June 3, 2011 Memo

MEMORANDUM

TO: 
NCEC Commissioners meeting as Committee of the Whole

FROM: 
Robert Thompson, NCR staff
DATE: 
June 3, 2011

CC:
David Rubedor

RE: 
Agenda item # 2 – Equity Directive Discussion
Action Requested: None. Information and Discussion
Staff Analysis on Equity Directive, CPP Guidelines and City Department Engagement

1. Basic assumptions of staff: conditions that need to be met and why.
· Must satisfy 2011 focus group and 2010 feedback data.

· Must satisfy “what is outcome of community participation?” question from neighborhoods.
· Must fit NRP legal requirements (see “NRP Legal Sandbox” below).
· Maintains continuity of CPP program and minimizes “whiplash.”

· Addresses equity issues.

· Meets City’s earlier “assurance” of 70% NRP funds
(see December 3, 2007 “NRP Phase II Minimum Funding Level Guarantee.”)
· Encourages community engagement partnerships with City departments.

· Paves the cow-paths.

· Helps break down silos.

In some ways, elements of the first three bullets dovetail. Participants at focus groups and in 2010 outreach stressed importance of establishing real programs. They stressed being taken seriously by City partners. They also wanted engagement by the City to be authentic and appropriate (i.e. “engage us at an appropriate time, at an appropriate level.”) A frequent question in meetings with neighborhood leaders is “community participation to what end?” And the NRP framework will require demonstration of real outcomes based on neighborhood planning.

To minimize whiplash, we can think about the NRP requirements not as a temporary revision to the CPP guidelines, but as a stepping-stone—a transition phase—to an ongoing community engagement model, requiring accountability of city departments, other public jurisdictions and neighborhood organizations, as well as fostering relationships.

To address equity issues and “pave the cow-paths,” we need to think about how to build on and make systemic existing (or historic) models of relationships between residents, neighborhood organizations, city departments and other public jurisdictions. Equity can also be addressed by recognizing and acknowledging the commitment of all neighborhood organizations to their Phase II NRP action plans.

A model that requires mutually agreed-upon planning and partnering by neighborhood organizations, City departments, other public jurisdictions and residents can build ongoing relationships as well as break down silos.

2. NRP Legal Sandbox:
· Must meet housing requirement (52.5%);
· Must be based on neighborhood-based, bottom up planning process;
· Must result in real outcomes based on neighborhood plans;
· An NRP Policy Board must have a formal role in approval process;
· Will require some changes to both City NRP ordinance and guidelines; and
· A host of minor legal requirements (no fun, no food; limited admin, etc), some of which will be reflected in changes to CPP Guidelines.
The major challenge will be to tie real outcomes to neighborhood based planning process. Neighborhood planning will need to result in clear outcomes recognized by both City departments and neighborhood organizations.

To accomplish this, three elements must be present:

1. Neighborhood CPP submissions must identify priorities, specific departments, and specific outcomes.

2. City department plans and budgets must reference specific actions identified in neighborhood submissions (if at least to say why that action cannot be acted on in this budget cycle).

3. Neighborhood annual reports provide updates on progress (provides “scorecards” on City budgets).

Staff recommends revisions to Guidelines that provide for these three elements.

Another challenge will be the time required to make revisions to CPP Guidelines and City NRP ordinance. These need to happen sequentially (i.e., we need to have a sense of what we want to do with Guidelines prior to permanently altering ordinance). Also, time required to inform, get buy-in from, and prepare City Department heads. Additional time will be required for neighborhood review and feedback on Guidelines.

Staff recommends extending current CPP Guidelines and contracts for six months into 2012 using unallocated 2011 CTIF funds.

