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Comprehensive Plan Advisory Board (CPAB)

Notes from September 24, 2008 meeting

Present
Bernardo Hernandez,
Doug Braddock, Jeff Bouton – FNSB Staff
Bob Henszey   Matt Reckard    Deborah Horner   Jennifer Peterson
Introductions / Opening Comments
Bernardo advised that Community Planning made a presentation to the Planning Commission on September 16, 2008 regarding CPAB, and the Planning Commission liked the proposed course of action.  The following day he wrote a cover memo to the Mayor and to the Chief of Staff, Bob Shefchik.  He has since spoken with Mr. Shefchik who wanted to wait until the return of the Mayor, currently out of town, before discussing further action, but there didn’t appear to be any problems.   Doug Braddock will follow up over the next week or so. 

Bernardo also advised he would be out of the office for a month, traveling to Argentina to visit his daughter, with other stops along the way.  

SCOPE OF WORK
Doug Braddock handed out revised scope of work, noting he had made the changes that were discussed at the previous meeting. 

Deb said she didn’t see anything about her recommendation about the fact that the Regional Comprehensive Plan underwent an extensive revision. It only refers to its adoption.  Bernardo pointed out the reference to its adoption in 2005, referring to it as largely a policy document. Deb expressed that it wasn’t really a policy document; it doesn’t have policy in it. It was recommended actions, goals and objections, and it doesn’t say that it was a significantly revised one from the 1984 Plan.  She was trying to show that they haven’t done the Land Use Maps, but they have, in fact, revised the Comp Plan significantly.  She thought it was an important piece of information that someone reading the RFP should have. 
Doug Braddock commented that they could drop that statement.

Bernardo said he wanted to make sure that anyone reading it understood that the land use map change wasn’t done in 2005.

Deb said that was what she felt was the important part; changed the Comp Plan, but not the Land Use Maps. The two were out of sync.

Bob said he wondered about the scale of planning unit that would be used; an acre-size planning unit, up to a square mile or something else. Doug Braddock noted there was always the question as to whether they should specify that or let the Contractor suggest it.  Bob thought the Board should at least think about it; perhaps it would be good to use two different scales for urban area and the rural area.
Doug Braddock asked that they go through the Scope of Work so he could note changes he made, and they could discuss further possible changes.

Phase 1:

Overview

On page 2, he added negative growth as one of the scenarios

He added the word ‘sustainable’: “Developing sustainable land use plans”.

He clarified wording in some areas.

Last paragraph: added ‘… and appropriate organizations.’

Schedule
He simplified it to say: ’Within ten months of Notice to Proceed, Phase 1 and 2 would be done.’ Doug noted that they also want the Contractor to submit a schedule by Phase and Task so they could see how it would all work.  Discussion followed regarding time frame to twelve months, and Board decided to expand it to twelve months.

Background
Doug will add Deb suggestions about the Comp Plan and mapping not being in sync.

Detail

Task A – he removed the sentence about the CPAB prioritizing the acquisition of data sets.
Deliverables
Changed second issue to analysis of the data
Meetings
Added presentations at two CPAB meetings.  If the decide they want more meetings then they can negotiate the cost of those. Discussion followed regarding possibly needing more meetings. Bernardo felt there should be one at the beginning and the end of both Phase 1 and 2.  There would be 2 meetings for each Phase, equaling 4 meetings. It was decided to leave it at two meetings, as stated. 
Bernardo felt that under Task C there should be reference to documentation used, when speaking about green infrastructure. Doug will add that in. Discussion followed regarding other changes to Task C which Doug will incorporate and another draft will be sent out. 

Phase 2
Task A: change simply mirrored the addition of negative growth as in Phase 1.
Task C: Last sentence was removed. And  community organizations was added. 
Deb noted that they had previously said focus groups would consist of representatives from both public and private sector. Doug will include this.

Discussion followed regarding focus groups and CPAB’s involvement. Bernardo summarized that this would be discussed when meeting with potential Contractors.  Doug B. noted that possibly the Consultant would interview some of the focus group possibilities, and then come back with a summary and review of what took place. He felt that within the RFP too much detail was not necessary; many of the more detailed issues would be covered within the actual Contract, such a review processes and so forth. 

Bob asked when there was a reply to the RFP, would there be a narrative included as to how they would address these things.

