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Introduction 

Background 

Over several decades CURA has worked extensively with place-based organizations, including 
Minneapolis neighborhood associations through our community-based research and 
neighborhood organizing programs. CURA has trained 30+ BIPOC community members who 
have joined neighborhood association boards, trained over 200 community members on 
neighborhood organizing, and has supported countless community efforts through our research. 
Our Community Programs staff have deep ties and connections to neighborhood association 
work, including having served on neighborhood association boards, and worked as 
neighborhood association organizers and directors. A significant portion of CURA’s work today 
is in support of and in partnership with neighborhood associations.  
  
We believe that neighborhood residents are the most powerful force for justice and equity in 
their communities.  It is imperative to build strong, sustainable and multi-racial neighborhood 
associations as key vehicles for residents to organize and develop solutions to combat 
Minneapolis’ worst-in-the-nation racial disparities.  Board Representation matters because 
neighborhood association boards are power tables that decide resource allocation, influence 
policy, and shape neighborhood narrative. 

Applying a Racial Equity Framework 

In using this framework in analyzing the under-representation of people of color on 
neighborhood boards, and Neighborhoods 2020 in particular, our collective efforts must be 
contextualized, community centered, and reparative. CURA also operates with a philosophy of 
organizing that ensures that stakeholders are treated with dignity and offered agency. And for 
BIPOC participants, because they are the center of a reimagined neighborhood association 
structure, CURA will ensure that they co-create the questions and are significant in the creation 
of the solutions. 
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The figure above illustrates CURA’s racial equity framework. The framework has three pillars 
that ensure that racial equity outcomes are delivered by a racial equity centered process. Each 
pillar is detailed below: 

Contextualized 

Efforts to advance racial equity and impact in neighborhood associations must be rooted in an 
understanding of historic systems of racial inequality that have predated the current conditions. 

Community Centered 

People of color have been under-represented on neighborhood associations and as a result 
have not had the issues important to them be central to neighborhood association’s work. To 
correct this harm, BIPOC community members must be at the forefront of crafting solutions to 
address systemic inequities. 

Reparative 

Creating a vision for neighborhood associations must envision a structure that is equal in impact 
with what caused the inequities that exist among neighborhood associations.  In other words, if 
decades of underrepresentation have led to further inequitable decisions and resources at the 
neighborhood level, the solution cannot simply lie in advising bad actors on how to change. 
Instead, we must shape a neighborhood system with no representation gaps that leads to more 
equitable decision-making. 
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Purpose of Report 

The City of Minneapolis asked for a racial equity analysis of neighborhood associations and the 
Neighborhoods 2020 Framework. CURA is presenting this analysis as part of being contracted 
to assist City of Minneapolis Neighborhood and Community Relations (NCR) in the development 
of Neighborhoods 2020 program guidelines. 
 
The goal of this report is to discuss the history and impact of neighborhood funding in 
Minneapolis using a racial equity lens. The report uses funding data from the Neighborhood 
Revitalization Program from 1990 - 2011 and from the Community Participation Program from 
2017 - 2019.  

Methodology 

This analysis utilizes neighborhood funding data from the Neighborhood Revitalization Program 
data and the Community Participation Program (CPP) from 1990 to 2019 to determine the 
success of both programs using a racial equity lens. Data from both programs was provided to 
CURA by City of Minneapolis staff throughout the research process. Our analysis of NRP 
funding also relies on a variety of studies of the Neighborhood Revitalization Program that have 
been conducted over the years. A list of the literature this analysis draws upon is included at the 
end of the report. Further, CURA staff conducted interviews with City of Minneapolis staff and 
Minneapolis residents, including staff and board members of neighborhood associations and 
others. Interviewees requested anonymity in their comments and CURA agreed. 

History of Neighborhood Funding and Operating Programs in Minneapolis 

The City of Minneapolis has organized itself into neighborhoods and neighborhood associations 
since the beginning of the 20th century. Neighborhood boundaries have been important to the 
community and overall identity of the neighborhood for most of the city’s history. While 
communities were separated into official neighborhood organizations at the beginning of the 
1990s as part of the Neighborhood Revitalization Program (NRP), neighborhood associations 
existed and contributed to their communities long before this program began.  
 
