Greenway Outreach Committee Meeting

October 21, 2013
North Commons Park

Attendees: Matthew Hendricks (Twin Cities Greenways), Kenya McKnight (Old Highland resident), Bill Fellows (Public Works), Bob Carlson (Public Works), Jim Skoog (Bicycle Advisory Committee, Folwell resident), Sam Rockwell (Blue Cross Center for Prevention), Kathy DeKrey (Northside Residents Redevelopment Council), Roberta Englund (Folwell Neighborhood Association, Webber-Camden Neighborhood Organization), Cathy Spann (Jordan Area Community Council), Russ Adams Alliance for Metropolitan Stability), Ebony Adedayo (Alliance for Metropolitan Stability, Bill Dooley (Minneapolis Bicycle Coalition Diversity Taskforce), Malik Holt (Minneapolis Bicycle Coalition), Sarah Stewart (Health Department)
1. Recap of last meeting; (see handout 1)

2. Draft Committee Structure and Guidelines 

· Main questions: How large should the outreach committee be, who does the inviting?
· See Public Works being lead on Technical Advisory Committee; Alliance for Metropolitan Stability and the Health Department lead on Steering (Outreach) Committee

· Steering committee – planning and overseeing on outreach process (see handouts 2 and 3)
· 4 neighborhoods have a seat, and two residents from each neighborhood have a seat. How do we make sure that the diversity of the North Side is represented?
· Who decided on the route and was it the choice of residents or outside (residents of Mpls who are not a part of the North Side)? Is there space to think about other options since people in the community did not help shape that decision?

· Roberta: do you intend to invite the elected from the neighborhood wards?
· Russ: meetings will be open, guests open to attend at any time

· Public works: elected will be invited to attend TAC meetings
· Kathy D: it’s a little early to have residents to participate, evening meetings with food is always a good thing

· Russ: People can send proxy’s in their place
· Question: can we switch the meeting schedule to earlier in the month so we don’t run up against holidays?
· Russ: don’t want to lose the momentum

· Kenya: Consider alternative ways for people to can participate where technology is available

· Russ: want transparency and openness in the meeting

· Russ: be mindful of what the total vote count is on the committee. We think that the way this is playing out is that there will be more of a community vote tally than the public agency. People come together and agree.
· Kenya: a guiding principle – best interest of N Mpls residents and stakeholders placed at front of work over and above any institution or public agency. Commit ourselves to continue to work for common good, allow for flexibility in conversations. Wants to send points about the committee for collaboration and things to consider. Make sure we do not harm to the collaboration, we are a team and we build from that. We can’t do this work without some historical context of the community and what has happened here. Culture here of missing accountability. Part of what we are doing here is a lesson in accountability, teaching people to put the community and their needs first. 

· Russ: having conversations about how do we grow. If engagement shows that there is substantial support for the project, important that we continue to grow.
· Sarah: Next step after meeting to reach out to people.
3. Draft outreach framework and timeline – goals and principles (see handout 4)
· Russ: a lot of the information here from the conversation we had. We want to be as objective as possible in gathering information. Don’t want to be biased so having a script. People doing the outreach being fair in laying out the project in a way that is not biased in either direction 

· Public works: good principles. Honoring previous engagement efforts piece, add any previous inclusions. Agree on what that is, define it succinctly. Might be questions about that. 

· Russ: map says preferred greenway route, change it to proposed so that people know that there is room to talk about it. 

· Kathy D – is there a way to show what the other alternatives were so people see what the other options are. 

· Sarah: other options were kind of arbitrary as well. 

