergy.com OR 
bridget.c.doran@x
celenergy.com 

 
 
 
 
 
http://www.xcelenerg
y.com/Company/Co
mmunity/Xcel%20En
ergy%20Foundation/
Pages/Xcel_Energy_
Foundation.aspx 

McKnight 
Foundation 

Environment 
Program Not specified. 

Letter of Intent 
deadlines: Nov. 1, 
Feb. 1, May 1, Aug. 
1; Full proposal by 
invitation. 

 
LOI must be 2-4 pages and 
must include: name and tax 
status, org. overview, 
proposed project/intended 
use of funds, relation to 
McKnight's goals and 
strategies, requested support 
amount.  See guidelines 
document for additional 
information re: McKnight's 
environment program goals. 

Gretchen 
Bonfert, 
Program 
Director; 
Ron 
Kroese, 
Program 
Officer 

612-333-
4220 N/A 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
www.mcknight.org 
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Organization 
Funding 
Opportunity 

Amount 
Available Deadlines 

Requirements/ Selection 
Criteria/ Areas of Focus 

Contact 
Name Phone Email 

 
 
 
 
Website 

         

Cargill Corporate Giving Not specified. Rolling 

Cargill is looking for 
opportunities to make a 
distinctive contribution and 
significant impact; engage 
employees; solve problems; 
provide opportunities to 
collaborate with customers 
and key community 
stakeholders; and align with 
our business focus.  Cargill 
does have an environmental 
focus area. 

Michelle 
Grogg, 
Director, 
Corp 
Contributi
ons AND 
Stacey 
Smida, 
Grants 
Administr
ator 

Michelle 
Grogg: 
952-742-
2931; 
Stacey 
Smida:  
952-742-
4311  

michelle_grogg@c
argill.com; 
stacey_smida@car
gill.com  

http://www.cargill.co
m/commitments/com
munity/charitable-
giving/how-we-
give/corporate-
giving/index.jsp 

History Channel 
Save Our History 
Grant Up to $10,000 

June 5, 2009 8:00 
pm EST (Projects 
begin September 8, 
2009) 

Must have nonprofit status 
and must partner with a 
school or youth org.  
Criteria: 1. Must focus on 
exploring and preserving a 
significant aspect of 
community history; 2. Must 
raise awareness among 
students and community 
members about the 
significance of their local 
heritage and the importance 
of preserving it; 3. Must 
include a tangible resource 
that captures students' effort 
to learn about and preserve 
their local history in a 
unique, creative way. N/A N/A 

General: 
info@saveourhisto
ry.com, Grant 
application 
questions: 
saveourhistory@ro
ckpa.org 

www.saveourhistory.
com 

Minnesota 
Department of 
Natural Resources 

Metro Greenways 
Restoration 
Grants 

50% or 
program cost 
(organization 
must provide 
50% in-kind or 
cash match).  
Total grants 
issued by 
DNR will be 
no more than 
$90,000. 

Expression of 
Interest form due 
May 15, 2009, by 
4:30 pm; May 
deadline expected 
for 2010. 

Restoration activities must 
be within the Metropolitan 
Conservation Corridors and 
must establish or support 
native plant and animal 
communities, must be based 
on sound ecological 
principals, and must buffer 
or connect significant 
ecological areas.  Riverside 
Park meets these geographic 
requirements.  

Mary 
Beth 
Block, 
Communit
y 
Assistance 
Specialist 

(651) 259-
5835 

Marybeth.Block@
dnr.state.mn.us 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
http://www.dnr.state.
mn.us/greenways/rest
oration_grants.html 
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Organization 
Funding 
Opportunity 

Amount 
Available Deadlines 

Requirements/ Selection 
Criteria/ Areas of Focus 

Contact 
Name Phone Email 

 

         

Beim Foundation 
Environment 
Grants 

Not specified. 
Previous 
environment 
grants ranged 
from $4,000 to 
$10,000. July 15, 2009 

The Foundation favors 
innovative approaches that 
are participant designed, 
leverage community 
resources, and have a ripple 
effect in the community.  N/A 

612-825-
1404 

beimfoundation@e
arthlink.net 

 
 
 
 
 
 
www.beimfoundation
.org 

Butler Family 
Foundation 

Environment 
Grants 

Not available.  
Total grants 
given in this 
area each year 
is 
approximately 
$300,000. 

Specific date not 
available, but next 
round of 
environment 
applications will not 
be accepted until 
2010. 

The foundation favors 
programs that encourage 
citizen participation in 
environmental issues.  Areas 
of focus include: Water 
Quality of the Upper 
Mississippi Watershed; 
Environmental Education - 
with a preference for 
programs providing in-depth 
learning experiences; Land 
Preservation and Use. 

