
MEMORANDUM

Date:
Wednesday, August 10, 2010

From: Robert Thompson (NCR staff)
To:
NCEC Commissioners meeting as Committee of the Whole
Cc:
David Rubedor (Director, NCR)

Re:
Policy Options for Revisions to CPP Guidelines
This document provides policy options for possible revisions to the Community Participation Program Guidelines for the 2012-2013 program. There are three main drivers for revisions:

1. Technical changes resulting from lessons learned and neighborhood organization feedback during the first year of the program.

2. Principles recommended by the NCEC in response to the December 13, 2010 City Council “Equity Directive.”

3. Changes required to meet statutory requirements since NRP funds will be the funding source for the Community Participation Program in the 2012-2013 program years.

The most significant impact on the Guidelines will be the requirement for real outcomes, based on the development of neighborhood action plans that are approved by a multi-jurisdictional Policy Board. The revised Guidelines should provide for development and implementation of such plans. For reference, please see the NRP Legal Sandbox document previously provided to Commissioners.

Timelines: Draft Guidelines need to be completed by the September 2011 NCEC meeting to provide sufficient time for the City Attorney’s Office to propose revisions the City’s NRP ordinance. The NCEC should approve a final draft of the Guidelines during the October 2011 NCEC in order for the Guidelines to be approved by City Council in November 2011.

To meet the NRP legal requirements, staff recommend that, at a minimum, the Guidelines should:

· Continue to provide for approval of CPP submissions by the NCEC. CPP-based action plans would be roughly equivalent to NRP Participation Agreements detailing how the neighborhood organization will fully engage the neighborhood in the preparation of neighborhood action plans.
· Provide for the development of post-NRP CPP-based neighborhood action plans. 

· CPP-based neighborhood action plans would be approved by a re-constituted NRP Policy Board.

Questions:
· Can we still meet 52.5% mandate without further action? Staff replied that we are pretty comfortable that we can do this, question is how we count housing. Staff is comfortable with where we are at with housing mandate.
Feedback:

· Can we call it something other than "neighborhood action plan?"
Requests:

· Need explanation of an action plan. Perhaps a logic model?]

· Can Robert send some links to relevant NRP statutes? City ordinance? Would like to review this.
CPP-based neighborhood action plans would detail neighborhood priorities for projects, programs, services or activities. These plans also will detail the partners necessary to address these priorities. While the CPP may include a modest amount of funds available for implementation, successful implementation will rely heavily on a reorientation of each jurisdiction’s budget process to reflect these neighborhood priorities. Implementation of these plans will consist, in part, of agreements between neighborhood organizations and City Departments or other partner jurisdictions. Neighborhood priorities identified in submissions or action plans may or may not be eligible for use of CPP funds.
Please note also that additional minor technical revisions will be made to the Guidelines in response to neighborhood organization suggestions and lessons learned.

Policy Issues and Options:

· Neighborhood Investment Fund (NIF) and Community Innovation Fund (CIF) options:

· Develop NIF as separate funding program (CIF would not be eligible use of NRP funds in 2012 or 2013 because of the use of NRP funds); or

· Roll NIF and CIF funding into CPP program.

Feedback:
· We should make as simple as possible, roll NIF in. As little as possible planning, etc.
· What happens if we don't do CIF & NIF, are they done? We could do in future, questions about future funding.
· Also, look at making CIF funds eligible again. Can’t be done, CIF is top down. We should encourage City to get funding for CIF from elsewhere, create CIF. Should not come from this pot of funds.

· To preserve intent of CPP, maintain community engagement expectations of program. Should be ongoing community participation.
· Project Funding options (currently prohibited by CPP):

· Allow project funding through the CPP Guidelines, or

· Do not allow project funding through CPP Guidelines.

· If allowed, should project funding be contingent on community engagement activities?

Questions:

· “What is a project, why not allowed under CPP Guidelines?” CPP funds were meant to fund community engagement, NIF and CIF were meant to fund projects.
· Could we have discussion about a percentage for project funds? Definitions of projects? Rationale for why project?
· Do we then change program when we find out funding? Staff reply that current revisions will be more long lasting.
Feedback:
· Neighborhoods have reacted well with wanting to interact with under-represented groups. Want to continue to support that.
· What is best able to give neighborhoods flexibility to survive cuts from December. A lot of work went into building capacity. Need to maintain capacity.
· Relation to existing NRP Plans:

· Neighborhoods should be allowed to use CPP funds to continue implementation of their Phase II NRP plans.
· Neighborhoods should not be allowed to use their CPP funds to continue implementation of Phase II NRP plans.
Question:
· How in timeline will departments propose that neighborhood organizations come up with new neighborhood action plans? Staff explained, not same as NRP action plan. Can be more flexible.
Feedback:
· One of our principles on equity is to reduce some of the inequity by restoring NRP funds to Phase II action plans
· Support using existing NRP plans.
Action:
· Need something more concrete on what an action plan is.
· Three-year funding cycle options: (contract cycle would remain annual)
· Keep as three-year cycle; or

· Change to two-year cycle (or some other period).

Note that use of NRP funds will fund the 2012-2013 program.

· Community feedback on revisions:

· Do we use a neighborhood  review process? 
· Outreach to under-engaged neighborhood organizations to encourage feedback?

· Hold information meetings?

Feedback:

· Issues around feedback and input is one of trust. How do we overcome problems with trust? If you have been there once, and don't show up, they lose interest.
· On trust issue, City and neighborhoods have been under attack. A lot of pressure to cut, undermined trust. Department is making strides with developing trust with neighborhoods.