Between 1990 and 2005, the NRP committed $280 million to neighborhoods via recognized 
neighborhood associations to assist with building neighborhood capacity, redesigning public 
services, increasing public engagement around the city, and creating a sense of community. 
NRP was constructed as a program for neighborhood residents to have community control over 
what type of investments they wanted in their neighborhoods. Project and program investments 
covered a wide range of purposes including parks, housing, transportation infrastructure, 
policing infrastructure, and others.  
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From 2009 to today, the City of Minneapolis has been operating the CPP program in place of 
NRP. Different than NRP, the CPP program is focused on engagement versus a broad 
community-development frame. NCR staff note that this was largely driven by knowledge that 
neighborhood association boards were not diverse enough and nor were they collaborating with 
a full cross-section of the Minneapolis community. Neighborhood associations, then, were to 
use CPP dollars to focus on engaging underrepresented groups in their areas. CPP allocates 
$4.1 million to neighborhoods through neighborhood associations every year and distributes 
funds to neighborhood associations on a three-year cycle. 

Racial Equity Lens Moving Forward 

In the past, the goals of the city’s neighborhood funding programs have been to increase the 
capacity and livability of Minneapolis communities. Neighborhood associations could apply for 
funding to increase resident participation in city processes or organize community outreach 
programs. Although considerable inequalities existed at the time the city was developing the 
Neighborhood Revitalization Program, no priority was given to disadvantaged residents 
including low-income residents or residents of color. Original neighborhood funding structures 
were built to target existing homeowners, residents who were disproportionately white and 
middle-class. 
 
Moving forward, CURA recommends the City of Minneapolis adopt policies that explicitly 
increase racial equity in our neighborhoods. According to the NAACP, the Twin Cities ranks 
92nd out of 100 cities in the category of racial equity.   Black residents in Minneapolis 1

experience poverty at rates five times higher than white residents. Black residents also 
experience unemployment rates at more than 2.5 times higher than white residents. It is vital 
that the City of Minneapolis invest in Black, Indigenous and People of Color (BIPOC) residents 
through neighborhood funding program formulas that target historically underrepresented 
populations. 

Overview of NRP 

Program Construction 

NRP was fundamentally built to address the unstable housing market of the 1990s in 
Minneapolis. Inherent in the design of the program, it was stated that 52.5% of all funds had to 
be spent on housing. As noted by several interviewees, NRP was a program to address the 
white flight paradigm. Researchers Fagotta and Fung noted in 2005, “First and foremost, NRP 
was conceived, if not explicitly, then implicitly as a program for homeowners.” While NRP might 
have been successful, among many policies, to stabilize the housing market in the CIty of 
Minneapolis, it must be considered in a racially disaggregated manner. Middle class 

1 Johnson, Derrick and Russell, Leon W. (2019) NAACP. Twin Cities Economic Inclusion Plan.  
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homeowners were and are significantly disproportionately white in the City of Minneapolis. In 
fact, the City of Minneapolis has one of the largest homeownership gaps between BIPOC and 
white residents in the country.  
 
NRP did have a construction that some of the program dollars were to be spent on renters and 
affordable housing. It is easy to find examples of this happening. However, the majority of 
housing center dollars were spent on improving and maintaining rates of homeownership per 
program design. It will be discussed more in the representation section below, but it has been 
noted that neighborhood association boards preferred focusing investments on homeownership 
based models versus renters.  
 
It then shouldn’t be a surprise to find that white homeowners were fundamentally favored in the 
construction of the NRP program. No matter who was on the boards from a representation 
perspective, the focus of the funds to stabilize the homeownership market was going to 
systematically benefit middle-class, white homeowners in the City.  

Representation 

Beyond the programs’ construction, the implementation of NRP was fraught from the beginning. 
One report from 1995, noted that middle-income, mainly white, homeowners dominated the 
process (Fainstein, Hirst, and Tennebaum 1995). That is to say that renters and BIPOC 
residents are severely underrepresented on both boards and staff of neighborhood 
associations. 
 
From the beginning of NRP, the overrepresentation of white homeowners, property owners, and 
landlords was present in neighborhood associations. Goetz and Sidney’s 1994 report detail 
three neighborhoods experience--Stevens Square, Whittier, and Jordan--with boards being 
flipped from a diverse coalition of neighbors to property and business owners who came with 
differing ideas to be implemented. Goetz and Sidney conclude that it was NRP that motivated 
white homeowners, property owners, and landlords to participate in their neighborhood boards. 
At the time, neighborhood associations were preparing to receive $400 million from the NRP 
program. Several researchers have confirmed these findings throughout the system of 
neighborhood association. The data on board diversity today is consistent with those findings.  
 
