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Community Engagement Summary 

In June 2019, the Minneapolis Homes team with consultant, 
Grounded Solutions Network (GSN), launched the Long Term 
Affordable Housing Policy Study to inform the expansion of capacity 
for long term affordability in ownership housing. The goal of the 
study was to conscientiously engage Black, Indigenous, People of 
Color, and Immigrant (BIPOCI) communities and low wealth 
households in communities most at risk of displacement.  

The Minneapolis Homes team has intentionally worked to center 
diversity of voices, lived experiences and the historical impacts of 
policy to engage in a real way through efforts to expand 
participation, and provide guidance for program development and 
implementation. 

Coordination and engagement with community partners, small 
business owners, neighborhood organizations, housing advocates, real estate and mortgage industry 
professionals and City departments helped lay the groundwork and create an open environment for 
feedback and recommendations.   

Common Themes  
 
Throughout this process it was important to not only foster the relationships the City currently has 
with community organizations and stakeholders but to build relationships with community members 
who will work side-by-side as ongoing partners with the goal of affordable and accessible housing. 
Through the interactions, written and verbal feedback staff was able to synthesize common themes:  
 

• Encouraging and supporting community led and/or resident led development  
• Utilizing city land as an asset to leverage development aligning with broader City goals  
• Focusing homebuyer products to serve households at lower incomes  
• Disrupting displacement trends impacting BIPOCI and low wealth households 
• Diversifying opportunities to access City programs through process simplification 
• Providing more options to achieve perpetual affordable housing  

 
Types of Engagement 
 
A total of 24 direct contact meetings focusing on the Long-term Affordable Housing Policy Study were 
held between July 2019 and April 2020. An estimated over 1,000 voices were engaged to shape 
program recommendations and implementation. To gather diversity of viewpoints, concerns and 
expertise, in a collaborative and empowering manner, multiple engagements were held through in-
person, telephone and virtual meetings: 
 

• One study session 
• Two formula working sessions 
• Three funders conversations 
• Four widely advertised public events (with Hmong, Spanish & Somali interpreters on-site) 
• Seven caucused conversations 
• Seven focus groups 

http://www.minneapolismn.gov/cped/housing/WCMSP-219469
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/cped/housing/WCMSP-219469
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Focused Outreach 
 
Working towards our broader City goals of eliminating racial disparities and affordable, accessible 
housing it is very important to collaborate with representatives of diverse communities and entities. 
Focus groups were held to do an intensive examination of equity sharing formulas that could provide 
options for LTA housing as well as funder support. Representatives of the following were engaged: 

• Affordable housing advocates  
• Black, Hmong, Hispanic/Latinx, Immigrant, and American Indian communities 
• Developers 
• Long-term affordable housing providers 
• Neighborhood organizations 
• Real Estate and Mortgage professionals 
• Funding Partners 

o Family Housing Fund 
o Fannie Mae 
o Freddie Mac 
o Hennepin County 
o Jay & Rose Phillips Family Foundation 
o Land Bank Twin Cities 
o Minnesota Housing 
o Nexus Community Partners 
o Pohlad Family Foundation 
o Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) Twin Cities 

 
Attachments:  
Site Visit 1 Summary 
Site Visit 2 Summary 
Site Visit 3 Summary 
Public comments received for draft recommendations from February – May 2020 

Methods of Advertisement 
 
Staff set out to interact with as many different people as possible, and with as many different portions 
of the community as possible, meeting the larger goal of an engaged community. The following 
methods were used to advertise the various meetings and means to receive feedback:  

• City departments and Employee Resource Groups 
• Focused emails 
• Neighborhood organizations 
• Press release 
• Printed and electronic flyers 
• Social Media communication plan 

o Eventbrite 
o Facebook 
o NextDoor 
o Twitter 

• Project webpage 
• Word of mouth  
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Long Term Affordability (LTA) Feedback Session 

Participation 
On July 17th and July 18th, 2019, the Residential Real 
Estate Development team hosted two community 
feedback sessions and a caucus for community 
development organizations focused in Black and 
Indigenous communities at the Matthews Recreation 
Center and the North Regional Library. The goal of 
the events were to gather suggestions, comments, 
concerns, and questions as part of the City’s Long 
Term Affordable Housing Policy Study. Overall, 48 
residents, developers, lenders, realtors, community 
development representatives and contractors participated over two days. Feedback was collected, and 
participants were asked to rank their priorities regarding LTA.  

 

Scoring Criteria 
During the feedback session, 15 people from the community session and three from the caucused 
conversation completed the scoring criteria activity, which asked participants to rank seven possible criteria 
based on qualities they prioritize in an LTA program from 1 to 5 (1=least preferred, 5=most preferred). The 
results below are ordered by the highest combined average.  

 Average Ranking 
Criteria Community Caucus Combined 
I prefer an LTA program that provides long-term stability over 
time. 
 

4.54 4.33 4.44 

I prefer an LTA program that prioritizes more wealth building. 
 

3.93 4.67 4.30 

I prefer an LTA program that keeps equity within local 
communities. 
 

4.07 4.00 4.04 

I prefer an LTA program that gives communities more control. 
 

3.33 4.33 4.04 

I prefer an LTA program that helps people stay in 
neighborhoods where they have roots. 
 

4.15 3.67 3.91 

I prefer an LTA program that serves the greatest # of families 
with the money available. 
 

3.77 4.00 3.81 

I prefer an LTA program that helps people move into 
neighborhoods they couldn't otherwise afford. 
 

4.08 3.33 3.71 

 

http://www.minneapolismn.gov/cped/housing/WCMSP-219469
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Community Session Program Guidelines 
Participants were asked to share their thoughts, questions, feedback, and concern by responding to four 
questions related to the presentation and potential LTA models keeping in mind the following themes while 
giving their feedback: community, wealth building, affordability, and racial equity. The four LTA models 
presented were: shared appreciation loans, deed restricted housing, community land trusts, and limited 
equity cooperatives. Responses were collected via post-it or written directly onto a poster. Overall, 91 
responses were collected during the community engagement sessions. A summary of the feedback is below. 

Question 1: What more information do you need? 
12 responses were received for this question. Participants noted a need for 

• more statistics and facts regarding the specific LTA models 
• more information and clarification about 

o application process 
o funding  
o other tools to combat rising home prices  
o benefits/negatives of each model. 

  
Examples of questions from participants: 
• Who are the homeowners currently thriving in these LTA programs? Can we hear about their 

experiences in order to build trust within communities about who benefits?  
• It was said that [with] 20-unit buildings or more, a certain percentage of units are set aside as 

affordable units - what are those numbers? Is this info public? 
 

