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	Neighborhood and Community Engagement Commission

February 22, 2011 Meeting Notes

North Regional Library




NCEC member attendees: Matt Perry, Ami Thompson, Doron Clark,  John Finlayson, Bill Helgeson, Mark Hinds, Marcea Mariani, Karen L. Rosar, Jeff Strand, 
NCEC member absent: Tony Anastasia, Matt Massman, Breanne Rothstein, Crystal Johnson,   Melanie Majors, David Crockett, Ed Newman
Commission staff: David Rubedor, Robert Thompson, Cheyenne Erickson.

	Agenda Item
	Content

	1. Introduction, Meeting notes
 & agenda                                
 (Action)
	Action(s):

· Consensus to approve January meeting notes with 5 changes (see January meeting notes) and February agenda. 
· The facilitator reviewed the group norms and stated that commissioners are expected to follow the norms and will hold those who do not follow the norms accountable. 

	2. Directors Report
(Informational)
	Summary: 
· NCR Director David Rubedor stated that the goal of the Director’s report is to provide information regarding all of the things that are going on with in the department and within the city. 

· Community Participation Program - as of the February 22nd NCEC meeting, NCR has received 50 applications total. There are still 20 neighborhoods we have not received an application from and staff will be contacting them.
· ADA Liaison network - Each city department has identified an ADA Liaison. NCR has provided training for the liaisons and it is a major step to make sure that everyone has equal access to city services. 
· American Indian MOU – City adopted in 2003 and NCR has made the commitment to revive the work. MUID has chosen the Division of Indian Work to be their fiscal agent. NCR is currently working on getting our City representatives in place. 

· Minneapolis Resident Survey – NCR is now managing the project. The goal is to survey 1,100 residents in a random sample. 

· Neighborhood Support Specialist positions – received 137 applications. Will begin interviews shortly. 

Q- Why not open more positions than 2? 

A- There will be a total of 4 positions open. 
Q- Can there be a presentation on the Resident Survey results in April or May?

A- Yes. 

· NCR’s Community Engagement Manager has decided not to return to the NCR department as a full time staff member. However, they will be coming back on a contract basis during the interim until the position is filled. 

· League of Minnesota Cities Dialogue- NCR has submitted an application for the City of Minneapolis to host community dialogues about city services and funding. 

· Neighborhood Funding Work Group – Last meeting will be held this week and will report back to the Committee of the Whole on March 9th. 

· NCR Staff is currently doing follow-up work with West Bank Community Coalition and NRRC. CPP applications should be ready for March NCEC meeting. 
 

	3. Bylaws Task Force – Conflict of Interest (Action) 
	Summary: 
· Commissioner Perry led the discussion regarding the suggested changes to the NCEC Bylaws conflict of interest section. The document has been posted on Google Groups. The proposals are very similar except in section 3. There are two proposals for consideration.

Proposal A: 
· Consistent with Minneapolis Code of Ordinances, Title 2, Chapter 15, ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT, a Commissioner who is receiving compensation from an organization that receives funds through the NCR department is considered to have a financial conflict of interest whenever a decision regarding that organization is pending before the NCEC.  Commissioners with such conflict of interests are required to withdraw from the discussion and decisions. To emphasize they are not participating, such Commissioners shall remove themselves from the commission seating area during the discussion and decision.

· Commissioners who have a financial conflict of interest involving an organization that has a competitive funding request pending before the NCEC shall not participate in any decision regarding another organization’s funding request for the same funds.  The Commissioner shall recuse himself/herself from the discussion of both matters when they come before the NCEC. This subsection does not apply to financial decisions that are determined through a formula that applies to all organizational applicants.

· A Commissioner, who is unsure as to whether a conflict of interest exists in a particular situation, may contact the City’s Ethics Officer for informal written or oral non-binding guidance.

· There is a rebuttable presumption that a conflict of interest does not exist when a Commissioner, who has a financial interest in an organization, participates in Commission actions as described in subsections a and b above, and those financial decisions of the Commission are determined through a formula that applies to all organizational applicants. 

Proposal B: 

· Consistent with Minneapolis Code of Ordinances Title 2 Chapter 15 ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT, a Commissioner who is receiving compensation from an organization that receives funds through the NCR department is considered to have a financial conflict of interest whenever a decision regarding that organization is pending before the NCEC. A financial conflict of interest does not include participation in financial decisions that are determined through a formula that applies to all organizational applicants.
· Commissioners who have a financial conflict of interest involving an organization that has a competitive funding request pending before the NCEC are encouraged to contact the City of Minneapolis ethics officer for an advisory opinion as to when they should recuse themselves to avoid violating the Minneapolis Code of Ordinances by participating in a decision that favors the organization in which they have a financial interest. 
· For commissioners who have a financial conflict of interest, as defined by the Minneapolis Code of Ordinances, withdrawing from the discussion and the decision are required.  To emphasize they are not participating, such Commissioners shall remove themselves from the commission seating area during the discussion and decision.

