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Comments from residents
on the “Framework for the Future”

The comments below are a compilation of all comments received
from individual residents via email, comment cards, letters, or fax.

1. Subject: Framework for the Future
Thank you both for addressing the NRP "Framework for the Future" last week at Eastside Services. | am pleased to see
the City being open with the city's neighborhoods and the future of NRP.

I have only recently become a member of the Waite Park Community Council, so many of these issues are relatively new
to me, but the importance of NRP to the livelihood of individual neighborhoods is abundantly clear. The availability of NRP
funds not only allows neighborhoods to augment the necessary and recreational services of the City, but allows
neighborhoods a greater degree of flexibility and creativity in creating their own space and being able to take
responsibility for it, a responsibility we take seriously in Waite Park.

With that being said, | applaud the City's involvement in promising the continuance of NRP dollars in the future with a
greater engagement with City organizations. The creation of Community Participation Board that works directly with the
City and the City Coordinator should provide a greater opportunity for neighborhoods to interact with the City. It is my
opinion that for the Community Participation Board to have any real support, the Board would need to have power, at the
very least, to hire and supervise this Director. Likewise, the Governance Board should be provided the opportunity to
manage joint initiatives, rather than solely consult or recommend and be able to operate at a level that provides
responsibility over issues that affect neighborhoods through this department.

The necessary funds to maintain a program such as this should also be guaranteed to a minimum level. While much has
been said about the availability of resources dedicated to necessary services, like police and fire, the pool of available
funds for neighborhoods should never come into direct conflict with those services. The availability of mini-grants for
directed projects and other revenue sources are a great way to augment specific initiatives, but should never be relied
upon as a "make up" resource or back up system to the provided resources of a NIF-style arrangement. Therefore, the
effort to "identify and commit funding sources that are stable, predictable and available for a significant period of time"
takes on a significant importance to assure neighborhoods that they will not be overlooked for the benefit of the City
alone.

I look forward to seeing this program grow and see more specifics arise. More importantly, | look forward to seeing a
greater partnership develop between City Hall and the neighborhoods of Minneapolis in the near future.

Waite Park resident

2. Subject: NRP Program not neighborhood friendly

Unforantly, I had first hand experience with this organization, which started when | missed my first mortgage payment in
Jan 2007. 1 tryed to get help and was denyed by century plaza and could not been seen by K.J. until I fell months behind
in my mortgage payments, Finally, in April | saw K.J. and her assit the debit counselor or should | say marriage
dissolver. | went every week with both our income statements from work and were told to cut back and get $1000 every
week even though our paystubs stated our exact income which was far below this. | told K.J. | lived in my house for 40
years and wanted to continue to live on the N Side and even in October 2007 | was told | needed to come up with
another $6000 in addition to the already agreed amount they could not approve me for their grant. | was told by K.J. to
go to a church to get help, since | had told her | needed by car for employment and tryed to get two jobs working 16
hours a day and got home at midnight at 26 and James North. | am 50 years old plus have disability as to not being able
to walk from the bus stop because of heart problems.

That program does not work>>> It just stalls the process of forclosure and it makes long time residents want to fall off a
bridge------ because that group never had any intention of loaning any money to anyone. | overheard a meeting with the
board menbers when someone joked about getting money off their food stamp ebt cards for a membership committee.
Just to let you know that agency is a scam and makes people wait until 5 months after they go their for help and then
asked people to save an extra $1000 per week for 6 weeks then save $4000 one day before a sheriffs sale. What a
nightmare 1 lived for that year going to that program.

I wanted to call the news fox 9 and kstp as to the unfair practices both K.J. and her debit councelor gave to make sure
couples could not save their homes. Why dont they put a sign on their door Not here to help longtime residents just
helping their own paychecks coming in for them.
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3. Subject: NRP concern

NRP was created to revitalize the neighborhoods!

I read the draft entitled, “Framework for the Future” and what a load of malarkey. Am | to understand that the city
wants an average citizen to read, understand, and apply of this piece of literature and call it “Community Engagement”?
It seems that the city wrote this to justify individual employment of those that wrote the piece, and those that are to
administer the program! This is nothing more than a “made up system” for a new “tool” for something that wasn't
broken.

More so, it seems like something the city made complicated on purpose, so that no one would respond.

It is ridiculous that the city/board thinks that they can form any group of people that can better govern individual
neighborhoods or administer NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION FUNDS than the leaders of the neighborhoods
themselves. | would say that many people in city government do not have a realistic view of what is really going on in
individual neighborhoods and that individual jobs are created out of nothing, for nothing, and to do the same job that
neighborhood volunteers have done for 10 years. It is as if the city/board are cut off from reality, bogged down by
procedure, and tricked into believing that they are better handlers of money than the people that really need it.

By making the NRP a city department, there will be:
1) Lack of communication
2) Delayed communication
3) Confusion about the process
4) Confusion about who's in charge
5) Confusion about who to talk to for application
6) Pre-recorded voice mail that won't get answered in a timely fashion
7) Roadblock after roadblock to get funds
8) Decrease of money that goes to the actual neighborhoods as a result of administration costs, salaries, etc
9) Higher chance for embezzlement
10) Lack of effectiveness because more people will be involved in the process
11) MAJOR DELAYS in the process
12) MAJOR DELAYS in the process (not a mistake — printed again for emphasis)
13) A general feeling that the city doesn’t know what it is doing.
14) Failure of the program to actually REVITALIZE THE NEIGHBORHOODS!

Neighborhoods need to be able to spend the money as they see fit. Neighborhood organizations need to know that they
have a certain amount of money and they need to be able to administer the money. That way, it can get to the people
faster, and deliver the desired effect more effectively.