Some researchers found that in ratifying action plans, on average, less than 2% of 
neighborhood residents attended meetings, with lows of 0.4% and highs of 3.3% (Fagotto and 
Fung 2005). And then in implementing those plans, participants were and are disproportionately 
white, middle-income, property owners. 
 
While there have been several examples found of neighborhood associations and NRP working 
to the benefit of renters and BIPOC residents, there are countless stories and narratives that 
cloud this work. At least three reports over the past decades have detailed the strong 
preference for programs and policies that favor increased homeownership versus increased or 
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improved rental housing. Martin and Pentels report in 2002,“In some neighborhoods, the NRP 
plans might be sardonically described as an outright attack on renters.” In Stevens Square and 
Whitter it’s been described in several reports that the initial focus on low-income housing 
projects motivated new boards to be elected and those projects subsequently being abandoned 
only to be supplanted by work focused on single-family home ownership. One researcher noted 
that this was happening at a time when the Minneapolis rental vacancy rate was at its lowest 
(1%) in 1999. 
 
Several interviewees we spoke with note the general feeling of being unwelcome in 
neighborhood associations. This is particularly true for renters and BIPOC residents. Several 
interlocutors speak of neighborhood associations as clubs in which some people know the rules 
and have been part of the history and therefore have power and voice in those organizations. If 
you don’t know the rules and haven’t been in the neighborhood long enough then you simply 
don’t matter. Over the history of neighborhood associations in Minneapolis, several 
neighborhood associations had bylaws that dictated how long residents would need to live in the 
neighborhood in order to be elected to their boards.  

Program Beneficiaries 

NRP did attempt to disperse money on a basis of need. Neighborhoods were classified into one 
of three terms: protection, revitalization, or redirection. “In May 1989 an Implementation 
Committee proposed a revitalization program that would ‘protect’ fundamentally sound 
neighborhoods, ‘revitalize’ those showing signs of decline and ‘redirect’ those with extensive 
problems. Redirection neighborhoods, those thought to be the most ‘blighted’ received the most 
funding per capita followed by revitalization and then protection. This was perhaps an early 
attempt at an equitable model of funding. The following map shows the distribution of all funding 
to neighborhood associations, of which the vast majority came from NRP and NRP program 
income. 
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Overall, $280 million was allocated through NRP I and II. Unfortunately, there is not a lot of data 
that the City has to analyze about the NRP program especially data that ties outcomes 
disaggregated by race. CURA asked for all data tying NRP programs that are able to be 
disaggregated by race and the city had two core datasets:  

● Northside Housing Services home improvement program (HIP) data from 1993-2003 
(covers Jordan, Near North, Cleveland, and Harrison neighborhoods)  

● Center for Energy and Environment (CEE) home improvement program data from 
2013-2019 (covers nearly every neighborhood across the city) 

Ultimately, these two data sets are limited in comparison to all of the NRP housing focused 
dollars that were allocated. CURA estimates that somewhere between 1200-1400 rental 
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housing units were created using NRP dollars and somewhere between 6000-8000 individual 
home improvement loans and grants.  
 

Percent of Home Improvement Program (HIP) loans and grants 
per Racial/Ethnic group compared to Neighborhood Population 

1993 - 2003 
 

Cleveland - NNHS HIP 
Race/Ethnicity # of Loans % of Loans % of Population 

(2000 Census) 
African American 18 25% 30% 
Hispanic/Latino 1 1% 3% 

Asian 1 1% 10% 
White 49 67% 52% 
Other 2 3%  

Unknown 2 3%  
All 73   

 

Harrison - NNHS HIP 
Race/Ethnicity # of Loans % of Loans % of Population 

(2000 Census) 
African American 20 29% 39% 
Hispanic/Latino 1 1% 5% 

Asian 6 9% 27% 
White 41 59% 24% 
Other 1 1%  

Unknown 0   
All 69   
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Jordan - NNHS HIP 
Race/Ethnicity # of Loans % of Loans % of Population 

(2000 Census) 
African American 174 54% 49% 
Hispanic/Latino 4 1% 4% 

Asian 10 3% 17% 
White 128 40% 24% 
Other 5 2%  

Unknown 3 1%  
All 324   

 