 

Question 2: How can we talk about this better? 
20 responses were received for this question. Participants found the presentation to be too technical and 
hard to understand without the use of examples and/or a terminology cheat sheet. Overall, participants 
would like to see the City: 

• Conduct more outreach 
• Use Minneapolis specific Area Median Income (AMI) limits only 
• Create a graphical visualization of each model 
• List pros & cons of each LTA model presented 
• Use simpler language to present information 
• Use examples to explain models and terms 
• Be intentional about prioritizing racial equity 

Other specific feedback included: 
• Using another word other than "covenant" 
• Education for lower-income families about homeownership options 
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Question 3: Are there barriers to these models? 
29 responses were received for this question. Participants believe the following are barriers to the LTA 
models: 

• Lack of access to information and education about the process and how to build wealth in general 
• People may misconstrue deferred interest as a grant 
• People may forget that their home is part of a shared appreciation loan or a deed restriction 
• Models do not seem to address how to maintain affordability for future homebuyers after the sale 

of the home (by the initial family) 
• Equity will be lost upon resale with some models 
• Having the initial financing/equity to purchase a home in the first place 
• Lack of foreclosure prevention to maintain homeownership 
• Lack of financial literacy education for the community 
• Using regional AMI instead of Minneapolis AMI provides an inaccurate reflection of the local 

community 
• Lack of community representation reflected in City staff 
• The City does not seem serious about racial equity 
• Models do not consider condos 

 
 

Question 4: What should the City do with its homeownership program? 
30 responses were received for this question. Specific suggestions for what the City should do with its 
homeownership program include:  

• Create incentive programs to expand homeownership for disadvantaged groups 
• Add a deed restriction to all Down Payment Assistance 
• Create a cohort model for homeowners, and continued education of programs.  
• Ensure sustainable funding streams for LTA and create accountability standards for those receiving 

funds 
• Give reparations for black and indigenous residents  
• Prioritize racial equity by prioritizing Black homeowners and minority developers 
• Create higher standards for absentee landlords such as capping rental prices and reduce investor-

owned single-family homes 
• Create alternative wealth building programs for renters, single residents, and black men  
• Involve case/social workers into program development and implementation processes 
• Maintain stable homeownership 
• Create intentional and target outreach strategy to individuals who may be missed in otherwise and 

train community members in information delivery 
• Prioritize flexible land trust & co-operative models 

 
 

Conclusion 
• Participants expressed a desire to learn more about the LTA models as well as alternative models that 

promote not only homeownership but affordability for rental housing. 
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• Participants want an easier and more accessible way to understand the presentation as they felt it was 
too technical to understand. 

• Participants were concerned about investor-owned housing, the decrease of naturally occurring 
affordable housing (NOAH), and maintenance of affordability beyond initial financing. 

• Overall, participants seemed supportive of the concept of LTA, but want more information on the pros 
and cons of each model. 

 

Caucused Conversation 
Community development organizations that focus in Black and Indigenous communities were invited to a 
roundtable to discuss their concerns. The format of the roundtable was an open discussion both during and 
after the presentation. The summary is below. 

 

Question/comments during the presentation 
Concerns were raised about how the data was being presented. Participants would like to see how 
assistance differs by race and had comments about the proportionality of the percentage of homes sold 
compared to the absolute number of homes sold. Project development gap assistance and reparations were 
brought up as well. Lastly, there were questions and discussion around deferred loans and equity sharing 
through an LTA model. For example: 

• If there is an LTA model and other deferred loan products but the deferred loans become due on 
sale - how do you maintain affordability? 
 

 

Discussion 
The discussion revolved around concern about wealth building for homeowners within LTA models. A 
participant mentioned that LTA models need additional funding beyond what the City is offering. Another 
topic of discussion revolved around adding a debt and financial education component for home buyers. 
 

 

Conclusion 
Overall, participants had concerns about how LTA models can build wealth for the homeowner; though there 
was some general support for LTA models overall.  
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Long Term Affordability Formula Working Session 

On October 16th and October 17th, 2019, the Residential Real 
Estate Development team hosted two formula working 
sessions University of Minnesota Research and Outreach-
Engagement Center (UROC). The goal of the events was to 
gather suggestions, comments, concerns, and questions as 
part of the City’s Long Term Affordable Housing Policy Study. 
Overall, 27 developers, lenders, advocates and City staff 
participated over two days. Feedback was collected, and 
participants were asked questions about resale formula 
models regarding LTA.  

 

Question 1: Is there a model that sticks out to you? Why? 
 
Shared Appreciation 

• If just one model, makes the most sense. It ensures that the concern of not owning the land isn’t an 
issue like it is with the Land Trust and is probably most replicable. However, there are concerns 
about how it’s not really a L-O-N-G term affordable model because the sales prices will slowly creep 
up and become unaffordable. Possibly do a resale analysis of this model at different shared equity 
amounts over time to try to get at a figure that maximizes both affordability and wealth building 

• Seems most fair 
• CLCLT has used this successfully 

 
Appraisal Based Resale & Fixed Index 

• Based on current understanding of options presented these models seem to adequately blend logic 
around home ownership affordability and property as a tool for wealth building. With additional 
wrap-around program mechanisms that can help support homeowner’s ability to remain in their 
home through life fluctuations, these models provide a more direct pathway to ownership that 
deals more squarely with the fact that market rate homes are outside of the reach of many income 
levels. 
 

Fixed Index Formula (Fixed 2%) 
• Simplest, guaranteed wealth creation, easiest for City to administer 
• New to me 
• It is a safer model for everybody 

 
Fixed 2%/ Land Trust/ Habitat 

• Limits on speculative gains – return for others to access pathways to ownership  
 

Fixed Index Formula & Forgivable Loan  
• The risk is minimal 

 
Shared Appreciation & Area Median Income Index 

• For balance of wealth generation and affordability in theory 
 
 
 

http://www.minneapolismn.gov/cped/housing/WCMSP-219469
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Question 2: What model do you like best? Why? 
 
Shared Appreciation Model 

• If just one model, makes the most sense. It ensures that the concern of not owning the land isn’t an 
issue like it is with the Land Trust and is probably most replicable. However, there are concerns 
about how it’s not really a L-O-N-G term affordable model because the sales prices will slowly creep 
up and become unaffordable. Possibly do a resale analysis of this model at different shared equity 
amounts over time to try to get at a figure that maximizes both affordability and wealth building 

• Proven, long term affordability, builds both community and individual wealth 
Appraisal Based Resale 

• I support further investment in the ABR model because of the existence of the City of Lakes 
Community Land Trust (CLCLT). The fact that an affordability-centric organization already exists in 
this market with a proven track record of assisting persons with accessing below market rate homes, 
it makes sense to look at how to deepen investment in this current approach. This might occur with 
either more direct investment of CLCLT or the City making the funds available to an organization 
capable of constructing a program similar to CLCLT that seeks to specifically target low-income 
communities that also identify as POCI. 
 

Fixed Index Formula (Fixed 2%) 
• City has limited capacity to administer – this is most realistic 
• It’s a newer model, but it seems more equitable than other models 

 
Forgivable Loan with Fixed Index 
 
Land Trust 

• Given the need to hold on to affordable units since this will be an ongoing problem 
 
Question 3: What was the most interesting or concerning thing seen? 
 
Concerning 

• There isn’t a model that really achieves our varied goals 
• The groups’ collective unwillingness to explore the deeper systemic constraints of the current 

housing paradigm in the US. Linking affordable housing discussions to thoughts around (a) Area 
Median Income (AMI), (b) single family home ownership, (c) property as wealth building tools, and 
(d) speculative asset valuation moves thought leaders further away from how to support models that 
center around housing as a human right. Sustainable and safe shelter is simply a foundational need 
to all determinants of health. 