4. Subject: Comment about NRP

I think that NRP should be let go with the original end time frame in 2009. The little bit of money that would be available
to the different neighborhood groups would be better spent on Fire & Police. We had a firefighter come to our
neighborhood meeting asking us to support full funding of the Fire Department. | asked him if he had a choice between
full funding of the fire Department or funding NRP what would he pick. He never had the chance to answer the question
as the "empowered" neighbors felt that that was an unfair question. | only have so much money and so does the city...let
the neighborhood groups go back to the volunteers instead of the power crazed few that the NRP money has created.

5. Subject: Input on Framework For the Future
I'm writing to comment on the City's proposal for the future of NRP.

I have been a Minneapolis resident for 16+ years and am a former employee of a neighborhood association (8 years) and
another nonprofit that partnered with neighborhoods to start a new community program (5 years).

I am very concerned with several aspects of the current plan:

1) It centralizes the money, power and control downtown and out of residents' hands. This is a bad idea. It will greatly
increase the bureaucracy and severely limit any independence and innovation that neighborhoods have accomplished.
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2) Overall, there's very little money allocated to be split among all of the neighborhoods to just continue their existence
(e.g. office space, equipment, very part-time staff, mailings, communications, events).

3) No money is set aside to do any of the program and project work that have made neighborhoods so successful and
innovative. This is also the money that neighborhoods have been able to leverage for additional investments and
resources. | think that foundations and philanthropists will be much less likely to give to a city program than they have
been to individual neighborhoods launching unique programs to address their unique issues. | believe that this plan will
greatly reduce the amount of leveraged funds, especially if there is never any money put into the fund to start with (e.g.
a match for a $0 fund is going to be $0).

4) 1 read in a January Northeaster article that the City can't provide any more money than the plan does at this time and
would need legislative or other funding to expand the program beyond the plan. It goes on to say that the City isn't
ready/interested in going to the Legislature this year (I also remember that the City wasn't interested in having the
Minneapolis legislative delegation pursue renewed NRP funding/legislation last year). This all seems like incredibly poor
planning on the part of the City and/or intentional negligence, given that the current 20-year NRP program ends next
year.

5) From what I've seen, there's no long-term planning being done here. This plan will be implemented and funded, or
not, each year. It is very difficult for these small non-profit neighborhood associations to do their work, recruit volunteer
time and interest, or find grants without the security of some defined period of commitment from the City or Legislature
or some other entity.

6) | don't think that the City appreciates the uncountable number of volunteer hours that neighborhood associations
have received under NRP. It would truly be a shame to walk away from something that's done so much and trained and
educated so many residents and volunteers.

6. Subject: Framework for the Future

| totally disagree with the cities proposal on the above issue. There are to many issues left open in the document. The
major ones being "locking in a positive long term financing plan, the city has never been able to adequately include
neighborhoods in its processes, so why do they think they can doit now. Neighborhoods will always lose if competing
against police, fire, and public works for funding. Paying another White person in city government $100,000.00 a yeasr to
administer this program is out of the question.

There will not be much participation or any voices from the neighborhoods heard under the new proposal

Why would the city take an extremely successful 20 year program that is a national model and destroy it?

7. Subject: "This city is badly managed"
The subject heading of my message says it all: "This city is badly managed.” | am hearing this sentence echoing around
my neighborhood, in my block club and in my community organization meetings.

That, and "The City is trying to kill NRP." Sure seems that way. | can't imagine how City Hall can justify such an asinine
action. This is a time when many people's finances are tight and service budgets are shrinking (in order to send money
overseas to support other countries, you know), and when this happens, our neighborhoods decline. Then the city
spends millions more in "managing” the resulting crises, including tearing down houses that could have been saved from
deterioration with just a little TLC and some FORESIGHT. Then people start moving away from their blighted
neighborhoods, although in the current housing market, who can afford to do even that anymore?

The one thing the City must not do is kill NRP. Stop trying to destroy one thing that has worked in this poorly-managed,
a**-backwards city!

8. Subject: NRP - Audubon Neighborhood

I am one of the owners of the property on Central Avenue in Minneapolis, MN. | am asking you to support the Torres
Ray/ Clark Bill which capitalizes the NRP. We believe that these funds are best used in the hands of local leadership. Our
Neighborhood Association has worked in tandem with our local Community Development Corporation to formulate a very
impressive revitalization plan for our neighborhood. So please give us your support by voting yes on this bill.
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9. Subject: Letter of support

I am one of the owners of the property on Central Avenue in Minneapolis, MN. | am asking you to support the Torres
Ray/ Clark Bill which capitalizes the NRP. We believe that these funds are best used in the hands of local leadership. Our
Neighborhood Association has worked in tandem with our local Community Development Corporation to formulate a very
impressive revitalization plan for our neighborhood. So please give us your support by voting yes on this bill.

10. Subject: NRP

Thank you for examining the future role of NRP in this city. | do think that some control by elected officials is in order.
The heavy-handed tactics of some certain neighborhood activists in the Nokomis area while dealing with businesses on
34th Avenue a few years ago was unforgiveable. | had to laugh at one of the Nokomis-East fliers | got in the mail asking
for volunteers for committees. | can't remember the exact wording, but it effectively stated that only those of a positive
state of mind concerning NRP activities need apply. The way it was worded, | took it to mean that if you were bringing a
conservative or slightly skeptical attitude concerning NRP projects to the table, you were not welcome. Projects utilizing
public funds need to be scrutinized carefully, not pushed through by gung-ho special interest activists. If these few
people are making neighborhood decisions, they should be elected by the voting public in the general city elections. We
don't need another unelected met council. Neighborhood groups should function as volunteer advisors of sorts to our city
council members. They're the ones being paid to make the final decisions concerning our city.