Kerrie 
Blevins 

651-222-
2565 

kerrieb@butlerfam
ilyfoundation.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
www.butlerfamilyfou
ndation.org 

General Mills 
Twin Cities 
Grants Not specified. 

Online submission: 
April 1, 2009 by 
5:00 pm 

Applicant's mission must be 
closely related to the 
Foundation’s priorities; 
Programs or activities serve 
the Twin Cities Seven-
County Metro Area; Services 
create sustainable 
community improvement.  
RPNTF's proposal would 
need to connect to the youth 
fitness focus area (improving 
recreation areas to promote 
physical activity). N/A 

763-764-
2211 

E-mail:  
CommunityAction
QA@genmills.com
; Subject Line: 
Grant Application 
Questions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
http://www.generalm
ills.com/corporate/co
mmitment/twin_city_
grant_apply.aspx 

3M 
Proposals must be 
invited. N/A N/A 

Environment is one of six 
focus areas.  Limited 
information is available 
online as proposals are by 
invitation only.  RPNTF 
would likely need a personal 
contact within 3M. N/A N/A N/A 

 
 
 
 
http://solutions.3m.co
m/wps/portal/3M/en_
US/CommunityAffair
s/CommunityGiving/ 
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Organization 
Funding 
Opportunity 

Amount 
Available Deadlines 

Requirements/ Selection 
Criteria/ Areas of Focus 

Contact 
Name Phone Email 

 

        
 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Environmental 
Education Grants 

Most grants 
are in the 
range of 
$15,000 - 
$25,000 

2008 annual 
deadline was in 
December 

Must complete application 
and budget form; requires a 
25% non-federal match; all 
proposals must support key 
EPA goals focusing on 
environmental stewardship 
and pollution prevention.  
See website for additional 
details. Application process 
is somewhat lengthy and 

Megan 
Gavin, 
Environm
ental 
Education 
Coordinat
or 

312-353-
5282 or 
toll-free at 
800-621-
8431 

gavin.megan@epa.
gov 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lowes Charitable 
and Educational 
Foundation Community Grant 

$5,000 -
$25,000 

May only submit 
once per year, and 
usually only funded 
for one year.  
Appears to be 
rolling submission.  

Please see website for full 
list of what funds cannot be 
used for.  Strongly 
encouraged to meet with 
local Lowe's store manager 
prior to submitting proposal.  
MPRB and Lowes have an 
existing partnership and 
Lowes provides donations of 
supplies and equipment.  

Recomme
nded that 
first 
contact be 
at a local 
Lowe's 
store.  N/A N/A 

 
 
 
 
 
http://www.lowes.co
m/lowes/lkn?action=f
rameSet&url=apps.br
idgetree.com/funding
/default.asp 

West (Thomson 
Reuters Westlaw) 

General grant 
opportunities. Not specified. 

Submit Letter of 
Intent by Sept. 1.  
Full proposal by 
invitation only. 

West grants focus on three 
areas:  Educating the future 
work force; Providing arts 
and cultural experiences to 
the community; Developing 
and strengthening youth, 
families, and communities. 
Strengthening communities 
would be most relevant to 
RPNTF.   

Martha 
Field, 
Manager 
Communit
y 
Relations 

(651) 848-
5926  

General: 
west.commpart@t
homson.com; 
Submit LOI to: 
martha.field@tho
msonreuters.com 

 
 
 
 
 
 
http://west.thomson.c
om/about/community
/default.aspx 

Minneapolis 
Foundation 

Not currently 
accepting 
proposals for 
general grants.  
Connections 
Grant program is 
still operating. 

Up to $10,000 
for 
Connections 
Grant  

April 1, 2009, and 
reviewed in July 
(deadlines may be 
changing for next 
year).  Rolling for 
the Connections 
Grants - may only 
submit one Letter of 
Inquiry per year. 

New grant guidelines are 
being issued next year.  The 
foundation currently is not 
accepting proposals and is 
going through a strategic 
planning process to develop 
these new criteria.   The 
Connections Grant program 
would be more relevant as it 
connects requests to funders 
with similar priorities. 