· Roberta: taking into consideration what has come before. A lot of outreach that created a lot of benefits and stressors. If we are going to acknowledge previous engagement efforts, need to say proposed route. There had been a lot of people in the neighborhood engaged before group came together

· Russ: at next meeting, let’s take a look at the alternatives. Have people look at the map and draw a line where they think the greenway might work and make it most direct as possible. See where people land.
· Kenya: Question is why are we here. Not everything worked so well the first time. Comment – what I am most interested in is respecting the work that was put in before who engaged in the process, but most interested in respecting the intelligence of the people that we are going to engaged. If we are thinking about getting input on an existing decision or get input about where people want it to be. Can we make another decision? Be clear about how we are doing the engagement, the clearer we are, more people will receive you

· Russ: TAC could come back and say that the proposed route has problems. The geographic parks might also have problems. There may be a way to look at this differently, keep engagement activities flexible enough to do engagement. 

· Kenya: ultimately what goes forth to the city council, city makes a decision based on all of the factors. Not a decision that is solely up the neighborhood groups, ultimate decision from city council and the residents that come from the neighborhoods

· Public works: people doing outreach may want to have flexibility, implies that someone else doing outreach may not. May be helpful to have the same message. How much flexibility is there and what conclusions are we honoring. How are we narrowing this down? 

· Matt: some segments of the route have been positively affirmed. Neighborhood group could say that this is the route we are focusing on. Where is there heavy support and where were people divided
· Roberta: Neighborhood orgs are recognized participants of the city of Mpls, seek opinion of the residents. It is not a case where 10 – 12 people sit in a room and assume they are making a decision for the people. Result of citizen participation. Paid to go out and engage in muitiple topics
· Kenya: in the next meeting, can you provide with what those routes are before we get into the engagement. Flexibility for how people do engagement .

· Kathy: senior and disabled residents along Irving concerned about the route, what do the other routes present. Helps our discussion more. Able bodied individuals can manever more. Knowing where there was some flexibility may be great

· Sarah: there are no final decisions. 

· Kathy: Public Works should be able to tell us by now works or not so we don’t have these conversations

· Public Works: from a preliminary planning side, it works

· Kenya: discussion is good and helps us in the target outreach 

· Sarah: is there anyone interested in helping to refine the document outside of the meeting?

· Kathy at Jordan

4. Money conversation:

· Sarah: we have 43k for micro-contracting for neighborhood groups and other groups. Some of it may need to support these meetings with residents for food, etc. 20 – 24k for neighborhood orgs and their outreach about $5 -6k for each neighborhood groups so that outreach can be robust and thorough. Remaining $19 to 23k reserved for micro contracts as small as an organization convening a certain group together for a dinner, bike ride, different than door knocking, meeting people where they already are. Getting people to work with different cultural communities, youth, etc. will this help us reach our goal of reaching into the community?
· Roberta: If the intent of the greenway is the benefit of N Mpls and its residents, bike community has a role. Last month’s meeting benefit of bike community person to person. If you separate the piece out what do you accomplish. If this group can get their heads around a presentation of the greenway and 

· Kathy: I didn’t hear that, we are still hammering out what the expectations are. W=You are asking if the funding is enough. For us, it is. Jordan and NRRC has already talked about partnering and we will bring matching dollars from our budget. 

· Kathy D: not sure if we will bring matching dollars but there is enough

· Kenya: Don’t think it’s fair but willing to move forward. Neighborhoods are resourced to do this work, should see themselves as allies that can add resourced to the table. Engagement work is not a part of every group or agencies. I support Neighborhoods getting resourced but think we need to think about this. 

· Russ: Hearing that their needs to be some expectations with the MOU. Hearing that folks are looking for what the neighborhood groups are putting in beside the micro grants and joint partnering opportunities. We can put that in. We are not just going to hand folks money. We need to reach renters, people of color, people with disabilities, seniors and others to see what they want. Get out there and make contact with as many folks as they can. Going to try to be respectful of as many people as we already can. Not a lot of money. 

· Kenya: Don’t forget that this is one of many projects that residents are faced in their communities’

· Sarah: we have work to do. What is our frame and process for getting people the funds and start reaching out to the other folks. 