Nokomis neighborhood resident

11. Subject: Support for NRP

My wife and | have been Minneapolis residents for about 30 years. In that time we have seen the city go through several
downturns and observed how neighborhoods always seem to take second seat to big ticket business development. One of
the few bright spots has been the Neighborhood Revitalization Program. The NRP has taken less than 1% of the city
budget and applied it directly to where it is needed, in the neighborhoods amongst the residents. While we have never
received NRP funds, my wife and | have witnessed the neighborhoods throughout the city have indeed been revitalized.
We think the NRP is a good use of our tax dollars unlike the massive baseball stadium robbery.

The importance of the NRP is that the funds it disperses go directly to building social capital in the neighborhoods. Each
NRP dollar generates 5 more which, most often, go into the neighborhood or municipal economy. Whether the NRP grant
is used to paint a mural or assist a home owner in making repairs or improvements, the NRP builds neighborhood
community.

We are in hard economic times which promise to get harder. We need the NRP to continue to direct resources into the
neighborhoods to their residents.

I ask mayor Rybak and the City Council to please support the NRP program as it exists and not replace it with an under-
funded under-developed scheme that moves away from social capital.

12. Subject: ANA and NRP Feedback

I have lived in the Armatage neighbor hood for 14 years. The biggest impact that I've seen over this time is the
improvement to the school and park area from the NRP funds. Building the big gym, media and computer centers have
enhanced both the community and the school. Without the big gym many of the large school activities such as the
school dance and the school carnival could not take place as easily. Having this improved space makes it possible to
invite the entire community. It seems to me that these activities have strengthened the ties between the school, the park
and the larger neighborhood via the ANA. Additionally the improvements to the park area just make the park a more
usable and inviting area to use. The park is truly the center of our neighborhood and the commitment of the
neighborhood to make it the priority for the phase one NRP money has truly paid off.

Armatage resident

13. Subject: FRAMEWORK FOR THE FUTURE OF THE NRP
I have serious concerns regarding the conclusions and suggestions of this report/study and urge the City Council NOT to
adopt it.

14. Subject: Feedback on the proposed Framework for the Future

I have thoroughly read the Framework for the Future (FFF) of NRP and have found the white space between the lines to
be more telling of NRP's future. If this proposal were to be adopted by the City Council, there would be no more
Neighborhood Revitalization Program. In early 2007, the community engagement task force heard what residents
want...build on what we have already. Build on NRP, don't take it away.

I find Mayor Rybak'’s interest in "community participation” or "community engagement” disingenuous. He and the current
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City Council have been represented on the NRP Policy Board for the past 6 years. During that time none have suggested
or offered any actions that would change the governing structure of NRP or the processes in place for working with the
City and/or neighborhoods.

The FFF dismantles an award-winning program, against the wishes of Minneapolis' residents.
I am opposed to what the FFF lays out for the future of our neighborhood organizations and community participation.

15. Subject: Comments on Framework for the Future

This e-mail is to send you my thoughts and comments on the "Framework for the Future” document. | want to clarify
that...these are my personal comments and not comments that have any official approval from the SENA board or
committees.

First of all, I sincerely hope the legislation now being proposed, SF 3644 and HF 3821, that will extend the current NRP
program will receive the support of the City Council and the Mayor and will be passed by the legislature. NRP is such an
exceptional program that it deserves to be preserved with the best of its features intact. | believe this is the best hope
for neighborhoods and for the city as a whole.

That said, in the event that legislation does not happen and we do need to proceed with the proposed "Framework" here
are some comments and concerns about that proposal:

1. Please don't refer to any program that comes from the Framework as "NRP". | think it would be much more honest
to say "NRP has ended and we have a new structure we're developing for some kind of community engagement”
than to try to make people think that this structure really has any relationship at all to the old NRP program. It just
doesn't. This is something totally different.

2. The proposed $2,000,000 per year for administrative funding is woefully inadequate to meeting the stated goal "to
sustain capacity at the neighborhood level." Somewhere in the range of $25,000 to $30,000 a year, depending on
the allocation system, would not cover office and one staff person. It is my personal, probably somewhat biased
opinion, that the greatest asset neighborhood organizations have is the committed and dedicated staff people who
help them work. | would hate to see the city lose that asset, but it will, at this level of support.

3. Competitive program funds - so many problems with this — where to start:?

"provided annually based on the City's annual budget" - so there's no way we know until the budget process
happens at the end of the year what monies might be available to us for the next year. How do we plan and
develop or support programs? Do we lay off staff in December and hope we can rehire them in the new year?

"Neighborhoods.... Would compete with each other through an RFP process" So the groups who have
experience with grant proposals should have a good shot at getting funding. My fear is that the neighborhoods
with the most capacity, not the neighborhoods with the greatest need, will be the biggest beneficiaries of this
program. Not all organizations have staff or volunteers with the skills required for surfing the complexities of an
RFP process in order to receive funds. | also believe this could be a big set back to a lot of the coalition building
between neighborhood groups that is currently happening at a lot of levels. If there must be an RFP process,
please make it as simple and straight forward as possible and also provide technical support for those
neighborhoods who need it.

"The City and the Community Participation Governance Board would establish the project areas to be funded
and amounts available". So if the problems in my neighborhood don't rise to the level of getting the attention of
those at the top, we'll just have to wait until they get big enough, or wide-spread enough, to be a city-wide
problem in order to get funds to do anything about it. | would hope that there could be some kind of funding,
even if it has to be given through this RFP process, that could be used for neighborhood-identified concerns.