Near North - NNHS HIP 
Race/Ethnicity # of Loans % of Loans % of Population 

(2000 Census) 
African American 47 57% 58% 
Hispanic/Latino 4 5% 9% 

Asian 1 1% 14% 
White 27 33% 15% 
Other 2 2%  

Unknown 2 2%  
All 83   

 

Willard Hay - NNHS HIP 
Race/Ethnicity # of Loans % of Loans % of Population 

(2000 Census) 
African American 192 74% 64% 
Hispanic/Latino 1 <1% 3% 

Asian 3 1% 12% 
White 55 21% 16% 
Other 2 1%  

Unknown 6 2%  
All 259   
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Analysis of NRP  

Housing Program (CEE) Applicants 
 

Applications Received 1/1/2013 - 10/23/2019 
Applicant #1 Race Number of Applications Percent of Applications 

American Indian or Alaska Native 16 1% 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 3 0% 

Asian 41 3% 

Hispanic 46 4% 

Black or African American 214 17% 

White 838 67% 

Information not provided 87 7% 
 

Applicant #1 Race Number of Applications Percent of Applications 
American Indian or Alaska Native 5 1% 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1 0% 

Asian 9 2% 

Hispanic 46 10% 

Black or African American 39 9% 

White 312 70% 

Information not provided 33 7% 
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Analysis of NRP  

Housing Program (CEE) Borrowers 
 

Applications Closed 1/1/2013 - 10/23/2019 
Borrower #1 Race Number of Applications Percent of Applications 

American Indian or Alaska Native 10 1% 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0% 

Asian 20 3% 

Hispanic 29 5% 

Black or African American 86 14% 

White 481 77% 

Information not provided 36 6% 
 

Borrower #1 Race Number of Applications Percent of Applications 
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 0% 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1 0% 

Asian 7 3% 

Hispanic 4 2% 

Black or African American 20 8% 

White 198 81% 

Information not provided 14 6% 
 
 
While the NHS data seems to be favorable to the program as a whole, it's worth noting that the 
NHS data is less representative of the City because it covers a part of the city that is not 
representative of the cities overall demographics. The demographics of Minneapolis today are 
as follows: 
 

● White: 63.79% 
● Black or African American: 19.36% 
● Asian: 6.13% 
● Other race: 4.67% 
● Two or more races: 4.64% 
● Native American: 1.40% 
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● Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander: 0.02% 
 
Disaggregating data at a neighborhood level, the narrative might be transformed. For example, 
while the Jordan neighborhood gave 56% of its NNHS grants to BIPOC households and 43% to 
white households, we have to compare in relation to the neighborhood demographics. It’s 
changed over time, but today Jordan is 85% BIPOC and 15% white. And reviewing CEE data, 
which is more representative of the city, white residents received 77% of the grants in a city 
where they make up 64% of the population--a boost of 10% from the applicants for the grants. 
Seemingly at its best, NRP dollars still disproportionately benefit white residents. Conversations 
can also exclusively focus on black residents and white residents. It's worth noting that Asian, 
Hispanic/Latino, Native Indian/Alaska Native, and other BIPOC residents are near universally 
severely underrepresented as beneficiaries of neighborhood association work. 
 
Other researchers found similar trends over the past several decades analysis of NRP. In an 
analysis of all NRP housing loan and grant programs from 1993-2000, 88% of all recipients 
were white, but only 78% of population based on 2000 census (Vohs and Anderson 2001). 
Other researchers focused on the incomes of recipients. In the majority of 16 neighborhoods 
administered by CEE, the recipients had incomes greater than neighborhoods median 
income...at times double and triple (TEAMWORKS 2000). This problem of disproportionality in 
income was particularly noted in redirection neighborhoods. Other researchers noted that, 
“helping the poorest residents was not a goal of these single-family home improvement 
programs (Nesse and Lukerman 2006).” 
 
While there was not a lot of first hand data for CURA to analyze, our findings are consistent to 
what we found in our literature review. Researchers over decades have affirmed these issues 
extensively. And while there are obvious positives to NRP and neighborhood association 
work--which the report does not focus on, but CURA does recognize--it is reasonable to 
interpret from these findings that NRP, and the neighborhood associations that were buttressed 
by its dollars, were fundamentally built by and for white homeowners and property owners. At no 
point did CURA uncover consequences or radical shifts from these issues for city staff or 
neighborhood associations. 
 