Robert 
Hybben, 
Research 
and 
Prospect 
Developm
ent 
Coordinat
or 

(612) 672-
3863 

rhybben@mplsfou
ndation.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
http://www.minneapo
lisfoundation.org/Gra
nts/ConnectionsGrant
s.html 

Organization 
Funding 
Opportunity 

Amount 
Available Deadlines 

Requirements/ Selection 
Criteria/ Areas of Focus 

Contact 
Name Phone Email 

 
 
 
 
Website 

         

U of M Extension 

Funding 
opportunities not 
listed on website. N/A N/A 

U of M Extension does have 
an environment focus area, 
but it does not appear to fund 
community-based restoration 
directly.  We have placed 
calls to the Extension office 
to obtain additional 
information. N/A N/A N/A 

 
 
 
 
 
 
www.extension.umn.
edu 

National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Community-
Based Restoration 
Program 

MN does not 
fall into one of 
NOAA's four 
regions. N/A 

Most funding opportunities - 
both directly from NOAA 
and NOAA partners focus 
more directly on water 
habitats, and not necessarily 
the restoration projects 
RPNTF is focusing on at this 
time. N/A N/A N/A 

 
 
 
 
http://www.nmfs.noa
a.gov/habitat/restorati
on/projects_programs
/crp/about.html 

Otto Bremer 
Foundation 

No opportunities 
currently 
available that are 
relevant to 
RPNTF.  

None available 
for our 
purposes.  
Foundation 
focuses on use 
of interactive 
technology. N/A 

As part of our ongoing 
response to the current 
economic challenges, the 
Otto Bremer Foundation will 
focus Twin Cities funding in 
2009 on programs and 
initiatives to relieve poverty, 
including emergency 
assistance as well as longer-
term poverty reduction. N/A N/A N/A 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
www.ottobremer.org 

Best Buy 

Best Buy 
Children's 
Foundation: No 
opportunities 
relevant to 
RPNTF.  

Foundation 
focuses on use 
of interactive 
technology. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
 
 
http://communication
s.bestbuy.com/comm
unityrelations/our_fo
undation.asp 

Target 

Only supports arts 
and social 
services grants. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

http://sites.target.com
/site/en/company/pag
e.jsp?contentId=WC
MP04-031767 

United Health 
Care 

Not accepting 
new requests. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
 
 
www.uhccf.org 
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Organization 
Funding 
Opportunity 

Amount 
Available Deadlines 

Requirements/ Selection 
Criteria/ Areas of Focus 

Contact 
Name Phone Email 

 

         
Potential Partner 
ONLY               

 

Friends of the 
Mississippi River 

Mississippi Gorge 
Stewards N/A N/A 

Various partnership 
opportunities exist based on 
FMR's role in the ecological 
plan, and their expertise 
displayed in the context of 
similar partnerships in the 
area. 

Karen 
Phillips, 
Stewardsh
ip 
Coordinat
or 

651-222-
2193 kphillips@fmr.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
www.fmr.org 

Minneapolis 
Employment and 
Training Program 
(METP - within 
CPED) 

Summer STEP-
UP job program. Varies 

RFP to be a 
worksite: Jan. 8, 
2009; additional 
April 3, 2009 
deadline for RFP's 
to be funded by the 
Economic Recovery 
Plan.  

RPNTF likely does not have 
the capacity to apply to be a 
worksite, as there are no full-
time staff members and 
Riverside Park does not 
require daily maintenance.  
This opportunity may be best 
pursued in partnership with 
MPRB to place RPNTF on 
the Green Teams list of 
restoration sites and to 
further explore youth 
employment opportunities 
for Cedar-Riverside. 

Tammy 
Dickinson 

612-673-
5041 

Tammy.Dickinson
@ci.minneapolis.
mn.us 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
http://www.ci.minnea
polis.mn.us/cped/met
p-rfps-home.asp 

Community 
Design Center Partnership N/A N/A 

CDC served as a key partner 
in developing MPRB's Green 
Teams, and could be a 
potential partner if RPNTF 
develops a similar program 
or if Riverside Park becomes 
a Green Teams site.

Tamara 
Downs 
Schwei 

651.228.70
73 

tdowns.schwei@co
mdesignctrmn.org 

 
 
 
 
 
www.comdesignctrm
n.org

Trust for Public 
Land Partnership N/A N/A 

TPL has information on their 
website focusing on urban 
parks access in the Twin 
Cities and might be a 
resource for information and 
technical assistance moving 
forward.  

Jenna 
Fletcher 

651-917-
2240 

Jenna.Fletcher@tpl
.org 

 
 
 
http://www.tpl.org/tie
r3_cd.cfm?content_it
em_id=21266&folder
_id=482 

Great River 
Greening Partnership N/A N/A 

GRG is a partner in the 
Metropolitan Conservation 
Corridors initiative and  also 
engages significant numbers 
of community volunteers in 
their efforts. 

Mark 
Turbak, 
Volunteer 
Program 
& Event 
Manager 

651/665-
9500 x11 

mturbak@greatriv
ergreening.org  

 
 
 
 
www.greatrivergreen
ing.org 
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