4. Organizational Structure — the proposed structure feels like neighborhood organizations will need to rely heavily
on the good will of the City Coordinator (and the Mayor). | feel it will be very easy for us to get lost in the
basement.

5. Itis hard to comment on the proposed Community Participation Governance Board without seeing some details
on just who will make up that entity, how they will be chosen, what level of powers they have, and the balance of
the different groups represented.

I realize the "Framework" document is a draft and the expectation is that there will be a more fully developed plan.
However, the "Framework" has some very weak points and | fear it will collapse with the weight of the structure that will
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need to be built upon it. We already have a strong structure in place. Why don't we find a way to update what needs to
be updated, fund what needs to be funded and move forward into the future.

16. Subject: FULLY FUND NRP PHASE 2
Please fully fund the second phase of the Neighborhood Revitalization Program and continue to fund the NRP at a
minimum level of $10 million annually after 2009.

I believe the independence of neighborhood groups is critical for their success and that discretionary spending decisions
should remain in the hands of neighborhoods, and not in City Hall. | strongly oppose recommendations in the Framework
for the Future which would take away decision-making power and financial resources from the neighborhoods.

Our Minneapolis Neighborhood Revitalization Program is nationally recognized as a leading program. Let's not lose our
momentum!

17. Subject: Comment on NRP "Framework for the Future"

The most essential aspect of the proposal is allowing community groups discretion over project funding. More localized
control will result in more local participation. Funding the operations of community groups is less important, and should
serve and support the process by which groups choose projects to accomplish with government support. Funding the
operation of neighborhood groups for their own sake leads to a sense of entitlement and enclosure among activists,
which works against broader public participation.

At every level, community groups must be held accountable and responsible for any funds they direct. Success must be
measured by outcome, not by effort. Merely spending on outreach, for example, is absolutely no substitute for recruiting
new active participants. If a desired outcome cannot be measured, or if the work is claimed to have mostly intangible
benefits, there is no sound logical reason to fund the project. Public dollars must not be used to pay for good intentions.

18. Subject: Framework for the Future proposal - opposed

To Whom it May Concern:

I live with my husband and two small children in the Holland neighborhood in N.E. Minneapolis. We have been here for
over 10 years and have grown to love the area despite the constant struggle to bring our neighborhood up.

After reviewing the proposed Framework and reviewing how the current NRP program works, | cannot express enough
how much the Framework is a step backward for the neighborhoods and the city. One of the great things about NRP is
the fact that residents and neighborhoods are EMPOWERED to take action and not wait for City Hall to decide (and
dictate) what the priorities for our unique neighborhood are. My husband and | are both active in our neighborhood, but
would probably not take the time to do this if we did not feel we have a voice in how things happen. If we did not feel
that we have a voice and that we have the power to help improve the area, we would not feel as attached to
Minneapolis.

Our experience has been that our city government may not share the vision that many in our neighborhood (and
neighboring areas) do for Central Avenue and commercial development. My fear is that, without an independent
neighborhood organization (one that is not overseen by City Hall), neighborhood vision would be in reality ignored by the
city.

It is also my understanding that the Holland neighborhood has over the past 30 years spent about $3 million of NRP
money on projects. They have managed to leverage roughly $30 million in other private and public funds in order to
increase the ability to improve things. | do not believe there is any other city program that has been that successful in
raising outside money, not to mention the amount of volunteer time donated by residents who feel great being able to
get something done right. A few of the projects that have been either done or enhanced by NRP funding include: the
Firefighters' Hall and Museum, the wonderful renovation of Jackson Square Park, the nice apartment complex at 2101
Washington St. N.E., the 27th Ave. Tot Lot, the Shoreham Community Garden, the complete renovation of a flophouse at
705-22nd Ave. N.E. (right across from Edison H.S.), the Eastside Food Co-op, programming at the N.E. Library, new
lighting on Central Avenue, and thousands of home improvements made possible by forgivable and revolving NRP loans.
There are more projects but those are the ones that come to mind. On top of all that, we have made relationships with
people in our area whom we would not have met if it were not for grassroots community events. The connection
between empowered neighbors is amazing!

It is also my understanding that the city of Minneapolis would not wind up with any more money by allowing the
decertification of the downtown TIF districts so | have to question why they would want to take over the administration
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(at a higher cost than NRP-sponsored neighborhood orgs can do it) and the hassle of having to go out and replace a
successful, U.N. award-winning program with one that other cities say doesn't work as well?

19. Subject: "Framework for the Future" comments

The following are my comments on the "Framework For the Future: Options for the focus, funding and governance of
NRP Program and Action Plan activities after 2009' (FFF) document prepared by the NRP Work Group for the
Minneapolis City Council. These comments are my opinion as a resident and as a long time (over 10 years) volunteer in
my NRP funded neighborhood organization.

The FFF makes valuable and promising proposals for improving the community engagement (CE) processes of the City of
Minneapolis. Establishing a central office to manage CE is an attractive idea; one that might produce good results, if
complemented by a suitable system of measurement and consequences. For example, making achievement of CE
objectives part of the management objectives of every City department would provide management with incentives to
promote CE.

On the other hand, the FFF document uses the term "NRP" to refer to a new-NRP program that is not at all like the
current-NRP. The FFF basically rejects the current-NRP funding and governance models out of hand. The FFF proposes
replacing the current-NRP with a "community engagement" program controlled entirely by the City Council and the
Mayor, with a "governance" board that has no control over either funding or personnel. | consider this a major step
backward in terms of city-neighborhood relations, and a contradiction of important principles of the current-NRP. Under
the FFF, the new-NRP would have neither an assured, multi-year funding source, nor any isolation from the vagaries of
City Council and Mayoral politics. The new-NRP would also not allow neighborhood residents to set priorities or control
the expenditure of program funds.