• Surprised by the idea of stacking programs and concerned about capacity to administer a more 
complicated Habitat or CLCLT style model 

• Prioritizing individual household wealth building over community wealth and long-term affordability 
• Need to focus more on other benefits not just ROI 
• Too many assumptions made through non-underrepresented individuals’ lens. These types of 

assumptions tend to farther marginalize some communities 
• Even at 6% increase, the numbers are staggering 

Interesting 
• I like that the community spoke up and stood firm on their opinions 
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Question 4: Is there anything that you hadn’t thought of before that you are now thinking 
about? 
• The idea of an LTA program being the primary mechanism for reparations wasn’t at the forefront of 

my mind. Wealth building as a way to address racial inequity was, but specifically not reparations. If 
it is the mechanism I wonder if that means only the lucky enough to actually purchase a home get 
the benefit. 

• Stacking programs – especially given concern around a sizable 2nd mortgage 
• Fixed index approach 
• Great array of options 
• I realized policies are still being made within a model of imperial expansion, that assumes families 

will live in single family home or that is their goal in life 
• Thinking through alternative models that will raise higher equity 
• The rate of appreciation used in the modeling and how that has an enormous impact on the 

projected ROI (and perceptions about safeguarding public resources vs. providing opportunities for 
wealth creation).  

 
Question 5: Do you think this program is the best way to serve the people you represent 
or community you’re apart of? 

• I understand and recognize the merits of this discussion and possible program. However, I do not 
believe this is the best way to serve members of the community that I serve where housing instability 
is a reality. 

• I think it’s important for the City to look at subsidizing people/providing access more through 
ownership programs – this is a way to get there. 

• Think the Land Trust model is the best approach 
• It’s an important part of the housing spectrum – also to complement with rehab for single family for 

asset management 
• Not at all, because of these policies are not made for anyone in my neighborhood 
• I’m not sure if it’s the best but if doable I do feel that it is a viable option but needs to be highly 

subsidized 
• Until a sea change occurs, it is the best bridge 

 
Question 6: What additional training or information would be helpful? 

• How does a significantly reduced appreciation rate impact return on investment (ROI)? 
• Banking and lending for these affordable homes? 
• Data that represents the reality of immigrant, Native and Black Americans better, outside of units and 

profit 
• Additional time to present information and obtain feedback; 2 hours 
• The City of Minneapolis being willing to lead or commission a body of work that aims to calculate the 

cost of pursuing housing as a human right. 
 

 

Conclusion 
• Participants that provided feedback expressed that the workshop was somewhat to very helpful 
• Participants appreciated the team’s thoughtful approach to understanding the nuance and likely 

success of existing affordable housing programs that can be used as benchmarks. 
• Participants commented that additional funds towards this focus is needed. 
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Participating Organizations 
• Minnesota Housing 
• Minnesota Homeownership Center 
• Family Housing Fund 
• City of St. Paul Planning and Economic Development Department 
• City of Minneapolis Community Planning and Economic Development 
• Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) Twin Cities 
• Hope Community, Inc 
• The Alliance  
• Powderhorn Park Neighborhood Association 
• Hawthorne Neighborhood Association 
• Jordan Area Community Council 
• Build Wealth MN 
• PRG, Inc 
• American Indian Community Development Corporation 
• Black Women’s Wealth Alliance 
• Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity 
• City of Lakes Community Land Trust 
• Old National Bank 
• Project Sweetie Pie 

 
 

Attachment: Formula Handout 



           

Minneapolis Homes Long-Term Affordability (LTA)  
Resale Options Workshop 

 

Minneapolis Renter Demographics 

As we think about what populations and incomes the city’s homeownership and more specifically LTA program(s) should target it will be helpful to have the 
socioeconomic and ethnic breakdown of Minneapolis’ renters.  

 

  

Race
Total 

Renters
%of 

Renters
# % # % # % # % # %

White alone, non-Hispanic 49865 56% 12070 24% 8280 17% 8985 18% 6000 12% 14530 29%

Black or African-American alone, 
non-Hispanic 21810 24% 13905 64% 4060 19% 2260 10% 700 3% 885 4%

Hispanic, any race 7605 9% 2610 34% 2210 29% 1305 17% 705 9% 765 10%

Asian, non-Hispanic, including 
Pacific Islander 5093 6% 2079 41% 714 14% 735 14% 450 9% 1115 22%

American Indian or Alaska Native 
alone, non-Hispanic 1175 1% 620 53% 195 17% 190 16% 30 3% 140 12%

Pacific Islander alone, non-Hispanic 18 0% 4 22% 14 78% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

other (including multiple races, non-
Hispanic) 3740 4% 1440 39% 890 24% 475 13% 425 11% 510 14%

POC (All non-white) 39441 44% 20658 52% 8083 20% 4965 13% 2310 6% 3415 9%

Total 89285 - 32724 37% 16349 18% 13950 16% 8310 9% 17945 20%

Below 30% AMI 30%-50% AMI 50%-80% AMI 80%-100% AMI >100% AMI



           
 

Summary of Resale Formulas Discussed

1. Shared Appreciation Mortgage 
• Second mortgages that require no payments 

until the home is sold.  
• The home is sold at its full market price but the 

family is required to repay the original loan plus 
a share of home price appreciation instead of 
interest.  

• Some programs require buyers to repay a share 
of appreciation based on the amount of initial 
subsidy.   

o For example, if a buyer received subsidy 
for 20% of the purchase price, when 
they move they must repay the loan 
plus 20% of any increase in the home 
price.   

• Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity uses a version 
of this formula where the share of appreciation 
that a homeowner owes starts high and declines 
for every year that they own the home. 

2. Appraisal-based Resale Formula 
• Homes are sold at a below market price and 

then the resale price is limited to a portion of 
the change in the market price of the home.  

• For example, the affordable price might be 
allowed to increase by 25% of the increase in 
the market value of the home.  

• Similar to the shared appreciation loans, but 
they require the home to sell at a below-market 
price.  

• City of Lakes Community Land Trust uses a 
version of this formula where homeowners 
receive 25% of the increase in the home’s 
appraised value. 

3. Area Median Income (AMI) Index Formula 
• Homes are sold at an affordable price and then 

the price can only increase as fast as incomes 
int the area rise.  

• Price is adjusted each year based on the change 
in the Area Median Income published by HUD.  

• A new buyer with the same income profile 
should be able to purchase the home for this 
price without any need for additional subsidy. 

• The City of San Francisco uses this resale 
formula 

4. Mortgage Based Resale Formula 
• Homes are sold at below market prices and 

then resold at prices affordable to a target 
income group (ie. 60% of AMI). 

• At the time of sale, the city calculates the 
maximum price that a homeowner at that 
income level would be able to afford given the 
current mortgage rates, and cost for taxes and 
insurance, etc.   

• This approach, and only this approach, 
guarantees that assisted homes will always 
remain perfectly affordable to the target 
income group without any additional subsidy 

• But, when interest rates rise, homeowners may 
experience little or no wealth building. 

• Many Redevelopment Agencies in California 
used this formula. 

5. Fixed Index Formula 
• Homes are sold at an affordable price and then 

the resale price is allowed to increase by exactly 
2% (or some other fixed number) each year. 