There are three core takeaways from our racial equity analysis of NRP: 

● NRP was fundamentally designed to benefit and support the interests of middle-class 
homeowners who are disproportionately white 

● Those who were implementing NRP and its action plans were disproportionately white 
● The recipients of NRP housing and grant money were disproportionately white 

It is reasonable to interpret from these findings that the NRP program was not built to be racially 
equitable and could reasonably be branded as an institutionally racist program. NRP did exactly 
what it was designed to do: stave off white flight and stabilize the housing market. While that 
may be celebrated, it cannot be concluded that all residents of the city benefitted from that work. 
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It is more likely that NRP deepened racial disparities in the city. Today, there are still $35 million 
of unspent NRP dollars and neighborhood associations are largely still operating in this 
construct. 

CPP Funding  
In 2016, Minneapolis updated their neighborhood funding formula to better support “strong, 
sustainable and representative” neighborhood organizations.  Between 2017 and 2019, the city 2

allocated $12.3 million to 70 Minneapolis neighborhood organizations for the purpose of 
increasing community participation in the following areas: 

1) Identifying and acting on neighborhood priorities, 
2) Influencing city decisions on plans, policies, procedures, programs and services, and 
3) Increasing involvement in civic and community life. 

Neighborhoods requested funding by submitting an application informing the city how funds 
would be used to advance these CPP goals.  

Formula Methodology 

The CPP formula was based on neighborhood size, presence of under-represented groups, 
neighborhood income, and neighborhood livability. The funding breakdown is as follows: 

- 20% of funding based on population of neighborhood 
- 10% of funding based on the number of housing units in the neighborhood 
- 10% of funding based on the number of non-homesteaded housing units in the 

neighborhood divided by the total number of housing units in the neighborhood 
- 20% of funding based on the Shannon Diversity Index, a measure of racial diversity 
- 10% of funding based on the number of residents in the neighborhood who speak 

English less than “very well” 
- 10% of funding based on the number of persons in the neighborhood with family 

incomes less than two-times the poverty rate 
- 10% of funding based on the average number of Part 1 crimes committed in the 

neighborhood over the most current three year period 
- 10% of funding based on average number of foreclosed properties in the neighborhood 

over the most current three year period divided by the total number of structures in that 
neighborhood 

The maps below show the breakdown of CPP funding between 2017 and 2019 for each 
neighborhood association at the aggregate level and per capita. 
 

2 City of Minneapolis (2018). Community Participation Program Guidelines for Minneapolis Neighborhood 
Organizations  
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Program Beneficiaries 

Using the Shannon Diversity Index and the number of residents in the neighborhood who speak 
English less than “very well” as funding determinants, the CPP formula attempts to promote 
equity in Minneapolis neighborhoods. CURA’s analysis of this program shows that the formula 
developed does not promote equity but instead best represents equality. When mapped at the 
per capita level, it is clear that CPP funding is not distributed in a racially equitable manner. 
Neighborhoods with much higher average incomes are receiving very similar amounts of 
funding as neighborhoods with low-income residents facing displacement. The graph below 
reinforces this assertion. 
 

 
 
There is a disparity between BIPOC representation on neighborhood association boards and 
share of BIPOC residents living in Minneapolis neighborhoods. Renters and BIPOC residents 
are severely underrepresented on both boards and staff of neighborhood associations. The 
chart below is a quantitative analysis of that condition.  

18 



 

Formula Analysis with Racial Equity Lens 
CURA developed a racial equity formula for the purposes of analysis. The CURA developed 
formula was developed in order to demonstrate if a formula was to be based in racial equity, 
then how would an allocation of funds be different in comparison to the existing CPP formula? 
 
When redeveloping the neighborhood organization funding formula for the purpose of analysis, 
CURA chose indicators that would advance the city's goal of racial equity. Half of the formula 
aims to benefit neighborhoods with high numbers of BIPOC residents and half of the formula 
aims to benefit neighborhoods with high numbers of residents facing displacement. To do this, 
the formula prioritizes neighborhoods with high shares of residents of color, neighborhoods with 
high shares of cost burdened renters and homeowners, and neighborhoods experiencing 
gentrification and displacement.  

Formula Methodology 

The amount of funding each neighborhood receives is based on three categories. 50% of the 
funding is allocated based on the share of residents of color per neighborhood, 30% is allocated 
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based on share of cost-burdened renters and homeowners per neighborhood, and 20% is 
allocated based on whether the neighborhood is experiencing gentrification and displacement. 