Because of these departures from the current-NRP principles and model, I consider it misleading to even use the term
"NRP" in the FFF document.

I would like to request that the City pursue the CE proposals of the FFF, but rethink the NRP-related proposals; the City
should work with neighborhoods to find a way of building on the current-NRP rather than replacing it as proposed in the
FFF.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the FFF document. | look forward to the City response to these comments.

20. Subject: Framework for the Future
I have the following comments to the FFF plan put forth by the city.

I was glad to be able to go to the last informational meeting for the proposed plan, held in City Hall over the noon hour,
but want to comment that it cost me an arm and a leg to park nearby, and | felt the location for the meeting was a poor
choice.

I guess, overall, my feelings about the proposed plan are not positive. | think that it shows very little creativity or real
faith in Mpls. residents. Is it really the best we can do, given everything we know, everything we have learned?

I think that NRP is not a perfect model, but that the proposal to take it all in-house, and make it internal to CPED, is not
going to succeed. It is not cost-effective at about 1/3 of the $3 mil budget going to administrative costs, and it will
greatly diminish the caliber of the work that the office is able to accomplish. Furthermore, | sense it will, in the end, make
the neighborhood organizations quasi-city offices, and that they will lose their autonomy. How will the City work with the
neighborhoods? Will individuals want to work with these semi-funded organizations? What will the level of trust be
between citizens and their neighborhood organizations?

I think the Governing Board idea sounds very weak, without much direct oversight responsibilities for the director, and no
real authority or control. 1 would like to see it strengthened. | also think the composition of the Board should include a
majority of members elected by the neighborhoods. Doing this would serve to build more trust between citizens,
neighborhood organizations, and the city.

To be frank: Since the beginning, it has seemed very much like people in City Hall opposed NRP largely because of its
autonomy and messiness. | think it can seem much harder, in a real sense, to accomplish great things when you involve
as many people as can be reached now through neighborhood representation — but I also think it's a lot more fun, and in
the end, truly more productive, more enriching and enlivening. | would hope that the City would have as one of its
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planning goals, how do we reach and involve every citizen in making Minneapolis a great place to live, and what role can
neighborhood orgs play in achieving this?

Holland Neighborhood resident
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21. Subject: Minneapolis Resident Input on NRP and Framework for the Future

To whomever it may concern:

I have been a resident of my home in the Victory neighborhood since 1995 B almost thirteen years. | purposely chose to
make my home within the Minneapolis city limits because | was specifically impressed with the quality of housing stock,
cleanliness, beauty, sense of community, and most of all, the programs that were in place to ensure Minneapolis
neighborhoods remained such a model of livability. | have lived in at least three other large metro areas in my adult life
St. Louis, Indianapolis, and Austin (TX), and | can confidently say that during my tenure in each place, nothing came
close to the commitment to the neighborhoods as evidenced by our NRP.

I canOt even begin to tell you how much the structure and resources enabled by NRP funding has meant to me
personally, but here are a few examples that have touched my life:

1. The availability of a Victory staff person, in a physical office, to whom | have funneled questions, concerns, and who
has been there to answer, or direct me to some one who can. It is of extreme significance to me, that this person knows
and lives in our neighborhood, and cares about it at least as much as | do. As | understand the proposed OFramework,O
the amount of money, once divided between all the neighborhoods, would almost certainly not be sufficient to continue
providing this invaluable resource, and this loss alone would critically rupture the tightly woven fabric of our
neighborhood.

2. The availability of dedicated low-interest monies for home improvement loans. When | say, Odedicated,O | mean
money in VictoryOs specific possession, which can then be allocated as deemed proper by our Victory Housing
Program/Committee. | was immensely grateful to be able to utilize one of our revolving loans to upgrade the heating and
cooling system of my home (including the removal of asbestos-wrapped pipes), as well as to add to the aesthetic
character of my property via a flagstone walk. (The latter for which 1 still receive compliments to this day). It is my belief
that if the proposed OFrameworkO is implemented, we as Victory residents, will have a fraction of the opportunity to take
out this kind of low-interest loan, due the dramatically reduced pool of funds, in conjunction with the innumerably larger
pool of applicants from all the other neighborhoodsEEand as a result, our housing stock will suffer.

. Aesthetic enjoyment and personal pride associated with the monies Victory neighborhood has chosen to invest in:
. Improved Lighting/Safety

. Improved traffic flow

. Beautified park areas, including Ryan Lake

. Concerts, Ice Cream Socials, festivals

. Monthly VINA newsletter

O OO0 T W

All of the above were able to happen with relative ease (and minimal, if any, Oroad blocksO) due to the autonomy of
Victory Neighborhood. We, as a neighborhood, got to decide what was important to us, and we had the where-withal to
accomplish it.

I cannot overstate how vital and beneficial it has been for our neighborhood to maintain and improve our vibrancy
through the support of NRP, as it was originally envisioned and funded.

Although we are geographically located in the (falsely) ill-reputed ONorth Side,0 | have always felt we (Victory) were a
secret Ogem.O We have most all of the OpositivesO (and then some, in a few areas) as the tonier southern
neighborhoods, but are much more affordable. Now, with the rise in home foreclosures and continued Ourban sprawlO,
Victory, and a/l of our city neighborhoods are in even more desperate need of funding, and grassroots resident
involvement. The funding simply and exponentially leverages the residents® enthusiasm and opportunities for success.
The challenges the city currently faces in funding NRP certainly canOt be more than they were when it was originally
conceived and funded, and again, | submit to you that the need to fund and accomplish the original goals is even more
urgent now than ever. The OFramework,0 as currently written, sadly does not come even remotely close to even
Odreaming the dream,O especially when there is a track record (NRP to date!) that proves otherwise, and which is the
envy of cities across our nation, and around the world.