Doug B. said that part of the standard Borough RFP document is the rating criteria which require a narrative in response to about 6 different questions.  The questions can be applied to almost any project.  For example, one is methodology: how would they do this project.  There is a limit as to the number of pages of text that can be attached. Another question deals with Project Organization: who would be working on it and what would their functions be. Understanding of the Project: restate in their own words, the goals of the project and what was being asked for.  A review group will then rate the responses. Information is then put into a matrix and that is how responders are ranked. CPAB members would be the ones voting. FNSB General Services does the mechanics involved with the RFP process.
Under Deliverable, scenarios were changed. Doug B. commented that he felt Task A, coming up with the scenarios, would take a lot of discussion.  Bernardo asked if Task C came before Task A, and Doug noted they had discussed it previously but no conclusion was determined.  Bernardo thought that when Consultant came up with futures, they would talk with a focus group first, to get some ideas of what would be happening. Based on those focus groups and the CPAB information, then Consultant would go ahead and identify potential changes.  
Doug B. said putting the scenarios together would be a real technical exercise. He was thinking that they wouldn’t want to get too many people involved with that because it would make it even harder to do. Sometimes you want to come up with a recommendation, and then present it, so you don’t have a lot of people just talking to each other without a recommendation.  Bernardo didn’t think that was bad.  He saw it as getting all the ideas out there first, incorporate technical experience and then come up with the scenarios, rather than make a recommendation and ask if it was good.  It would then have to be brought back before them.
Deb believed that having a template for people to work from was essential. 
Doug B. said there were two ways they could go. 1) In Task A, they could have the Consultant simply interview different groups but not create focus groups; just interview groups like the miners, environmental center, etc. and create the focus groups in Task C to review; or 2) they could create focus groups up front as part of Task A, and have the same people involved; up front and as part of the review later on.  Bernardo said he was hoping that the focus groups would illicit ideas about the future, so that it wasn’t simply limited to the Contractor and Board’s thoughts. Then let the Consultant consolidate their own information, CPAB’s and focus groups ideas. He felt this was necessary before creating scenarios. Deb said she agreed they need to get that type of information but was not sure that a focus group was the way to get it. She would tend to agree with what Doug was saying; that initially the Consultant would interview individuals or maybe meet with a smaller group. She didn’t feel you get the quality of conversation with a group that you get with an individual when you are trying to get to the meat of the issue. 
Bernardo said either way was fine with him. What he cared about was going out and talking with people, to get some of the basic ideas that hadn’t been thought about otherwise, and incorporate that information into the scenario building. Consultants would have to make the same decisions either way; which people, what groups. 
Doug B. noted they did that with the Land Use Study. In that case, the Consultant interviewed the various native corporations, the military, outdoor council and so forth. Sometimes staff would go, and sometimes not. Perhaps that is what needs to happen in Task A.  
Deb added, that data would show where those areas are; show what the scenarios are. You will run into the same concerns throughout the process.  If Consultants did that, then based on what they discovered in that interview process, then you could put together small focus groups to review what Consultants came up with, and give additional feedback for the scenarios.  You wouldn’t start with a group; you start with individual contacts in various areas. Then based on what scenarios were developed, you could create a limited number of small focus groups to review those scenarios to see if everything was covered.  Doug B. said he would redo Task A. 
Discussion followed on changes to number of focus groups. Members agreed that 3 to 5 was a good number.

Bernardo asked about GIS-based model of scenarios. Doug B. explained that each scenario would be modeled so if you made a change, it would actually make that change within the GIS so you could see the affect of everything.  It would be time consuming and was one of the tasks that concerned him with the ten-month time frame initially discussed.  For example, if you had a high growth scenario – the bases expand, there’s a big new mine, the gas line takes off; the super high growth scenarios. You’d see land use changes with suitable areas being subdivided and so forth.  In a lesser growth scenario, the model would show that as being smaller impact.  Policies can change, but the idea behind the models is that you can go into the model and change the basis. 
Doug B. said he would get another draft off to Board members.  

List of CPAB Priorities

Doug B. noted you could go onto the website and see the list of priorities.

Agenda for next meeting

1) Mayors Decision
2) RFP

3) CPAB Priorities

Next Meeting
October 8, 2008.  Ester Room, 3:30 to 5:00 pm
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