· Kenya: What happened to the existing committee?
· Sarah: some of those people are either at this table or will participate in TAC
Handout 1: Greenway Outreach Committee Meeting 9/16/13 – Notes and follow-up

Who to reach out to:

· Faith-based leaders (work with Venture North on this?)

· Camden Lions/Bears – have successfully reached out to the Hmong community in partnership with Webber Camden in the past

· Council member aides and/or resident reps for council members

· Neighborhoods Organizing for Change

· Park Board and specific park sites (to the TAC for technical questions, like ownership and maintenance; to the outreach committee for thoughts on how the greenway would be used and how to reach people to talk about it)

· Boys and Girls Club, other youth serving organizations

· Nice Ride

· Minneapolis Public Schools (specific sites or the district?)

· Neighborhood and Community Relations (NCR)

· Per Matthew – issue an all-call to groups that are out there

· Per Jim – reach out to residents, not just agencies

Ideas:

· Have a project committee composed of a Technical Advisory Committee and a Community Engagement Committee

· Do a greenway experience – shut down part of the route for a period of time (maybe a weekend) with temporary changes, like planters.

Engagement principles:

· Honor the previous engagement efforts and what was learned from them

· Be careful not to set unrealistic expectations – this process is exploratory, and a greenway is not funded

· The priority voices in this are north Minneapolis residents

· Explain how the greenway would connect with other projects, like 26th Ave. and River First

· The engagement process should be grassroots-driven, and done neighbor to neighbor

· Hire residents as it makes sense (e.g., for door-knocking)

· Hold microgatherings, but also meet people where they already go (e.g., attend existing gatherings)

Questions to answer through engagement:

· Does the community want this?

· Where do we start building?

Key messages:

· This is an exploratory planning process.  Right now, this project is not funded and there is no timeline for building a greenway.

· This greenway connects the regional parks (but kind of side-skirts north commons)

Outreach plan – 

(need to develop goals/objectives/targets)
· Youth outreach component (engaging youth serving organizations)

· Neighborhood outreach component (door-knocking and small-scale events (maybe even street closings)– more intense along the route, but expanding a certain distance from the route as well; can use existing greenway listserv to get volunteers)

· Cultural outreach component (work with culturally-based groups to reach people; attend existing gatherings – faith-based orgs, culturally-based orgs)

· Overarching communications strategies and agreed-upon messages

Issues to resolve:

· More clearly define the role of the group – neutral outreach vs. coalition in support of the greenway

· Right now we’re more focused on neutral outreach, education, and engagement.  What’s the home for people who like this idea and want to see it move forward?

· How can we build flexibility in for different neighborhoods that are in different places?

· Who should be on the committee vs. who should be actively engaged and how to keep the committee at a manageable size while still being able to incorporate a diversity of opinions?

· How much additional $ neighborhood groups need vs. how much they should do with their existing funding and capacity? (consult with NCR)

· Consider how this project ties in with other projects in the area, e.g., work on 26th Ave.

· Who is the spokes-organization on this? Or at least on the different components of this project?

· What are the lines of communication between the people/organizations in charge of carrying this thing out?

· What would it take to close down streets a-la-Times Square?

Handout 2: DRAFT Greenway Planning Committees Structure, 10/16/13

We propose two committees involved in the greenway planning process:

The Outreach Steering Committee (see separate draft membership guidelines):
· This committee will be charged with planning and overseeing the community outreach process.

· Membership will include city staff from Public Works and Health, the Alliance for Metropolitan Stability, neighborhood organizations from the 4 neighborhoods along the proposed route, 2 resident members from each neighborhood, a youth-serving organization, a school, a park located on the route, a business owner or business association, Twin Cities Greenways, the Minneapolis Bicycle Coalition, and Major Taylor Bicycling Club. (Note: this list reflects current membership plus proposed additional members). Anyone is welcome to attend meetings and provide input, but members will be responsible for attending all meetings and making decisions. 