I urge you (collectively) to renew your dedication to funding NRP, via the proposed extension of the TIF Districts in the
Common Project, both in meeting the $100 million shortfall to date, as well as establishing stability security and
comparable breath for all aspects of its future fundingE. at least through 2029!
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I hereby, having read the following, also wish to go on record as wholeheartedly concurring with and/or signing the

following letters and resolutions. | have read them, support them with every fiber of my being, and implore you to take
every action to do the same.----

Save NRPD Minneapolis Platform Resolution

Whereas, NRP (Neighborhood Revitalization Program) has been a framework for bringing people together and
empowering them to act for the preservation and betterment of their communities.

Whereas NRP has invested an amount equivalent to less than 7/10 of 1% of the City annual budget and that has
leveraged over 1 billion dollars of additional public investment.

Whereas, NRP has been an effective program for eliminating blight and has acted as a bulwark against economic forces
that have lead to am economic decline within our neighborhoods.

Whereas, NRP has been a program that has supported the needs of all neighborhoods, supporting our parks, schools,
housing and businesses and has been a proven success at delivering results, and has had a transformative effect on our
communities.

Whereas, NRP has been recognized nationally and internationally, by organizations such as the United Nations and many
others, as a successful model for stabilizing and supporting our neighborhoods at the grassroots level.

Whereas, eliminating NRP at this critical time will leave our neighborhoods without support and at the mercy of the
present economic downturn.

Whereas, the proposed elimination of NRP will result in the dissolution of many years of work and the loss of capacity
within our neighborhoods.

Be it resolved that we support and affirm the following:

1. NRP should be fully funded throughE Phase Il at $85.5 million through 2009.

2. NRP should be funded at a minimum of $10 million per year after 2009.

3. NRP should be remain a viable organization within its existing framework, with an independent governing body run
from within our communities, which encourages and empowers people to work with their neighbors, and should not be
supplanted or eliminated or taken out of that framework.

4. Efforts need to be made to continue to include people of color and who have been historically under represented within
the city engagement process and the neighborhood process is, and has been, one of the best places for that to occur.

This resolution shall be presented to the Mayor and Minneapolis City Council.

Proposal Regarding NRP for the 2008 Legislative Session

Amend the existing statutes relating to NRP to do the following:

1) Extend the life of the pre-1979 TIF districts currently scheduled to decertify in 2009 to 2019.

2) Require that the excess tax revenues generated from the TIF districts (after any existing annual debt and contractual
obligations of the districts are paid) be reserved for, and transferred to, the appropriate local government jurisdictions in
the same proportions as they would be directed to the local taxing jurisdictions if decertification had occurred, with the
City of Minneapolis portion to be split equally between the City and the NRP. The revenues designated for NRP shall be
transferred directly to the NRP annually within 14 calendar days of the date their amount has been finally determined.

3) Require that the governance of the NRP must be by an independent Governance Board with at least 60% of its
members elected by the neighborhoods developing neighborhood action plans and with other members to be the Mayor
of Minneapolis, the President of the Minneapolis City Council, and representatives from the Minnesota Legislature,
Hennepin County Board of Commissioners, Minneapolis Park Board and Minneapolis School Board.

4) Assign the following responsibilities to the NRP Governance Board:

¥ hiring, firing, and managing NRP staff,

¥ approving neighborhood action plans and their modifications,

¥ preparing and administering implementation contracts for strategies in approved
neighborhood action plans,

¥ monitoring neighborhood action plan implementation,

¥ designating neighborhood organizations for participation in NRP,

¥ other activities required to cost effectively implement and manage the NRP program
and monitor and support neighborhood organizations, and

¥ documenting the benefits resulting from NRP projects and activities.
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Linden HillOs Comments:E The Framework for the Future

The City of Minneapolis released its Framework for the Future of NRP report on December 20 as the final stage of a three
part effort to change the CityOs approach to Community Engagement.E Feedback and comments from organizations and
individuals is being solicited and must be submitted by March 17th to be included in the summary of public comments
that will be transmitted to the City Council’s Committee of the Whole on April 3.

Before commenting on the draft proposal, we should look back at the situation in Minneapolis that led to the need for
NRP.E Back in the late 19800s, the City and the State recognized that middle and upper class flight from the city to the
suburbs, deterioration of the cityOs aging housing stock and resident apathy were significant problems for Minneapolis
and its future.E A City Council appointed Task Force estimated the cost of revitalization of the cityOs neighborhoods at
more than $3 billion, in 1987.E At the same, it was recognized that the vast majority of the investments that had been
and were being made by the City Council were in the downtown area and not in the neighborhoods.E Recognizing that
one program could not solve every city problem, but that an action needed to be taken to change this trend, the
legislature, with the support of Mayor Don Fraser and the City Council, enacted a program, the Neighborhood
Revitalization Program, to help address these concerns.E

The NRP statute defined the revitalization program and directed that tax increment revenues from the primarily
downtown tax increment districts be invested in neighborhoods.E

What did this mean to Linden Hills?E Before NRP, LHINC had an annual budget of less than $15,000 and its primary
activities were focused on communication and the festival.EE When LHINC began participating in NRP, it developed a
neighborhood action plan that was drafted by the residents and became the basis for the investment of more than $2.2
million dollars over a twelve year period.EE The use of these funds was determined, not by the CityOs elected officials,
but by Linden Hills residents and businesses.E

As a program, NRP has provided over $280 million for neighborhood improvements and leveraged over $1 billion in
additional public and private investment.E There is no comparable program to NRP in any city in the United States.

