
Neighborhood Conservation Program Review (NCPR) 
Working Group – Meeting #4 

September 19, 2019 
 

Draft Meeting Summary 
 

Meeting location: 2100 Clarendon Blvd., Rm. 715 
Meeting #4 Agenda: Work Plan Document Updates, Project Execution, Next Steps   
 
Community members in attendance:   Hans Bauman (Co-Chair), Kathy Reeder, Howard Solodky, Daniel Weir, 

Girair Simon, Margarita Brose, Tina Worden, Rob Swennes, Sarah McKinley, Shruti Kuppa, Stephanie Derrig. 
 
County staff members in attendance:   Anthony Fusarelli (Co-Chair), Tim McIntosh (CPHD), Aaron Wohler (DPR), 

Laura Simpson (CPHD), Ramzi Awwad (DES), Michelle Stafford (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. Updates to Draft “Work Plan” Document  

a. Staff briefly reviewed recent edits/revisions to latest draft of work plan document and select 
discovery and evaluation questions being addressed by the group. There was brief and limited 
discussion among the group regarding these updates. 

 

3. Project Execution Overview 

a. Staff provided an overview presentation addressing most of the Project Execution discovery 
questions. Street improvements projects were presented and discussed first, followed by parks.  
What follows captures the highlights of the discussion related to the information shared. 

 

STREET IMPROVEMENTS (/Transportation) 

b. Regarding project execution, is staff involved with every step in the process? (Generally, yes, 
beginning with pre-scoping. But, some staff may come on and off the project along the way, but 
staff in some way, shape or form is on the project (in some way), for the duration). 

c. In terms of County planning processes - how long do they run? (The timing and duration will 
typically vary based on the geographic area and size, as well as the scope of work being addressed 
by the study? It’s challenging to get a pure “apples to apples” comparison regarding some of these 
County planning processes and NC processes). Generally, staff finds that some projects go more 
quickly than NC, and some would take longer, depending on a variety of factors; 

d. With NC projects and the associated bottoms-up approach, it is implicit that there is generally 
community support for the project. How does that compare with projects that have gone through 
Non-NC processes? (Should note that for NC Projects, it is also possible that the community can 
decide not to advance the project fully through to implementation). 
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e. How much of time attributed to Engineering involves actually doing engineering work on the 
project? (The bulk of time is really in the coordination associated with the project).  

f. Do NC Projects take longer than other projects? Does that seem to be accurate statement? (The 
answer tends to matter on what happens from pre-scoping to concept design; how smoothly that 
part of the process goes will dictate if NC vs Non-NC project goes with different timeline). 

g. Generally speaking, an engaged and unified community will help projects go more quickly, than 
comparable projects without those same dynamics. 

h. Are there meaningful differences in trends/patterns associated with time of project execution when 
comparing between projects that stem from County Plans versus those driven by NC? 

i. How do top-down and bottom up approaches to identifying priorities compare? (One example to 
consider as a parallel is Safe Routes to School – school expansion projects that result in 
recommended/desired improvements to surrounding street networks – those projects don’t happen 
overnight either.) 

j. It appears that the perception that NC projects take so/too long is tied to waiting for a project to 
move up the queue to get advanced forward for funding (essentially, the line is too long, and the 
wait is therefore long, based on available funding levels, historically). 

k. Also fair to say that successful NC projects hinge on community consensus; 

l. Right now, the proposed project list is 34 projects long, even with great consensus, that line doesn’t 
become shorter that quickly; 

m. Are NC projects more vulnerable than funding variations than non-NC projects? (the key difference 
is that for Non-NC projects, there are a whole lot of other ways where non-NC projects gets funded); 

n. Are all engineering staff on slide 21 dedicated to NC work? (Yes, so long as the current funding 
model remains the same. However, staff on slide 22 are not just dedicated to NC projects, and they 
can get assigned to work on other projects). 

o. The current staffing model is basically a hybrid approach. 