Share Residents of Color (50%) 

50% of the total funds allocated to neighborhood associations are based on the share of 
residents of color in each neighborhood. CURA defines the share of residents of color by 
dividing the number of Black, Indiginous and People of Color (BIPOC) residents in each 
neighborhood by the total BIPOC population in Minneapolis. To assign a dollar amount to this 
indicator, the ratio was then multiplied by 50% of the total allocation amount available.  

Share of Cost-Burdened Renters and Homeowners (30%) 

30% of the total funds allocated are based on the share of cost-burdened renters and 
homeowners in each neighborhood. The Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) defines cost-burdened as residents who pay more than 30% of the income to housing.  3

To find the share of cost-burdened renters and homeowners per neighborhood, CURA added 
the number of cost-burdened renters and 50% of cost-burdened homeowners in each 
neighborhood and divided it by the total number of cost-burdened renters in Minneapolis and 
50% of the total number of cost-burdened homeowners in Minneapolis. The number of 
cost-burdened homeowners was halved in this equation to give more weight to cost-burdened 
renters. To allocate funds for this category, CURA multiplied the share of cost-burdened renters 
and homeowners by 30% of the total allocation amount available.  

Gentrification and Displacement 

20% of the total funds allocated are based on where gentrification and displacement are 
occurring in Minneapolis. To determine the neighborhoods experiencing gentrification, this 
formula uses results from the 2019 CURA study “The Diversity of Gentrification: Multiple Forms 
of Gentrification in Minneapolis and St. Paul.  In this study, census tracts are categorized as 4

either vulnerable or not vulnerable to gentrification. Vulnerable census tracts are then 
categorized as having gentrified or not gentrified between 2000 and 2015. To determine 
funding, this formula assigned neighborhoods that were not vulnerable to gentrification a value 
of zero, neighborhoods that were vulnerable to gentrification but did not gentrify between 2000 
and 2015 a value of 1.0, and neighborhoods that were vulnerable to gentrification and did 
gentrify between 2000 and 2015 a value of 0.5. For each neighborhood, this value was then 
divided by the sum of all neighbrohood values and then multiplied by 20% of the total allocation 
amount available. 

3 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (2019). Community Planning and Development: Affordable 
Housing 
4 Goetz, Edward et al. (2019). Center for Urban and Regional Affairs. The Diversity of Gentrification: Multiple Forms 
of Gentrification in Minneapolis and St. Paul  
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Justification for New Formula 

Through an analysis of past neighborhood funding models in the City of Minneapolis, CURA 
found that neither the NRP or CPP models included aspects of racial equity, and instead 
contributed to the disparities between white residents and residents of color in the Twin Cities. 
While neither program was written to exclude BIPOC residents from its funding model, both 
programs funded middle-class, white homeowners at highly disproportionate amounts. By 
leaving renters out of the decision making process for neighborhood organizations, both the 
NRP and CPP models consequently left residents of color out of the decision making process. 
In turn, neighborhood organization boards comprised of mainly homeowners chose to focus 
their efforts and funding towards home stabilization programs and fought to keep affordable 
rental units out of their communities. 
 
The CURA developed formula attempts to prioritize the BIPOC residents and Minneapolis 
renters who were denied a voice in neighborhood associations throughout the past 30 years. By 
determining half of neighborhood funding using numbers of BIPOC residents and the other half 
using numbers of residents facing displacement, this formula prioritizes populations who were 
not prioritized in both the NRP and CPP funding formulas. By splitting up the formula 
determinants into these two categories, CURA hopes to prioritize Minneapolis residents who 
need resources and support the most. 
 
We believe this formula is in line with the City of Minneapolis’ current racial equity goals as laid 
out in their Strategic Racial Equity Action Plan. In this plan, the city lays out three goals: 

1. Public safety: The City will operationalize a strategy to eliminate the disproportionate 
impact of violence in Black, Indigenous, People of Color communities.  

2. Housing: The City will operationalize a strategy to reduce evictions among communities 
of color so that disparities are eliminated between Black, Indigenous, People of Color 
communities and white people is eliminated.  

3. Economic development: The City will operationalize a strategy to increase the number of 
businesses owned by people of color so that the disparity between Black, Indigenous, 
People of Color communities and white people is eliminated.  