The tax increment districts that have been the primary source of the funds for NRP and neighborhoods are set to expire
in June of 2009.

Linden Hills used its NRP funds to:

- make major improvements at 43rd & Upton and along Upton by adding lighting, improving crosswalks, planting trees
and boulevards and installing new traffic calming measures

- fund a computer lab at Southwest High School

- make major improvements to Southwest High SchoolOs green space and install erosion and run-off control measures
- provide tens of thousands of dollars for youth activities

- improve the playgrounds/tot lots at Lake Harriet Upper and Lower Campus

- construct a new play area at Linden Hills Park

- purchase a milfoil harvester (with Fulton) for use on Lake Harriet and Lake Calhoun

- leverage close to $100,000 from a DNR grant and volunteer help to combat buckthorn in Linden Hills

- plant over 1,000 trees on Linden Hills boulevards

- leverage improvements that maintained the historical integrity of the Linden Hills Library

- research, write, and publish a detailed history of Linden Hills

- paid for LHINCOs staff, website and newsletter

These are just a few of the dozens of projects and programs that have been funded by LHINCOs NRP funds and
leveraged with additional investment.E The continuation of these types of neighborhood improvement efforts is what is at
stake for us, and for every neighborhood in the city.

It is not just Othe money.OE It is the ability of our neighborhood to be able to have a say in how a very small part of the
public funds of the City are used.E While the funds that have been used to support NRP and neighborhoods do not come
from the CityOs budget, the funding is equivalent to less than 7/10 of 1% of the CityOs budget.E This small part of the
CityOs expenditures has had a large and important role in improving the livability of Linden Hills.

The Framework will change NRP and the way the city invests in neighborhood improvement.

Framework and Comments
One of the important elements in the Framework is its recognition, for the first time by the City, that neighborhood
organizations are a basic city service and a critical component of the cityOs community engagement infrastructure.
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Administrative Funding

The Framework recommends that a minimum of $2 million be annually appropriated from the city budget for
neighborhood organization administration and operating expenses.

The amount recommended, if evenly divided among the 72 neighborhood organizations recognized by NRP and the City,
would provide approximately $27,800 to each neighborhood.E The dollars proposed would have to be approved as part of
the City budget process.E The amount available for neighborhoods would not be approved until mid-December.E This
makes it impossible for neighborhoods to budget for staff and other administrative costs for the following year.E
Neighborhoods cannot wait until mid-December to know if they will need to layoff staff, terminate leases, etc.E The
Framework allocates far too few dollars for the neighborhoods and the dollars are far too subject to reduction and
elimination.

Funding through the city budget process will put neighborhood organizations in direct competition with police, fire and
public works.E

Discretionary Funding
The Framework would create a Neighborhood Investment Fund (NIF).

The establishment of the fund is analogous to opening an IRA without depositing any money in it.E It is an unfunded
fund.E There is no funding for it, no target amount recommended and no source identified.E This is the fund that would
provide the funding for all neighborhood programs and projects.E Discretionary funding needs to be long-term, stable and
secure if neighborhoods are to invest in and improve their neighborhoods.

The Framework indicates that some NIF funds will be competitive.

The report is silent on the percentage of the proposed fund that would be competitively awarded.E Neighborhoods would
be pitted against each other to vie for City Council and Mayor determined funding priorities.E This will take time and labor
away from efforts to actually implement projects, programs, services and activities in the neighborhood.

Governance BoardE ) ]
The Framework establishes a new OgoverningO board to oversee NRP and community engagement.

The OgoverningO board has no authority over the budget, director, or the staff.E This by any definition is not a
GOVERNING board, but rather an ADVISORY board.

The board is to be composed of neighborhood selected and City appointed representatives.E The City Council and the
Mayor would establish the composition and role of the Ogoverning board.O

There is no indication of how many members or what percentage of the Board total will be selected by any of the three
methods identified in the Framework.E If a majority are appointed by the City Council and Mayor then the Board would
no longer be the independent board we have now.E The quasi-joint powers board that exists now is NOT a pay-to-play
board (open to only those entities who contribute) but an aggregation of partners who impact the quality of life in
neighborhoods and the City.E Those representatives include State Legislators, Hennepin County Commissioners, the
Mayor, the City Council President, a Park Board member, a School Board member, four Community Interest
representatives, e.g. minorities, United Way, and four neighborhood representatives elected by neighborhood
organizations.

If theE City Council and Mayor select a majority or plurality of the Governing Boards members there would be no checks
and balances.E All power and control would rest with the City Council and the Mayor.

The Framework identifies the Ogoverning boardO as Oa new way of doing business.O

While the Ogoverning boardO may be a new way of doing business for Minneapolis, it is the same structure used by
many cities around the country.E There has been no assessment of the effectiveness of this approach in other cities.E
Other cities including Los Angeles, Des Moines, Kansas City and Omaha have programs similar to that of the program
recommended in the Framework.E Residents of those cities involved in their community engagement efforts continue to
say, OThis is not a good program.E We either donOt have nearly enough money to make a difference or we have no
money.E | want what Minneapolis has. NRP.O

At community engagement meetings held by the City and NRP in January and February of 2007, residentsAof Minpeapolis
clearly showed that they want a community engagement system that builds on the existing NRP program.E DONOT
START OVER.O

Community Participation Division
The Framework recommends combining NRP and Community Engagement under the City Coordinator.