· Decision-making will be consensus-based.  However, if the group is not able to come to a consensus, decisions will be made by voting, with a simple majority ruling. All committee representatives will have one vote (each organization will only have one vote, no matter how many representatives they have on the committee).  Most decisions will be made at committee meetings, but there may be times when committee members are asked to make decisions electrically. 

· The committee will meet monthly through December 2013 and will establish a regular meeting schedule thereafter. Meetings will be held on the 3rd Monday of the month from 3:30-5:00 at a location in North Minneapolis.  Through December, meetings will be held at North Commons Park.

· Three non-city members from this committee who also sit on the TAC (see below) and will ensure that the TAC incorporates community feedback into the technical planning work. Other committee members are welcome to attend TAC meetings as well.

· Health Department and Alliance for Metropolitan Stability staff will facilitate this committee, including scheduling meetings, developing draft agendas, taking notes, etc.

· Committee members may be asked to volunteer to take on tasks between meetings

· Once the TAC begins to meet, part of each meeting agenda will include an update on the work of the TAC, as relevant.

The Technical Advisory Committee:
· This committee will be tasked with advising Public Works on the technical aspects of the greenway planning work (including, but not limited to: design, water management, network connectivity concerns, maintenance issues, selecting a consultant, reviewing a consultant’s work, etc.)

· Public Works will convene this committee.  Meetings time, frequency, and location are TBD.
· The members of this committee will serve an advisory role. Public Works will be the final decision-maker and will incorporate the TAC’s opinions into its decisions.

· This committee will review the input gathered via community engagement and will incorporate community input into its work.
Handout 3:  Draft Guidelines for serving on the greenway outreach committee 
· Treat everyone with respect: Express opinions responsibly by focusing on the issues and not attacking anyone personally. Value the contributions of others. Stay focused on the person who is speaking and keep side conversations to a minimum. 
· Share all relevant information: present all information that might affect how people solve a problem or make a decision. It ensures that all team members have a common pool of knowledge from which to make informed choices 

· Participate fully. Be present during the meeting and do not use laptops or other devices unless you are taking notes or looking up relevant information.  
· Stay focused on the topic.   Again, this shows respect of other participants’ time.  Stay on topic unless the group chooses to change topics.  

· Success depends on participation: share ideas, ask questions, draw others out, do not dominate the conversation 

· Please attend monthly meetings. If you are not able to make it, please send an organizational representative in your place or weigh in on meeting materials sent around electronically. 

· This is a collaborative recess. Community members are expected to be active participants. We want to foster a culture of shared ownership and shared work. 
Handout 4: DRAFT Greenway Outreach Framework, 10/18/13
Engagement principles: This engagement process…
· Is grassroots-driven, conducted neighbor to neighbor

· Prioritizes the voices of north Minneapolis residents

· Is adaptable to meet needs of different neighborhoods, different cultural groups, and other constituents, but still provide people/organizations with the same information and opportunities to weigh in.

· Is as objective as possible, so that people are able to consider what’s possible with this project without feeling pressured or directed to have a particular opinion.

· Honors previous engagement efforts and input gathered

· Avoids setting unrealistic expectations about what can or will happen

· Provides a context for how a proposed greenway might connect to other projects in north Minneapolis

Goals:

· North Minneapolis residents, agencies, institutions, and businesses are well-informed about potential greenway plans and the possible impacts on the community. This includes communications about the results of Public Works’ feasibility study.

· North Minneapolis residents, agencies, institutions, and businesses representing the diversity of north Minneapolis indicate their support for or objection to a greenway and provide input on any greenway plans.

· Community input is incorporated into the City’s greenway plans so that the plans meet the needs and interests of community members. 