• Owners wealth building is not based on 
variables outside of their control – it is almost 
totally predictable. 

• The program can give buyers a table showing 
what the resale price would be years in the 
future – removing the guess work about how 
much wealth building they will experience.  

• The City of Houston, TX just launched a new 
program using this formula  
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Community Informed Housing Policy Session 

On February 26th, February 27th, and March 11th, 2020, the 
Residential Real Estate Development team hosted four 
engagement sessions. The goal of the sessions was to gather 
input, feedback, comments, concerns, and questions as part of 
the City’s Long Term Affordable Housing Policy Study. Overall, 
mortgage and real estate industry professionals, developers, 
advocates, non-profits, constituents, City staff and Council 
Members participated. Participants were asked for feedback 
regarding proposed recommendations in housing production 
and property for sale. 

 

Outcomes for Different Paths: Property for Sale –  
Question: Is it more important to facilitate swift development of City land or to leverage 
City property to achieve multiple City goals? 
 
*This question was answered using Dotmocracy activity; comments and feedback were documented by staff.  
 
Slowest sale of City land 

• Majority response through Dotmocracy in favor of slowest sale of City land because it serves 
multiple City goals and availability to fund private development and City properties; both with City 
funding and restrictions. 

o Preservation of green space 
o Hold property and serve lower income 
o Restrict commercial development in favor of residential development (1-4 unit) 
o Restrict land so large apartments cannot be built 

 
Medium sale of City land 

• Medium response through Dotmocracy in favor of only selling City properties with City funding and 
restrictions 

o City owns lots that are contiguous that should be marketed for small and/or tiny home 
cluster development combined with social services 

o City land developed/sold to favor long-term low-income affordability permanently and 
discourage commercial development in general 

o Slow down process to win for generations; swift development is important but take time to 
be intentional 

 
Fastest sale of City land 

• Light response through Dotmocracy in favor of selling City property without subsidy 
o Swift development 
o Develop City land quickly but mostly if not entirely for deeply affordable units available at 

30% AMI or less 
 
 
 

http://www.minneapolismn.gov/cped/housing/WCMSP-219469
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Outcomes for Different Paths: Housing Production –  
Question: Is it more important to produce new units of housing or to create permanent 
affordability in communities? 
 
*This question was answered using Dotmocracy activity; comments and feedback were documented by staff.  
 
Produce new units with forgivable loan without restrictions to encourage resident led development 

• Majority high priority response to discontinue this strategy 
• Light medium to high priority response in favor of continuing strategy  

o Focus more heavily on building more units across the region vs. specifically targeting 
permanent affordable units 

o Opposed to any new affordable units in north. More affordable means more poor. Racist 
issue disguised as economics 

o Don’t concentrate affordable housing in North 
o Restructure Homebuyer Incentive to provide some proportional increase and tied to income 

qualifications 
Produce new construction housing on City vacant lots with new focus to households at or below 80% AMI 

• Majority medium to high priority response in favor of continuing strategy only 
o Insert new housing on vacant lots across the City vs forcing bigger development in developed 

parts of the City 
o Get rid of broad area median income and us metro based 
o 80% is too high, prioritize helping 60% and 40%; arguably 80% needs less help 
o Make City goals realistic for low-income people 
o In addition, credit barriers need to be addressed as they get in the way of BIPOC community 

assessing these homes 
Acquisition and rehabilitation that maximizes permanent affordable units through conversion 

• Majority high response in favor of proposed strategy only 
o Production of affordable units from existing is the most cost effective and permanent 

affordability is the most helpful but for less people 
o Recommendation to utilize funds to make repairs 
o Programs to retrofit existing ‘naturally affordable’ homes to be energy efficient with zero 

interest loans 
o Concern acquisition/rehab may not work with RFP process; need ability to respond 

quickly/agilely to opportunities and that requires a rolling application or funding that’s 
available and can be contracted in 30 days 

 
 

What is our program doing well? 
• Engaging community perspectives 
• Thinking deeply about structural problems 
• Engaging and supporting BIPOC developers 
• Admitting there is a problem and trying to fix it 
• Attempting to work with those who will be affected by your programs and hear their voices 
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What can our program improve on? 
• Consider policy and perspective of low-income people 
• Improve access to meetings by livestreaming/using GoTo Meeting – so that anyone could attend 

remotely 
• Website is hard to navigate 
• Creating a safe zone for buyers of color 
• Coordinate with the Neighborhoods 2020 report and apply learning from that to this work and 

implement 
 
Conclusion 

• Participants that provided feedback expressed that the community meetings were somewhat to 
very helpful; would appreciate more information and time to digest 

• Participants appreciated the team’s approach to distributing data through a lens of racial equity 
• Participants commented that a need to implement now, with urgency, is needed for overall 

affordable housing stability 
 

 
 
 

Attachments:  

Dotmocracy Activity 

Affordable Housing Continuum 



 

 
 

Permanent Affordable Housing Engagement 
The Minneapolis Homes team with Grounded Solutions Network conducted four in-person community engagement 

events around proposed Minneapolis Homes program changes. A dotmocracy activity was used as a way for participants 
to rate importance of property sale and housing production through two pointed questions. 

 
Is it more important to facilitate swift development of City land or to leverage City property to achieve 

multiple City goals? 
 

On the left side of the continuum, properties are sold without any City financing, which means that the affordability 
requirements and sustainability requirements are limited or entirely absent.  

 
In the middle of the continuum, city land is reserved for sale with City financing, in order to maximize affordable units 

and sustainable development requirements for the properties.  
 

On the far right of the continuum, all city land is reserved for sale with City financing AND financing can be for both 
private and City owned land, meaning that fewer City parcels get developed in each funding round. The third option 

allows for City land to be held for a longer period of time. 
Place one dot  along the continuum for what should the City do. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

2/26/20 Professional Caucus 2/26/20 Northside Evening Meeting 

2/27/20 Southside Evening Meeting 3/11/20 Northside Home Fund Meeting 



 

 
 

Is it more important to produce new units of housing or to create permanent affordability in communities? 
On the left side of the continuum, our Homebuyer Incentive forgivable loan creates the most housing units for the least 

amount of money. There are no affordability, income, or sustainable development goals that are achieved and the 
reduction in requirements makes the product easier to access by new, BIPOC, and resident led developers. 

 
In the middle of the continuum, City owned vacant lots are leveraged with housing production funding to create housing 

affordable to households below 80% AMI – in some communities in North most of the City subsidy goes to project gap 
and income restrictions apply to the first buyer only; in the rest of the City most City subsidy goes to affordability gap and 

the home is permanently affordable for multiple generations of homeowners.  
 

On the far-right side of the continuum, City funding is used to purchase existing units and convert them to permanent 
affordable housing. Financed homes achieve city goals for sustainability and lasting affordability, however no new units 

are created, and city land is not developed. 
 