NRPOs continued existence, staffing, activities, and budget will be at the will of the City Council and the Mayor.
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The Framework does not indicate what support improvements neighborhoods could expect if the changes proposed in the
Framework were to occur.

There is no indication that the audit support, insurance and training supportE currently provided by NRP would continue.
The Framework indicates that the new division will perform functions of the current NRP staff.

There has been no analysis of the costs associated with the proposed consolidation or its potential impacts on the level of
service neighborhoods could expect.

WHAT SHOULD THE FRAMEWORK DO?
1. Request that NRPOs original legislative funding be made whole (~$100 million).

2. Support extending TIF districts in the Common Project to secure a stable, long-term funding source for neighborhood
Admin. & NIF.

3. Recommend an independent quasi-joint powers board with a majority of neighborhood selected members.

22.

The following are being submitted as my personal comments on the draft “Framework for the Future of NRP”.
Framework and Comments

One of the important elements in the Framework is its recognition, for the first time by the City, that neighborhood
organizations are a basic city service and a critical component of the city’'s community engagement infrastructure.

Administrative Funding
The Framework recommends that a minimum of $2 million be annually appropriated from the city budget for
neighborhood organization administration and operating expenses.

The amount recommended, if evenly divided among the 72 neighborhood organizations recognized by NRP and the City,
would provide approximately $27,800 to each neighborhood. The dollars proposed would have to be approved as part of
the City budget process. The amount available for neighborhoods would not be approved until mid-December of the prior
year. This makes it impossible for neighborhoods to budget for staff and other administrative costs for the following year.
Neighborhoods cannot wait until mid-December to know if they will need to layoff staff, terminate leases, etc. The
Framework allocates far too few dollars for the neighborhoods and the dollars are far too subject to reduction and
elimination.

Funding through the city budget process will put neighborhood organizations in direct competition with police, fire and
public works.

Discretionary Funding
The Framework would create a Neighborhood Investment Fund (NIF).

The establishment of the fund is analogous to opening an IRA without depositing any money in it. 1t is an unfunded
fund. There is no funding for it, no target amount recommended and no source identified. This is the fund that would
provide the funding for all neighborhood programs and projects. Discretionary funding needs to be long-term, stable and
secure if neighborhoods are to invest in and improve their neighborhoods.

The Framework indicates that some NIF funds will be competitive.

The report is silent on the percentage of the proposed fund that would be competitively awarded. Neighborhoods would
be pitted against each other to vie for City Council and Mayor determined funding priorities. This will take time and labor away from
efforts to actually implement projects, programs, services and activities in the neighborhood.

Governance Board
The Framework establishes a new “governing” board to oversee NRP and community engagement.

The “governing” board has no authority over the budget, director, or the staff. This by any definition is not a
GOVERNING board, but rather an ADVISORY board.
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The board is to be composed of neighborhood selected and City appointed representatives. The City Council and the Mayor would
establish the composition and role of the “governing board.”

There is no indication of how many members or what percentage of the Board total will be selected by any of the three
methods identified in the Framework. If a majority is appointed by the City Council and Mayor then the Board would no
longer be the independent board we have now. The quasi-joint powers board that exists now is NOT a pay-to-play board
(open to only those entities who contribute) but an aggregation of partners who impact the quality of life in
neighborhoods and the City. Those representatives include State Legislators, Hennepin County Commissioners, the
Mayor, the City Council President, a Park Board member, a School Board member, four Community Interest
representatives, e.g. minorities, United Way, and four neighborhood representatives elected by neighborhood
organizations.

If the City Council and Mayor select a majority or plurality of the Governing Boards members there would be no checks
and balances. All power and control would rest with the City Council and the Mayor.

The Framework identifies the “governing board” as “a new way of doing business.”

While the “governing board” may be a new way of doing business for Minneapolis, it is the same structure used by many
cities around the country. There has been no assessment of the effectiveness of this approach in other cities. Other
cities including Los Angeles, Des Moines, Kansas City and Omaha have programs similar to that of the program
recommended in the Framework. Residents of those cities involved in their community engagement efforts continue to
say, “Our city’s program is not a good program. We either have too little money to make a difference or we have no
money. We want what Minneapolis has. NRP.”

At community engagement meetings held jointly by the City and NRP in January and February of 2007, residents of
Minneapolis clearly showed that they want a community engagement system that builds on the existing NRP program.
They repeatedly said, “DON'T START OVER.”

Community Participation Division
The Framework recommends combining NRP and Community Engagement under the City Coordinator.

NRP’s continued existence, staffing, activities, and budget will be at the will of the City Council and the Mayor.

The Framework does not indicate what support improvements neighborhoods could expect if the changes proposed in the
Framework were to occur.

There is no indication that the audit support, insurance and training support currently provided by NRP would continue.
The Framework indicates that the new division will perform functions of the current NRP staff.

There has been no analysis of the costs associated with the proposed consolidation or its potential impacts on the level of
service neighborhoods could expect.

As a program, NRP has provided over $280 million for neighborhood improvements and leveraged over $1 billion in
additional public and private investment. There is no comparable program to NRP in any city in the United States.

It is not just “the money.” It is the ability of neighborhoods to be able to have a say in how a very small part of the
public funds of the City are used. While the funds that have been used to support NRP and neighborhoods do not come
from the City’s budget, the funding is equivalent to less than 7/10 of 1% of the City’s budget. This small part of the City’s
expenditures has had a large and important role in improving livability in Minneapolis.

WHAT SHOULD THE FRAMEWORK DQO?
1. Request that NRP’s original legislative funding be made whole (—=$100 million).
2. Support extending TIF districts in the Common Proje