Objectives:

Households and individuals

· 100% of households directly along the proposed route are visited up to 2 times and provided with information about the greenway (either receiving materials handouts  or having a conversation with someone associated with the project)

· 100% of households within 1-2 blocks of the route receive information about the greenway (could be mailing, fliering, door-knocking)

· 50% of households directly along the route provide input the greenway (both owners and renters included in total #, when applicable)

· Respondents approximately represent the diversity of north Minneapolis (based on % renters/owners, % of racial/ethnic groups represented among all respondents compared to the greenway neighborhoods as a whole)

Note: as of January 2013, there are an estimated (non-vacant) 443 single family homes, 51 multi-family residential buildings, 2 multi-family apartment buildings, and 2 group residence directly on the proposed route.
Organizations (Institutions, agencies, businesses)
· 100% of institutions and businesses directly along the proposed route are visited up to 2 times and provided with information about the greenway (either receiving materials handouts  or having a conversation with someone associated with the project)

· 100% of organizations within 1-4 blocks of the route receive information about the greenway (could be mailing, fliering, door-knocking)

· 50% of institutions and businesses directly along the proposed route provide input the greenway

Note: based on a Google maps search, there are approximately 26 organizations directly on the proposed route and more than 50 within 4 blocks.
Key questions to answer:

· What are the potential impacts (positive, negative, and neutral) of a greenway on the community?

· What is the community support or opposition for the greenway, including the proposed route and designs?

· What changes would community members like to see to the proposals? What amenities and designs would residents, institutions, and businesses like to see in a greenway, if it is built?

· What are respondents concerns about the greenway, and how might these concerns be alleviated?

Key messages:

· The proposed greenway is intended to provide a safe, attractive space for biking and walking for transportation and recreation.

· A proposed route with proposed greenway types along the route has been developed based on previous community input; however, no final decisions have been made about the route or designs, or whether or not a greenway will actually be built.  

· The City is still working to gather community input and conducting a feasibility study, both of which will inform future plans and decisions. This is an important time for community members and intuitions to weigh in on their preferences.

· As the City completes its feasibility study, residents will receive additional information about potential impacts to the community, including:

· Cost, both capital and long-term operations and maintenance

· Vehicle Traffic, including travel times, traffic volumes (cut-through traffic)

· Parking

· Transit

· Small Business impacts

· Environmental Impacts (storm water, biodiversity)

· Construction impacts

· This project is exploring the possibility of building a greenway; however, only a planning process is funded.  No funds are currently available to actually construct a greenway.  A planning process is an essential first step to securing funding for construction.

· No timeline is available for when a greenway may be constructed.

· Key message about context with other projects
Outreach Activities and Timeline
· Through November 2013: Engage outreach partners (includes neighborhood groups, community institutions, residents)

· Implement a process to select partners for microcontracts

· November2013-January2014: Conduct outreach activities to gather input via surveys (and other ways??) on existing plans and to start promoting “Greenway Experience” event in the spring:

· Door-knocking along the entire route (coordinated by neighborhood organizations)

· Holding micro-events like block parties, dinners, etc, as relevant

· Attend existing events and meetings, e.g., events at faith-based institutions, culturally-specific events, neighborhood meetings, school classes, youth gatherings

· February 2014: Summarize input gathered through Jan ‘14

· “Greenway experience” event held at one or at multiple locations along the greenway – Spring 2014 (May?)

Overall Communications Activities*

· Updated website available on Public Works pages; website updated regularly

· Communicate through the City’s and partner’s existing channels (e.g., facebook pages, websites, newsletters, etc.)

· Produce news release and generate earned media announcing funding and planned activities for the fall; notify residents of ways to provide input 

· Outreach to local press and other communication venues (e.g., neighborhood org websites and newsletters; church bulletins, etc. – need to brainstorm this list)

· Mailings to households about project and door-knocking?? (seems like we can leave info when we actually door knock instead – mailings may not be the best use of funds)

· News release about input gathered + temporary greenway event (“Greenway Expereince”)

*Note – the funding from Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Minnesota’s Center for Prevention requires that a communication plan be created, and Blue Cross will be providing support for the plan creation