Three dots for voting on each strategy- 

- Stop doing this  - Medium priority  - Highest priority 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

2/26/20 Professional Caucus 2/26/20 Northside Evening Meeting 

2/27/20 Southside Evening Meeting 3/11/20 Northside Home Fund Meeting 



MINNEAPOLIS AFFORDABLE HOUSING CONTINUUM

INCOME LESS THAN 30% AMI

34,074 total households

84% of households 
(28,773) are 

cost burdened 

76% of households 
(16,450) are 

cost burdened 

50% of households 
(5,410) are 

cost burdened 

30% of households 
(4,675) are 

cost burdened 

Minnesota Housing | Hennepin County | U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development | Metropolitan Council | Minneapolis Public Housing Authority | MN Dept. of Employment & Economic Development | Legal Aid/ Volunteer Lawyers 
Network | HOME Line | Minneapolis Public Schools | Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) Twins Cities | Land Bank Twin Cities | Family Housing Fund | Housing Developers | Shelter and Street Outreach Providers

* Total households in Minneapolis: 170,359 (33% of all households are cost-burdened) 

21,688 total households 10,801 households 15,645 households

31% - 50% AMI 51% - 60% AMI 61% - 80% AMI 81% - 115% AMI
$30,000 AND BELOW $30,001 - $50,000 $50,001 - $60,000 $60,001 - $80,000 $80,001 - $115,000

CITY
HOUSING

STRATEGIES

* POPULATION

PROGRAMS |
POLICIES

HOUSING 
COST-BURDEN

PARTNERS

Increase housing supply, diversity and affordability in all neighborhoods 

Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF)
Public Housing

Single Room Occupancy Pilot 

Low Income Housing tax credit
Tax-Exempt Bonds

Tax Increment Financing
NOAH Preservation Fund

Intentional Community Cluster Developments

Street outreach (ESG)
Shelter rehabilitation (ESG)

Small Medium Multifamily Pilot

Improve and sustain access to homeownership, especially among low-income BIPOC residents

Maximize potential of publicly-owned land to meet City housing goals

Support renters

Prevent and end homelessness

Preserve naturally occurring affordable housing (NOAH)

Produce more housing and preserve existing affordable housing with subsidies and 
long-term affordability requirements 

Minneapolis 2040
Inclusionary Zoning

Emergency Stabilization Pilot Program

4d Affordable Housing Incentive Program
Advance Notice of Sale and Post-sale tenant protections

Stable Homes Stable Schools

Minneapolis Homes: BUILD/REHAB
Higher Density Corridor Housing Initiative

Minneapolis Homes: Down Payment Assistance
Minneapolis Homes: Real Estate Development
Minneapolis Homes: Owner Occupied Rehab

(Data currently unavailable)

(Data currently unavailable)

Renter Protection Policies and HOME Line Informational and Referral Services

Legal Services for renters



opposed to any new affordable housing in north. More affordable means more poor. Racist issue disguised as economics. Bedroom community - no commercial.
emergency vs. sustainabile state of community and how to promote generational wealth of BIPOC
what kind of resources are we really working with? Needs to be more funding
Get rid of AMI - change to metro based AMI
Affordable - give up on the 80% metro AMI - it's not affordable to our community - everything should be 50% AMI or below
before anything, make city goals realistic for low-income people
For the sake of: Generational Wealth (accessible to reparations) - the city should involve itself here to combat the disproprionate amount of non-POC developers to BIPOC developers. 
This is an issue that affects us a lot - and disporportionately
I prefer to see leveraging of City property to diversify the goals of the City
hold property to achieve more goals even if it takes longer
leverage city property for multiple goals
Developing land with quality housing is important
swift deveopment of land will add more units to the marketplace sooner. Prices and affordability will follow when shortages are reduced
slow down process to win for generations would be my preference; swift development is important but take the time to be intentional
Need to think about transparency for property for sale; make sure people who aren't ready aren't simply discouraged
Timing of RFP could slow down development signifantly - important to keep BUILD/REHAB product to facilitate production of more housing units
HOLD property long term to ensure multiple goals achieved AND streamline processes so that development is less clunky/proceeds faster once approved
Track interest in programs/do a short survey so that parties can be tracked and provided with technical assistance in order to be successful in this development space

Online Feedback
Create permanent affordability, though I really think it is unfair to pose these as competing objectives. If housing is prioritized, we can produce new units while creating permanent 
affordability, though it may require more resources. We could use City Departmental leadership in advocating that more resources are needed even than the existing investment. It is 
important to insert new housing on vacant lots across the city vs forcing bigger development in developed parts of the city. develop City land quickly but mostly if not entirely for deeply 
affordable units available at 30% AMI or less It is more important to develop city land swiftly by the residents who live in those respective communities.
the City should have more control and inject its capital into ownership that's permanent
Permanent affordability seems best - the owner can gan some equity, it's better than renting, it helps to push our community forward
holding property for multiple goals is more important
I'm really concerned about gentrification, especially in North Minneapolis. Hold your property and serve lower income households.
leverage city property for multiple goals
Swift development will produce more for affordability quickly while preserving city assets (land)
You need to do both - delayed/slow development adds to costs to develop, reducing new supply. Similarly lack of avalable land adds costs to development, making it difficult to meet 
investor demand for returns. Without significant new supply at all levels, particularly middle 80-140% AMI affordability will be increasingly out of reach.
My recommendation for homeownership is to focus more heavly on building more new across the region vs. specifically targeting permanent affordable units. We simply have more 
people than units, which drives up price.

South

Study Session

Is it more important to facilitate swift development of City land or to leverage City property to achieve multiple City goals?

North

Professionals/Funders



depends on the needs of the community; minneapolis needs to use it's existing infrastructure better
Ditto co-op idea for production of new construction
If it provides housing options like co-ops or more affordable new housing options
Don't concentrate affordable housing in North Minneapolis
there should be more focus on sustainability that works with affordability
I prefer to create permanent affordability in community to reduce the exodus of existing residents
Permanent affordability is more important
Permanent affordability is more important
provide permanent affordability in communities
create permanent affordability
I think each concept is important and we should increase the budget
80% METRO AMI is not affordable - maybe 80% MINNEAPOLIS AMI? Or 50% METRO AMI
It's important to produce a variety of affordable housing that is quality, so all developers and contractors need to be vetted
Consider the reality of the need to resbusidize on affordability gap for future resales
There should be more incentives for density and for owner occupants that don't want rental restrictions, to allow for intergenerational wealth building
production of  affordable units from existing is the most cost effective and permanent affordability is the most helpful but for less people
Concern that acq/rehab doesn't work with an RFP process; need ability to respond quickly/agiley to opportunities and that requires a rolling application or funding that's available and can 
be contracted in 30 days
Education on budgeting, credit, and financial well being
Tools for Black families MUST be the same as White families - allow for intergenerational wealth building and MOBILITY into neighborhoods besides North
should the homebuyer incentive be structured to provide some proportional increase and tied to income qualifiecations?
The homebuyer incentive should have an affordability requirement and offer more money
HBI - is this program only available to people who live in the neighborhood in which they wish to build? Do they need to occupy their home? Doesn't this encourage 
displacement/gentrification?
Should the homebuyer incentive be for more than one unit? Then a low-income owner in the building could have unrestricted rental units; allow for wealth building
New program - sell your house to the City, then City converts/builds into triplexes
Don't fund single family, only fund multiple units
Permanent affordability is more important
Like all proposals and see the value with each option. Is there a way for a more diversified approach?
Proposed max purchase prices are still likely unaffordable to lower income households without additional subsidy
If affordability gap becomes the focus, need to have a managed structure that makes it easy for developers to partner with administrators
Rehabilitation - need really clear specifications
Retain city interest in project gap
Where are my dots to vote for funding the Community Land Trust more?
MN Housing issue with affordability funding - they won't allow $ to stay invested long term/it's not treated as a forgivable grant, could be an issue for shared equity concepts moving 
forward
Get more financial intermediaries involved - need more options to fund construction for missing middle development especially - Land Bank as only reasonable cost option makes 
developers "beholden" to them
network is restricted and monopolized
I like fixing or rehabilitating houses. 
In your rental qualified action plan, you should have a focus on community led projects or projects that are 20 units or less
Bigger issue with non-presenting stores and the impact on the renters
We need vouchers for subsidized housing
Tenson - the homebuyer incentive doesn't do things long term, but it does meet a community need
Permanent affordability is more important
I like a permanent affordability for every house that becomes a part of the cities program (sort of like the land trust) but with land ownership
I like all of the programs, but I prefer permanent affordability and long term affordability
The focus has to be on affordable housing
permanent affordability.
Is the subsidy avialbility going to outpace the 7% rate of pay and compensation
All of the ideas are good - need a mixture of options
Using these for families below 60% AMI.
the focus for permanent affordability should be families below 60% of AMI
Serve people below 60% AMI with permanent affordability

