Neighborhood and Community Engagement Commission

Committee of the Whole

Wednesday, December 14, 2011
Linden Hills Park Recreation Center
Meeting Notes

Commissioners Present:  Matt Perry, John Finlayson, Christopher Hoffer, Tessa Wetjen, Ali Warsame, Mark Hinds, Ed Newman, Doron Clark
Staff Present:  Robert Thompson, Howard Blin

Meeting Facilitator:  Tessa Wetjen
Agenda

1. Introductions and Announcements

There was agreement on the proposed agenda.  The minutes of the October 12th meeting were accepted.   It was noted there were some typo which should be corrected.
2.  Review Comments from Public on CPP Guidelines
Staff reviewed a report which summarized the comments received from neighborhoods and staff recommendations for changes.
Commission members discussed the appropriate timeframe for adopting the guidelines.  A request was made to extend to March the period for neighborhood organizations to comment on the guidelines.  There was consensus that there was too little time for the NCEC to be making recommendations in December and the full NCEC should determine the schedule at the December 20th meeting.

Comments from commissioners on the guidelines included:

· The relationship between the submission for CPP funding and the Neighborhood Priority Plan is confusing.  A primer on how to prepare a plan would be helpful for neighborhoods.
· Part of this confusion is because Priority Plans appear similar to NRP plans.
· The term “priority” sounds like a suggestion.  The term “action” which was used in NRP better described what was expected.  More definition is needed on how the plan relates to funding, what are neighborhoods committing to, and how does it relate to NRP plans.

· Priorities can be vague.  It is unclear what level of detail is required.  A primer on what a plan should include is necessary.
· New language is necessary to differentiate the CPP program from NRP.  This is a ten-year program which will only use NRP funds for the first 18 months.  New language helps change the thinking in neighborhoods.  The fact that Priority Plans can include and effect project for which no funding is available needs to be better explained.
· The Priority Plans need to reflect the real needs of the neighborhoods.

· It should be clarified that CPP funds may be used to further NRP Phase II plans.

· More specifics are needed on when neighborhoods must go through a new planning process to determine priorities.  Also, the City should understand that for neighborhoods, the CPP program is just another funding source.
· Is a Priority Plan really necessary if there is no funding available?  The only benefit would be to alert City departments to neighborhood priorities.
· Neighborhoods should be encouraged to submit implementation plans at the same time as the Priority Plan.

· Three things are needed:  1) A template for neighborhoods to prepare Priority Plans; 2) Training for neighborhoods; 3) A process for getting the City Council and Neighborhoods involved in implementing the priorities generated by neighborhoods.

· The Priority Plan element of the contract with City departments or other jurisdictions is the most powerful part of new program since there is very little money for neighborhoods.
· There is a question of whether the American Indian community should be eligible for CPP funding as is the case with NRP funding.  Commissioners stated that this is addressed in the Memorandum of Understanding between the City and American Indian community.  The CPP is established for geographic neighborhoods.

· The one or two neighborhoods who have not participated in the CPP need be addressed.
· There was consensus that the guidelines should broaden eligible uses of funds to include food, newsletters, and festivals.  It was suggested that if food cannot be funded through NRP sources, perhaps another pot of money could be used.
· It was suggested that an in addition to a template for reporting, an exhaustive list of items which are eligible and ineligible for funding be provided.

The meeting adjourned at 6:30 PM

Prepared by Howard Blin