p. If funding goes up, what ability does County have to reallocate resources to adequately staffed 
project volumes (Typically, staff can either recalibrate, or add FTEs or seek contractor support if 
unable to recalibrate effectively. Approximately 10-12 years ago, the NC program went through a 
period of non-funding $0 (specifically to allow staff to catch up on backlog of CB approved projects). 
NC can absorb the current state because staff is now working on projects that had previously bond 
funding approved). 

q. True costs are measured against forecast from prior years; projects can sometime be off, but on the 
whole, often there is the ability to balance across the projects. Also, the County must deal with State 
requirement that we go with the lowest bidder; 

r. For NC projects going through implementation, is the contingency freed up at any point? (In 
practice, the contingency stays through the life of the project, until close out, can be reallocated to 
other projects or the pool of funding – sometimes happens that savings from other NC projects help 
fill funding gap (for other NC Projects); or otherwise go back into the NC Pot; 

s. Are staffing levels more important than construction cost inflation related to reliability of cost 
estimates? (Size and type of projects don’t have a lot of flexibility to change elements before the 
project fundamentally is different. Also, there is limited ability to change materials to try to save on 
costs). 
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t. Are all projects independently contracted out? (Typically, the project is defined, and approved, then 
bid out for contracting.  In some instances, we may have a collection of projects for which we ask for 
unit prices, then go with the lowest bidder, and we can give them projects – via on call basis, for up 
to under $500,000 in construction costs. 

u. In terms of other means of getting projects done, County staff build missing link projects (3 
properties or less).  Typically, in staff’s experience, private contractors will complete work more 
quickly than County staff teams. Observation has typically been that there is no costs savings to 
have County staff build projects, if they are not fully dedicated to NC projects only). 

v. Also, how to factor for the squeaky wheel - are there other methods they can take to get sidewalk 
done outside of NC? (Experience suggests it could actually be that it works the other way - people 
who oppose sidewalks can stop sidewalks from happening by being the squeaky wheel. Seems like 
the existence of the NC program today tends to help take pressure off the County Board to weigh in 
on these decisions. 

w. In terms of the new approach being piloted by staff for cost estimating/funding projects differently, 
when would staff expect to have a sense of how that is going? (Should know that in a couple months 
- probably have 90% cost estimates for several projects by the end of the year. Either way, the cost 
of the project is the cost of the project; what we might gain with costing later in the phase is 
improved perception and public appearance in avoiding unexpected cost increases). 

 
PARKS PROJECTS 

a. Does the kind of park drive whether DPR looks for civic association approval of the park for CIP 
projects? (For CIP/Parks Maintenance Capital projects, DPR does not seek civic association 
“approval” for projects, but does welcome civic association support of the project. Apart from the 
civic association, DPR reaches out to the broader community, including other relevant interest 
groups, if they exist, for input/feedback.)  

b. How do park projects get costed if before concept design? (Generally, money is set aside for funding 
of concept designs and once the project becomes a qualified, County Board funded project, a full 
budgeted amount for the project is committed based on a staff generated cost estimate. In the 
scoping phase the County will have no less than two meetings with the community to set the scope 
moving forward. The cost estimate is based on that scoping process and will not change significantly 
through final design.” 

c. For non-NC park projects that are comparable, is there typically more or less community 
engagement on the project? (All non-NC DPR projects require community engagement. The level of 
engagement will vary and depend on the scope of work. DPR follows the 6-step community 
engagement process. In practice, for parks project driven by NC, assumption is you have at least 
some of the community supportive of it). 

d. Where in process is funding for maintenance taken into account? (DPR Maintenance staff assist with 
establishing the SOW for renovation projects. They are also part of every project core team from 
design to construction. They are aware of the potential maintenance costs associated to the project 
and can account for those when establishing maintenance budgets.  Also, to the degree that there is 
interest in trying to limit maintenance costs in the future, typically speaking parks projects generally 
have greater ability to select from a wider range of materials and options to help address this 
concern).  
 

4. Meeting adjourned shortly after 9PM. 