Study Session Produce new units is most important - new units are required to enable permanent affordability
Harrison AMI is around $35k, when looking at affordable homeownership opportunities it is not an option.

more money available to bring the affordability gap down to 30% for Harrison residents and Northside residents. Strategy in place to provide more funding for affordability gap

Based on question or proposal for City having another option – support CLCLT but another option – Give neighborhoods more time to come up with more options
community led development, especially in Harrison where residents feel like they don’t have any control. Residents leading and benefiting from it. Need funding for more affordability gap , 
if you have to follow guidelines fine but then you have to find additional resources to follow the gap.
One of the other challenges is related tofunding we have, it’s like peanuts, its nothing. We are fighting for scraps. This is worth exploring with CM’s; $30M in NRP money in NCR’s office, 
imagine provide $10k to each new potential homeowner. $5k per house. Use the money that is there. Use the money in support of minority communities

Is it more important to produce new units of housing or to create permanent affordability in communities?

North
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Talking about housing with the community
Trying to get to who really lives in the community
Attempting to work with those who will be affected by your programs and hear their voices
Admitting there is a problem and trying to fix it
Happy with the development program - much better than 2007 plan - still massive room for improvement
I don't know enough to answer - you make nice graphs
Evolution - let's do more
I feel the City is moving in the right direction to better the community
It's great that the City wants density - the more dense/small units are the more affordable they'll be naturally
not losing hope with the sysyphian task of permanent affordability within the limits of the system
Recommendation to utilize funds to make repairs - acq/rehab
program administration flexibity to give guidance
Engaging and supporting BIPOC developers
Getting people like me to the room
Public engagement/feedback
The one page handout to show all city programs - very informative
Showing the graph of current impact with different AMI levels served - the data can help dictate direction
Good presentation - agree with 90%
Bold statement by the City - ripple effect in a positive way
Taking bold steps - I like it!
Getting to the heart of the issues
Identifying Race and specifying Black, which is very important to our community
Use of outside help with data
Appreciate the boldness of the ask
Aarica is amazing - thank you for supporting her
Financial wellness, Home Stretch - education is key
Financial coaching/education
I like focus on the Northside, we need more of it
North side is strong, love to see the efforts to focus on the North side
Getting the zoning change is huge!!
Missing middle is great.
I like the recommendation to expand permanent affordability
Agree with Permanent Affordable Housing recommendation
creating a safe zone for buyers of color
Integrating green building into rehab
HOM downpayment funds
I like the downpayment assistance program
Prioritize helping 60% and 40%; with prices at 50% and 30%; arguably 80% needs less help
I like focus on 80% AMI below and eliminating the 81-115% bracket
Appreciate the recommendation to remove 80-115% AMI bracked and focus on 80% and below
Affordable staggered model based on AMI level and household size
The focus on 40% AMI needs
80% AMI or below focus - yes!
Considering equity for homebuyers
Acknowledging that some requirements for BIPOC developers and putting intention behind helping ALL parties
Feedback loop from developers to make adjustements - reaction time is slow; the proposed annual adjustment of subsidy will be an 
improvement
Governor's focus on housing funds
Friendly, helpful, and knowledgeable staff
good program outlines
Very good at receiving feedback
Receiving feedback
Being friendly, helpful, and attentive
Good outlines of what programs are
Engaging community perspectives
Thinking deeply about structural problems

We appreciate the recent efforts to gather input from neighborhood leaders around creating meaningful housing developments.
Offering down payment assistance that makes purchasing homes a reality for low to moderate income families
I think you're on the right track, and I think providing pathways to ownership are great!
can't think of anything
I don't know
Thank you and I appreciate the City is looking form the lens of OUR community
Cutting down AMI is a big deal. How are we helping them (lower AMI) to get ready and compete against each other?

Focused

What is our program doing well?

North
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South

Study Session



need retail and other job generating uses (housing is not enough)
Education offerings on REITS
Have more options by co-ops
looking into eminent domain to stop predatory lending
A city wide strategy is important, to provide options for homebuyers in the entire City
A broader city wide strategy is essential - focusing just on City land perpetuates segregation
north minneapolis is already heavily low income; need market rate housing
Not everyone wants to be an owner - it's important to have rental strategies too
homeownership is not for everyone - ensure there are affordable, sustainable rental options
Be open to include all types of housing and enforce quality and not quantity
look at more radical ideas
consider policy from the perspective of low income people

Neighborhood residents don't know about homeownership opportunities in their area and don't think they can become homeowners
More community outreach
community meetings are nice but there needs to be a more aggressive community outreach campaign to bring more awareness on how residents can 
access programs with the city
get more BIPOC people involved
engage with neighborhoods more
greater community outreach

No more 93% impervious surface concrete on a project (i.e. Bryant/Lake) - we need trees and greenspace and stormwater filtration options
increase for all programs
provide more subsidy to make it more affordable for buyers
Feels like putting a band aid on a burining house - we need deeper strategies to undo white supremacy
expand homeownership education
Focus on 40% AMI households; serving people below 30% AMI is even more critical
Good that 40% AMI is a focus; families are paying over $1,000 in rent, we should give them some relief through this program
Credit - we HAVE to address it - it's the elephant in the room. This program won't work if we don't look at strategies to 1) enhance credit 2) create 
alternative mortgage products
You have to engage the mortgage industry - credit barriers will get in the way of the BIPOC community accessing these homes if you don't
It's essential to keep programs easy if you want BIPOC developers to participate - concern that the new PAH model and income qualifications are too hard 
to explain; need someone centralized for the home sales - don't put that burden on BIPOC developers
reduce overall housing costs to ensure sustainability
Presenters should read the Neighborhoods 2020 report and apply learning from that to this work
Wish the presentation focused more on philosophical values/was more high level
make things simple
Slow down and preserve green space!
Stop price increases, in fact, lower current prices
With 80% of the people low income and prices continually rising, do you believe this is sustainable?
contractors should be better vetted by the City; better oversight for home developers
need to vet developers and GCs; GCs lower standards and developers don't always know what to inspect for
Developers should give back to the community through their projects, and the City should evaluate this when they're analyzing proposals

It's important to vet developers and general contractors for complaints - we need quality housing in North, don't just build cheap stuff and cut corners
Ownership housing created must be quality - otherwise it creates a burden for the homeowner
GIVE MORE MONEY TO THE LAND TRUST
Lease to purchase models are important, because they build a pathway to own for people with credit barriers - how can that work with the permanent 
affordable models framed??

