
Neighborhood Conservation Program Review (NCPR) 
Working Group – Meeting #3 

July 25, 2019 
 

Meeting Summary 
 

Meeting location: 2100 Clarendon Blvd., Rm. Azalea 
Meeting #3 Agenda: Work Plan Document Updates, Overview of Select County Infrastructure Delivery Programs,  
Civic Engagement, Next Steps   
 
Community members in attendance: Hans Bauman (Co-Chair), Kathy Reeder, Howard Solodky, Daniel 

Weir, Girair Simon, Claire O’Dea, Tina Worden, Rob Swennes, Sarah McKinley, Shruti Kuppa. 
 
County staff members in attendance: Anthony Fusarelli (Co-Chair), Tim McIntosh (CPHD), Bernadette 

Grullon (DPR), Laura Simpson (CPHD), Ramzi Awwad (DES), Ritch Viola (DES). 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
  
1. Opening and Introductions 

a. Welcome and opening remarks were provided by Co-Chairs Anthony Fusarelli and Hans Bauman, 
followed by quick round of introductions 

2. Draft Work Plan Document Updates and Schedule  

a. A. Fusarelli provided brief introduction and background to the “Work Plan” document, and 
reiterated the overall generally positive comments from the group at meeting #2; 

b. As was mentioned at the last meeting, Staff since made further edits/updates to the document, and 
shared those updates with the group, with limited further discussion.   

c. Discussed that meetings will generally be structured to address one or two topic area/buckets, time 
permitting. 

 

3. Select Infrastructure Delivery Programs Overview 

a. Staff provided an overview presentation on a variety of County programs that deliver similar types 
(or components) of infrastructure as those delivered through the NC Program. The main purpose in 
doing so was gain greater awareness of processes, decision criteria, funding levels, and other basic 
elements of each, and further to help gain new insights/observations on patterns, trends, and 
differences among such programs. 

b. For tonight’s discussion, the focus should be on “What’s missing” and “What more do we need to 
know?”, rather than critiquing these individual programs in detail.  

c. Regarding the Transportation Programs Overview, there were questions raised as to whether the 
dollar amounts in the presentation were accurate (staff subsequently checked the figures from the 
CIP and corrected them in the final version of the presentation posted online).   

d. There was discussion about the issues of lifecycle and maintenance planning/funding for emerging 
and new transportation solutions, such as thermoplastic striping – including, how the County 
considers/ensures appropriate funding levels for maintaining such components as they age over 
time. 
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e. Anecdotal concerns were also raised regarding the difference in perceived levels of County support 
for striping (e.g. stop lines/stop bars) in neighborhood streets versus arterial streets.  

f. While the topic of streetlights arose through the group discussion, the committee should receive 
more detailed briefing information on the Streetlight program and process once the new master 
plan is approved by the County Manager. There is interest in exploring whether streetlight 
installation (independent of a broader NC Streetscape project) is an appropriate NC Project. 

g. Regarding the Parks Assessment Database, is there any portion of the database that is currently 
online? If not in full, is there anything available at the summary level for pipeline projects (like there 
exists for street paving rating map)? Also, link to Paving Rating Map and other available schedule 
resources from NCPR working group page.  

h. Stormwater program/budget etc. was only briefly discussed, but in certain instances can appear to 
be a major share of the overall cost of an NC project. The committee would benefit from gaining a 
more fulsome understanding of the broader process and context for Stormwater projects/pipeline 
and how they relate to the NC program/projects. 

i. Also regarding Stormwater, the slides only addressed NC Project amounts, and not total Stormwater 
funding/budgets. The group would benefit from getting a fuller picture of the overall Stormwater 
Program funding/project levels, to compare with the scale of stormwater work completed as part of 
NC projects. 

 

4.  Civic Engagement 

a. As discussed at the meeting, Civic Engagement will be a topic of discussion that is spread over a 
series of meetings. At this meeting, the discussion generally focused on the (revised) broader 
question of “How does the NC Program generally function regarding civic engagement processes 
involving citizenry across the County? ” 

b. In reviewing some of the maps that depict NC Projects and Program dollars spent in particular civic 
associations, the group would like to know we can also overlay Neighborhood Complete Streets 
(NCS) projects and/or spending on these maps? Would this help us better understand if the more 
widely cast NCS net is effectively responding to needs in areas that NC program/projects have not 
addressed? 

c. Request to link Tim’s NC Projects and Spending Amounts map from the NC Program Review Working 
Group web page. 

d. Questions were raised about whether there are other surveys/maps that show infrastructure 
shortcomings that can be used to create an overlay of information against NC program/project 
spending?  

e. In reviewing the maps, some members observed and commented that it appears the Arlington Way 
was designed around traditional single-family homes and families – but that it would be useful to 
either verify or correct this perception. Doing so might help better inform whether the Arlington 
Way (and by extension the NC Program) needs to change to more effectively engage a more 
complete cross-section of Arlington’s population? 

f. Discussion also identified and considered significant barriers to NC engagement, including for 
example: 1) challenges to accessing multi-family buildings, 2) language barriers, and 3) limited 
(effectiveness) in “Millenial” outreach. 

g. Also, the prerequisite in many instances that folks attend evening/weekend meetings to engage and 
participate can preclude many folks from engaging when they don’t have the luxury to participate 
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regularly in such meetings. Also, people prefer to engage in a variety of different ways, so large-
room meeting settings don’t work well for everyone, even though regularly participating in NC 
meetings is a core component of the NC Program.  

 

5. Next Steps and Business Items 

a. A. Fusarelli noted that due to staffing availability, we may need to reconsider the meeting 
date for early September.  Staff will work with the working group offline to find a suitable 
alternative date, if needed.  

 

6. Meeting adjourned shortly after 9PM. 

 