Neighborhood associations can be key partners in fulfilling each of the city’s racial equity goals. 
By providing increased funding to neighborhoods with disproportionately high numbers of 
BIPOC residents face displacement, the new neighborhood funding model adopted by the city 
will allow neighborhoods to advance racial equity in their communities. 
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Equality vs. Equity 

As mentioned above, the CPP funding formula included a base funding amount for 
neighborhood associations that would otherwise receive less than $25,000 per year from the 
city. By including this base funding amount, the CPP formula redistributes money from 
neighborhood organizations with high percentages of residents of color and residents facing 
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displacement and delivers it to neighborhood organizations with wealthier residents. The maps 
below show the distribution of funds to neighborhood organizations with no base funding, a 
$10,000 base funding amount and a $25,000 base funding amount. 
 
One might argue that equality is an acceptable construct. However, in our opinion, equality 
should not be looked upon as  “good” in context. Equality merely preserves the paradigm; if 
inequality existed prior to the implementation of equality, then inequality will persist. If we 
consider the fundamental constructions of equity, we ought to give more to those who need 
more. If we give the same to everybody, then those who have will continue to gain in proportion 
to the have nots. 
 

 
 

Analysis of Base Funding for Neighborhood Organizations 

In May 2019, the City Council passed the Neighborhoods 2020 framework to begin the 
formulation of the program guidelines. In the existing Neighborhoods 2020 framework, all 
neighborhood associations would receive a base funding of $25,000. In the Council directive 
was to analyze the passed framework for any racial equity implications. CURA analyzed the 
implications of the $25,000 base funding using the CURA developed racial equity formula.  
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The overall structure of funding for the Neighborhoods 2020 program is out of the $4.1 million 
allocated for the program, 75% of the funds are exclusive to neighborhood associations and 
25% of the funds are made available to community based organizations. This differs 
significantly from CPP funding which allocates all $4.1 million to neighborhood associations. 
CURA does not make a racial equity claim about this drop of funding to neighborhood 
associations. It is worth noting, that in conversations with BIPOC members of Minneapolis that 
there is a desire for work at the neighborhood level to exist and be funded outside of 
neighborhood associations. 
 
Ultimately, CURA finds that a  $25,000 base funding allocation is racially inequitable. The per 
capita funding for BIPOC, cost burdened households, and residents experiencing gentrification 
and displacement drops significantly the higher the base funding is set to be. The images below 
show this dynamic. 
 

 
 
A racial equity distribution would show a stratification in the allocation of the funds. In other 
words, groups that need the most would receive the most. This differs significantly from a equal 
distribution of funds would show that all residents receive the same amount of money. Raising 
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the base funding for neighborhood associations would flatten the distribution across the city. A 
no base funding scenario would institutionalize the greatest racial allocation. 
 
It is clear from the spatial distribution above that including a base funding amount in the 
neighborhood fund allocation formula decreases the racial equity potential of the formula. 
Neighborhoods with high percentages of residents of color and residents facing displacement 
receive less funding per year as the base funding amount increases. 

Discussion 
CURA’s analysis of neighborhood associations, the NRP program, and CPP program, reveals 
that it’s reasonable to conclude that equity has not been advanced or realized in neighborhood 
organization work to date. Equity requires that those who need the most receive the most. At its 
best, this work reveals a poor construction of equality. The NNHS data does reveal that 
allocating funds to neighborhoods that have high concentrations of BIPOC residents will lead to 
higher distributions to BIPOC residents. While obvious, this is further justification for a racial 
equitable distribution of funding overall. Allocation, though, is only half of the work to more 
racially equitable outcomes in neighborhood level work. The programs and projects of 
neighborhood organizations also need to ensure that work is intentional towards racial equity 
ends.  
 
Looking at the programs operations as a totality, however, it is reasonable to conclude that the 
combination of NRP I and II, CPP, neighborhood associations, and City of Minneapolis 
management reveals a system of institutional racism. NRP was designed to target homeowners 
that were and are disproportionately white; white residents dominated the process of 
implementation; and white residents were the primary benefactor of neighborhood association 
centered work.  
 
In a future seeking sense, Neighborhoods 2020 has an opportunity to intentionally work towards 
racial equity in a way that neither NRP nor CPP realized. That begins with racial equity being a 
core focus of the work from the beginning and prioritizing neighborhoods with high 
concentrations of BIPOC residents. CURA’s developed formula or another similar formula would 
create more opportunity for racial equity outcomes at the neighborhood level. But the City of 
Minneapolis will also have to consider the tension between maintaining a city-wide network of 
neighborhood organizations and allocating money in a racial equitable way. Part of that tension 
exists because of how much money is available in the program as a whole.  
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