The City owns three lots on Fremont and 41st that should be marketed for a tiny home or cluster development, combined with social services
The City should be doing more with tiny houses/mini houses that are naturally affordable and could be clustered - particularly to help people on the margins 
(homeless and extremely low income/below $20K)
Tax relief should apply to homes that are permanent affordable
Concern is the City’s definition of what is affordable and how it includes people who are at 80% AMI. The City needs to be thinking about, instead of looking 
at AMI, look at AMI for North Minneapolis. Don’t like City use of AMI for affordable housing
Is affordable the nomenclature used to describe housing for poor people? 

Why should housing for poor communities become permanently poor? And in North Minneapolis
Plan solves one problem but creates another one, future poverty
Is there equity in this approach?
When will the City of Minneapolis change its daily behavior and stop impacting low-income communities with low-income housing
Evaluate the difference in programs (resale formulas) in a down market and a strong market for both households and program - make that more clear in the 
presentation
Need good disclosures for homebuyers
Make sure the 2% fixed rate model is vetted with lenders
Need to figure out pathways for people to own properties/investment properties as a wealth building tool
Acq Rehab – no longer that cost effective especially if considering the costs of acquisition
Acq Rehab – not really lower cost to the homebuyer
Too many things a rehabber can get away with – would need really specific requirements
Blow up mortgage model and go to co-ops - will require homebuyer education but worth it
Bring more staekholders to the table - real estate professionals and real estate attorneys
Create a downpayment program for city workers along with teachers, police, nurses, and non-profit workers
Offer DPA for public servants - teachers, officers, non-profit workers
focus on BLACK households
more northside focus
how do you incentivize affordablity for rentals
Problem is URGENT - we will be the next California in five years if we don't act. Minneapolis will be target for climate refugees.
Too much process!! Too many meetings!!! Just do it!
curious about 2-3 unit properties

what about encouraging homebuyers to buy multi-family units and use rentals as income generators?

What can our program improve on?

North



No more money for single family homes
I would like to see connection between getting people to better jobs and homeownership
What can our program improve on? access to meetings by livestreaming/using go to meeting - so that anyone could attend remotely
website is hard to navigate and find information
City should have a clearinghouse website that's well organized and helps deveopers/homebuyers figure out where to go
Use technology so stakeholders can be involved even if not physically present
Lots of meetings, but limited ways to contribute!
Need to get the word out better - no one has talked to African American Churches

Need a central clearinghouse website where information goes, can get alerts when updates happen. Hard to navigate to city website more.
Have we focused on other areas to get insight?
Bring forward data from other cities that have been more successful
Want to hear more about ways to ensure retaining and creating wealth for families
Developers need free capital (especially new developers) - a pool of funds for $50K salary/$200K line of credit used on city-supported projects.
Need operational "gap" for developers until projects are completed
More funds for downpayment and more restrictions on WHO can use these funds
Additional funds for Grow North
More $ for Grow North
Pre-development capacity building  is essential – they’re working on this specifically, but it will take more 
Need CDFIs that work with small/emerging developers
Need other leverage beyond just City resources
Have all banks in the room - ask how they will help community
Asset check (checking/savings) 
Prefer liquid asset limit in terms of funds being retained
Missing middle is difficult - do not just rely on developers to figure it out, for small developers cheat sheets about rules or having options to finish out the 
basement or attic will help
city still has its own lack of clarity around missing middle eg. Building codes, timing, developers need clarity from the city
Need solution for holding costs after construction - four plex are harder because margins are slimmer with more units, so there is a delay from construction 
to sale. Consider insurance policies that could cover 6-12 months or allow developers to operate it as rental if can't sell.
Reduce project gap costs by reducing regulations and fees
On rehab homes I can still make a profit even at an affordable price; realtor costs increase the price, allow developers to sell directly
3rd option on City-owned land is but option to constantly leverage value but internal infrastructure of process needs to be more fluid and less clunky. Have 
needed to hire additional staff to participate in affordable programs.
Formal, equitable, and clear process to buy land - clients have been dicsouraged in current process; BWWA uses the City Land Buy program as part of our 
homeownership and wealth building education and strategy - we are finding road blocks where people are being re-routed, told they don't qualify, and walk 
away discouraged. We do see muslims and African immigrants, Black transplants purchasing land which can be problematic. A formal process is needed. I 
want the City to establish the following: 1) first contact application - do you know who is engaging in your program? how ready are they? what are their 
ideas? 2) quarterly tour schedule that is transparent and dependable, so that people can prepare 3) what does your ta system look like and who are your 
TA providers? Do you have TA for each area (home ownership, renta, and sale)? This has to be clear. What is the applicatio process to buy land? It needs 
to be clear and online. What is the process and criteria to buy land? How many land purchasers are northside residents? existing residents face big barriers 
to information - most likely less than 3% of the room today are actuall black and residents who are providers and buyers. We need our base to be 
encourage by and through your process, not detoured and discouraged because they don't fit the City's idease, are not muslim, immigrant, nor have 
relationships with City staff in charge. Historical Black people need real access. We are watching white people and the government help immigrants in ways 
we appreciate but also have needed and wanted for years.
Frustration with process timeline and how long it takes - upwards of 8 months
hire more Black/Northside consultants to help with these housing aspects
Build connections among program participants especially developers and qualified administrators and/or homebuyer assistance providers
Insulation is essential to keeping operating costs low, but in rehabs a lot of time they do none

Low income housing priorities need to incorporate additional factors a) employment and job stability b) racial and/or ethnic specific communities c) Housing 
structures design and size 1. tiny or small homes 2. Maximum 4 level structures (no high rises)   d) Seperation of low-income and homeless      1. no 
"poverty camps" that consist of low income and homeless with no amenities/conveniences e) Transportation 1. Metro Transit and MetroMobility; better 
layout of stops and access gender specific housing options and environments for women, only a) women with children b) women without children c) due to 
toxic, violent men and boys poison co-ed housing properties, environments, etc. 2. No more "one-size fits all" housing a) not just "low income" b) not just 
"high rises"  c) not just "public housing"  d) More options by community based on race, ethnicity, gender, familial make-up, age and income
The affordable housing crisis was created by the status quo. It is time for the status quo to sponsor the community's redevelopment of its neighborhoods 
and this must happen in an efficient and timely manner.
Find a way to keep property taxes down for households that have limited income - such as social security.

Thank you for your work on this. I encourage you to be honest with City Council, the Mayor, leadership, and the residents of Minneapolis about what it will 
truly cost to ensure that EVERYONE in Minneapolis can be housed, because I don't think the City currently has the resources that are necessary.