· Commissioners had a discussion regarding the subsections in both proposals where it suggests that commissioners should contact the City of Minneapolis Ethics officer for guidance in determining whether a conflict of interest situation may exist. Some commissioners felt uncomfortable to ask the ethics officer about each situation that may come up. Other commissioners thought that it would be a good idea to contact the ethics officer if there was confusion because the Ethical Practices board process can take up to 1 year. 



	
	· Commissioners also held a discussion about when in the process a conflict of interest might come into play. Some thought it could be during the production of the program, other commissioners thought that there already have been programs created by the NCEC such as the Bridge Funds and thought that the process went well. 
· Commissioners also discussed the issues of neighborhood staff serving as a NCEC commissioner. Some thought that the new proposal in the bylaws would exclude staff from serving on the committee. Some commissioners said that neighborhood organizations that elected staff members were fully aware and had the choice to do so by the resolution enacted by the city council. Other commissioners thought that the new language was not recommending that staff could not serve.  
Action(s):

· Consensus was not reached for proposal 1 or 2. Not enough Commissioners present to vote on the proposals. 
· Post-pone action for 1 cycle. 

	4. Community Participation Program Review and Approval  (Action Required) 
	Summary: 

A. Review and Approve policy questions. No staff language available. 

B. Process for handling submissions. The facilitation team is suggesting a process for handling submissions. The goal of the process to reach consensus. 
C. Review and Approve Submissions. Staff recommends approval of all 14 submissions received for review and approval at the February NCEC meeting. Commissioner Clark stated is relevant affiliation with the Windom Park Citizen in Action organization, and state that he served as an advisory role on the Task Force that wrote the Submission. 

Commissioner Clark, the facilitator asked if any commissioners had any questions regarding any of the submissions.
Q – Downtown Minneapolis Neighborhood Association, nice response from their staff – the commission just received their response relating to the questions raised at the CoW meeting. The question is regarding budget items for “programs,” not clear what the programs are. CPP does allow roll-over.
A - Spoke with staff and they didn’t want to over spend, but they were concerned that if they didn’t use the money they would lose it. NCR replied that there is a mechanism in the Guidelines to allow roll-over of funds into future funding cycles, or maybe use for NIF/CIF, or possibly reallocate to other budget items.

· Commissioners applauded them for budgeting only what they needed and not over spending money. This is the reason why the rollover mechanism was built into the Guidelines. 

Q- Commissioners also discussed the Waite Park submission. Concerned that they did not fully address ways or efforts to engage their under-represented groups. Has staff had an opportunity to talk to Waite Park? 

A - Getting mixed messages. Other submissions have had similar responses; it would be a good idea to take this year for neighborhoods to figure out who those under-represented groups are. 

· Commissioners agreed to move forward with the approval and asked staff to solicit additional information from Waite Park to identify who are under-represented groups. 
Action(s):

· Commissioners approved the staff recommendation by consensus, taking out Windom Park’s submission. 
· Commissioners reached consensus to approve staff recommendation for Windom Park (Clark recused).



	5. Task Forces (Informational Only) 
	Summary:

· Selection Diversity Task Force. The commission reviewed the draft working document of the Selection/Diversity Task Force and noted that all task force members have not seen this. 
· Commissioners held a discussion on the document and some were concerned about giving neighborhoods enough notification to get the word out regarding the city-wide meeting. SDTF members agreed to get a communication out to neighborhoods the 1st week of March. 
· SDTF members asked commissioners to spread the word about the city-wide meeting to their district neighborhoods. 
· Commissioner Clark joined the SDTF.  
· There were no reports for the Communications Task Force or the City Department Engagement Task Force. 

	6. Review and Approve the Plan for a Plan  (Action) 
	Summary:

· Commissioner Perry presented the Plan for a Process document that was an outcome of the discussions held at the NCEC CoW meetings. 
· A commissioner handed out some suggested language changes.  Some of the commissioners were supportive of the changes, others were not.  A commissioner suggested that a letter be sent to the City Council that incorporates the proposed language changes. 
Action(s):

· Commissioners approved the draft Plan for a Plan by consensus. 
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