3. Three tiers of work
Tier 1:
Options for Addressing Equity Issues in 2010 Council Actions
to be addressed by early July in recommendations to City Council
· Unfreeze ~$860,000 uncontracted NRP Phase II funds to bring all neighborhoods up to at least 70% [addresses equity by returning some frozen NRP funds directly to neighborhoods most significantly impacted by 2010 freeze, but leaves sufficient amount to fully fund CPP through 2014. Addresses 2007 70% committment.]
· Open up CPP guidelines to allow funding of projects by neighborhood organizations [addresses issues raised by neighborhood organizations in 2010 community engagement and 2011 focus groups, helps meet NRP legal requirements]
· Eliminate CIF and NIF as separate funding programs. Roll any funding into CPP. [addresses issues raised by neighborhood organizations in 2010 community engagement and 2011 focus groups]
· Allow neighborhoods to use CPP funds for existing NRP strategies [addresses equity by providing neighborhoods option to fill NRP gaps with CPP funds]
· Allow neighborhoods to develop new program strategies through CPP community participation principles [requires some level of community engagement, helps address neighborhood “why engage if no outcomes?” question]
Tier 2:
Options for Revisions to CPP Guidelines
· Neighborhood submissions starting in 2012 include preliminary neighborhood priorities, identification of City department partners. 2012 submissions are for 18-month funding cycle.

· 2014 neighborhood submissions include a review of (and lessons learned from) previous cycle, and new priority(ies) for the next cycle.
· Provide for implementation of neighborhood priorities through engagement with City departments and other public jurisdictions (i.e., neighborhood submission identifies priority projects, programs, services or issues and public partners needed to help address these priorities).
· CPP Guidelines revised for a two-year funding cycle (to allow new collaborations and new priorities).

· “Plan modifications” consist of agreement of changes between neighborhood orgs and city departments.

· Neighborhood orgs accountable to community participation principles identified in CPP guidelines, and to “good faith efforts” to engage City departments.

· Note that “Community Engagement as much about engaging city departments as stakeholders as engaging residents.

· Technical fixes to CPP Guidelines to meet NRP requirements (mostly accomplished by above, Policy Board review and approval of plans, “no food/no fun” clauses, etc).

· “Lessons learned” fixes to Guidelines (“adjust contracts to N.O. fiscal year,” etc).
· CPP Allocation formula unlikely to change with the addition of project funding.
Tier 3:
Implications for City Departments and NCR

Direction for City Departments:

· Directive for City Departments and jurisdictions represented on the NRP Policy Board to collaborate with neighborhood organizations at the level identified in neighborhood submissions. [New NRP Policy Board might have more active role In identifying jurisdictional resources, collaborations, etc]
· City departments accountable to neighborhood organizations through budgeting process. Program budgets must identify partnering neighborhood organizations, how they were at table, and progress on agreed upon strategies as part of “scoring” of budgets. Neighborhood submissions and annual reports serve as “evidence” for the scoring.

Directions for NCR and NCEC:

· Partner with neighborhood organizations to support, sustain and improve community engagement at neighborhood and City department level.

· Assist neighborhood organizations with navigating the “cow-paths.”
· Facilitate connections necessary for collaborations.
· Review submissions with eye towards support of neighborhood organization community participation efforts, i.e. “what are resources, practices, people that can help this organization with engagement of residents or departments, and how can they access resources, develop practices, etc.”
· Prepare two reports annually. One report details the priorities received from neighborhoods through their CPP submissions. The second reports on outcomes, evaluations of the collaborations, and lessons learned.
4. Getting There From Here:

	June-July 2011
	Initial review of outline by NCEC, Council members, City Departments heads.

	July 2011
	Equity Directive recommendations to City Council (including proposed outline of CPP revisions, proposed directives for City Departments, timeline of rollout, etc).

	July-August 2011
	Draft revisions to CPP Guidelines to meet above conditions. Develop draft ordinance language.

	Aug.-Sept. 2011
	Neighborhood organization review of CPP revisions prior to NCEC approval.

	September 2011
	City Council approval of new CPP Guidelines and NRP ordinance.

	September 2011
	“Unfreeze” a portion of NRP Phase II funds (roughly $858,000) to bring all neighborhood phase II plans to at least 70% (made up for by “rollover” of 2011 CTIF funds.)

	Sept.-Oct. 2011
	Extend current CPP contracts to end of June 2012. Use portion of unused 2011 CTIF ($1.5 million).

	Jan.-March 2012
	Rollout of new CPP Guidelines.

	Jan.-March 2012
	Reformulation of NRP Policy Board.

	February 2012
	Neighborhood Summit: neighborhood and City Department representatives meet to preview 2012-2013 goals and priorities.

	July 2012
	Approval of first 2012 submissions.
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