Programs to retrofit existing "naturally affordable" homes to be energy efficient with zero interest loans
Recommending housing developers or cooperatives
collaborative cooperatives in Minneapolis
Want to see more duplexes as opposed to four plex so it's less overbearing
Don't forget about serving the BIPOC community that you can serve between 80-100% AMI - don't lose those folks with higher incomes to other cities that 
are affordable. Give them the support they need to stay.
Restrict land so large apartments can't be built
how do we help renters that aren't ready to be homeowners yet?
I'd like rent control city-wide in the shape of the section 8 model
How do we fit single parents into this model?
How do we creatively create opportunities for single mothers?
Intermediate size of partments/complexes for ownership and affordability mix
More support for missing middle
restrictions on first resale to be affordable long term
land trust seems to be the option - profitability is less but it gets you access to buy a home
Increase for permanent affordability
I have my preference for long term ownership and affordability.
wish more people were here - neighborhoods are a good way to do outreach, but the City should be more expansive and include schools, mosques, 
churches in their outreach/engagement efforts - these are trusted institutions that can help with getting the word out
It's challenging for me to evaluate any of this with NO data regarding past succes and/or general program data
have a focus at or below 60% AMI, that's where the need is

Professionals/Funders
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Important to have a clear pathway for muslim community - REBA free financing/no interest mortgages
minority community has lots of issues with homeslessness and historic records (crime, evictions) preventing stable housing - homebuyer recommendations 
provide SOME opportunity, but you have to be in a class with the credit and income to qualify for a mortgage
Simplify the information presented
Be mindful of acronyms (i.e. BIPOC, AMI)
Do specific engagement for NEW community residents who want to be developers when you release your programs
community led development is important - need to provide technical assistance for 1) design (with clear fees that are transparent) 2) permitting/plan review 
process 3) lending institutions that'll provide the $$ needed 4) clear guidelines form the City about how to access their land and funding
developers/new folks need support to understand how much money they need to access these opportunities, and how much they can leverage from lending 
institutions - it should be possible for four households to band together and build a co-operative fourplex
wealth building strategy for actual loacls and are in the community
I like the idea of BIPOC developers who are overlooked being included thoughtfully
I'd also like city land developed/sold to favor long term low income affordability permanently and discourage commercial development in general
Rent control has to be on the table - cap on rent the same way Section 8 vouchers work and ownership for people
Rent increases are scary high - worried about sustainability for all communities
Rent to own or lease to purchase options with an apartment complex
Restricting commercial development on the land so for residents to live and not businesses
removal of the land in financing the purchase of a house or business (trusts are one option) b) remove all development fees and finance them through the 
payments in tax and fees amortized over a period rather than put them into the upfront costs for purchase. This also would include any bond and related 
financing (there are options) c) consider panelized construction and other upfront costs and life cycle costs. focus on North and Make a large map of the 
Northside and create two transparent overlays: outlines of the neighborhood and the current transit routes 2) Using 2010 census data create the following 
overlays:  a) populations that are above the 80% AMI (maybe two, 80 and 120%  b) populations that are below 40% AMI (maybe 20%) It might be 
interesting to use pre meltdown, the 2000 census 3) Using 2010 census plot the BIPOC residents (maybe just the Black) (2000?) 4) Using current data, plot 
similar information for housing prices

Study Session
Understanding the barriers hindering private development of housing. Private sector development produces nearly 100% of new units across the region and 
US. Barriers are increasingly driving incentives such that development is going to extremes - the top end and subsidized end of the spectrum. Focusing 
efforts to the middle will relax pressures on households with low incomes.
There are some deep root causes that prevent us from being able to provide housing to everyone. Until we champion housing as a human right and look 
beyond market solutions, I don't believe the goals can be accomplished.
Empowering communities to redevelop their own neighborhoods and creating a standard and fixed definition of affordable housing could be.
Ensure that whatever housing is "given" that the "receivers" are held accountable to treat the housing responsibly - maintenance and care for it
find a way to reach individuals at who are at least six months to a year out from buying
more affordable housing
Get folks that are facing displacement into ownership opportunities. CLCLT and Habitat are partners, but they are still only able to offer units at 60-80% 
AMI.
People who have purchased through CLCLT feel stuck, no wealth and no opportunity to move – depending on other model for maintain affordability for 
units, red flag, what does that look like? 
people making $80k can find assistance with other programs. Focus on 30% because they need help
make sure we are prioritizing people already living in North with abundance of available land and cost cheaper to build and/or buy in North
want to see community led development, North Minneapolis in particular not Uptown, Edina or Florida entities or residents – At NRRC want all residents to 
own their own land
Remove the barriers if you want to keep immigrant/refugee/BIPOC community
a lot of community members are leaving because of high prices and lack of affordable housing. Community members buying a house and finding what can 
house their families, how is this sustainable, also helping with down payment and financial assistance but looking at families median income and how they 
can stay in years to come and making it a sustainable asset, it should be a sustainable component in this initiative
how are we incorporating an educational piece for the families. Is education and awareness a part of those recommendations, once we have the ideal 
scenario
idea to for each community so you know how much is being tracked and specifically for individual BIPOCI communities- Black - Indigenous - Asian/Pacific 
Islander - Latinx - Immigrant
who offers mortgages to undocumented and/or ITIN
Property taxes are too high here in Minneapolis. Difficult to establish a conversation with the assessor. 
Better presence by advertising into local/cultural channels
Incorporate public safety components. Some POC are moving out because they feel unsafe
Create program that is safe, and people have connections to community. Especially for Southeast Asian and Hmong. Have YouTube videos of programs in 
different languages. Hmong community use this a lot
Connecting people to neighborhood, Council members, Police Department, Cultural Staff Trusted individuals and trusted in community -Someone who is of 
the community and trusted by the community has to be used for programs and communications
1-20-unit housing development for a lot of my community members we can’t envision a homeownership model in a multi-unit development. What does that 
look like? Large housing units with multiple bedrooms, making sure these products serve that.
Biggest things have been access to capital, Hmong, Vietnamese, Laotian, want to purchase but monthly payment jumps up so high. 
Down payment program that equates monthly payments for a marginal increase
Access to finances, social capitol to understanding how credit and financial systems work In addition to financial systems, zoning and navigating that 
process
time and effort is not worth it for missing middle – went from 12 unit to 100 unit because of rigmarole with City- people are busy and taking the time to 
become a developer. There is a huge education gap. Then there is a language barrier with POC, how do we get them there and how do we help them
City is not a friend, it is too complicated, there is no support, access to capital. There is no check in. Program needs to be a partnership and relationship 
with the residents of the City of Minneapolis. Programs are TOO DIFFICULT for people to understand, application process, requirements to meet. Program 
is not even in their language. Even translating is not reaching because the initial information is in English

Affordability means make accommodable for people of large families coming together and making stable for long term. Check in and on people on a regular 
basis. It is relational with Culturally-Specific communities. There are different ways we need to build informal but important relationship with the program.

Create affordable unit products, supporting households by providing down payment or subsidy. Want to see more of the latter. How do you increase access 
to capital and provide resources? Low interest loans. Safety net for people that are in between receiving help through public assistance and being over the 
hump.

Focused

South
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