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Draft Notes from March 29, 2010 CoW meeting
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NCEC CoW member attendees: Doron Clark, John Finlayson, Ed Newman, Bill Helgeson, Mark Hinds, Matt Perry, Karen Lee Rosar, Jeff Strand, Ami Thompson
NCEC members absent: Tony Anastasia, David Crockett, Crystal Johnson, Melanie Majors, Marcia Mariani, Matt Massman, Breanne Rothstein 
NCEC CoW staff: David Rubedor, Robert Thompson

	Agenda Item
	Content
	Outcomes/Next Steps

(Person Responsible)

	1. Introduction & announcements

(Informational)    
	· David Rubedor identified problems with rotating leadership, suggested need for consistent leadership structure for CoW. Discussion by group: Originating CoW document says CoW leadership follows NCEC structure. Leadership of CoW should be the same as NCEC for consistency. CLIC as an example-chairs of CLIC and 2 committees form leadership group. Don’t need multiple committees, just need to get work done. May have to find compromise between current egalitarian model and more traditional structure. Suggestion for 4 person leadership group, extend current leadership two months, leadership team would work out roles amongst themselves. NCEC leaders can’t be more than six months, but rotating within 4 leadership group can resolve that issue. Appointed once each year. MP suggested posting these discussions on Google Groups.
	Ed Newman will send out email with options to whole group. Resolve leadership issue at April NCEC meeting.

	2. Principles and Purposes

	· Ed presented update on principles and purposes. Discussion by group: Is the program an NCEC program or NCR program? NCEC is advisory, program funds flow through NCR. Term “community member” in document too vague? Example of some neighborhoods limiting business representation to 1 person/business. Statutory provisions for Minneapolis neighborhood associations-any one eligible to vote at meeting of members and annual meeting; option for business, property owner, worker, nonprofit or government workers. Citizen Participation guidelines for participation. Principles and purposes are broad level, for guidance of NCEC and NCR programs, not so much at contract level for neighborhoods. What role will NCEC or NCR play in mediating conflict between City and neighborhoods? NCEC, NCR will build broad based support for City Community Engagement
	Ed Newman will take comments on Principles and Purposes document, forward to NCEC for action.

	3. Timeline and flow chart
	· Robert Thompson presented flow chart, timeline, and allocation formula policy option documents as samples for feedback. Discussion by group: timeline seems very condensed. Need more time to get input (e.g. NRP has 45 day notification on policy documents). Need to ask neighborhoods about timeline, would they like to spread timeline out. Stakeholder engagement plan should drive timeline, revise document to reflect this. Should timeline go beyond September? If we create longer timeline, we will take that time to do work. Need to take time to get thoughtful input (web based survey). Need to make sure we are reaching out. Need to move forward, get feedback, change timeline if necessary. Need to be informed by Citizen Participation, NRP Phase I and II allocation formulae. Need to explore definition of “neighborhood association.” Current NCEC Commissioner districts aren’t unchanging, could be revised (e.g. some at large commissioners, etc). There seemed to be agreement based on earlier leadership discussion that guidelines, allocation formula and stakeholder engagement plan could be worked on at the same time for the next month or two and reassess where we are.  
	Robert Thompson will revise timeline, flow chart, allocation formula policy options documents to incorporate feedback.

	4. Stakeholder Engagement Plan
(Discussion)              
	· Matt Perry presented on Stakeholder Engagement Plan. Not enough time remaining in agenda to work through plan. Things to think about: why are we engaging these groups? Need to bear in mind core principles of community engagement. Don’t ask for input unless it can influence outcomes. NCEC needs to go to people to give them opportunity to be engaged, determine what level they want to be engaged at, e.g., need to engage Commissioners who are not present at CoW meetings. Need to rely on staff more to get work done, not enough volunteers among Commissioners to carry out all of the work. Discussion: Need to get documents up on Google groups to make accessible. NRP had Management Review Team, Implementation Team to do staff work. 
	· Continue review, discussion at next CoW meeting

	5. Educational Components
	· Ami Thompson presented educational documents. Identified areas where more information can be gathered. Want to make information relevant and accessible in common pool. Allow Commissioners, other, to select from pool according to their interests. Discussion: Need help with information gathering, access. Use social media (e.g. Facebook, others?) Need to improve Google groups, problem with access. Need to post questions on Google groups, get feedback. Several links to census, University of Minnesota, Department of Health, CDC, others on community engagement. Need to use Google Groups as main repository of information.
	· 

	6. Feedback from guests
	· Visitor Gary Arnsten commented that many studies of community engagement have already been done by city, should look at existing documents. City council sees neighborhoods as basic city services and should be recognized as such. Follow up on Robert Thompson’s review of statutory provisions of neighborhood associations.
	· 
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