
(updated 11/27 5pm) 

Neighborhood Conservation Program Review (NCPR) 
Working Group – Meeting #5 

October 17, 2019 
 

Draft Meeting Summary  
 

Meeting location: 2100 Clarendon Blvd., Rm. Cherry and Dogwood 
Meeting #5 Agenda:  Civic Engagement, Spatial Distribution and Equity Aspects of NC Projects, Updates to 

Discovery Questions for Funding Topics 
   
Community members in attendance:   Hans Bauman (Co-Chair), Kathy Reeder, Margarita Brose, Claire, O’Dea, 
Daniel Weir, Tina Worden, Rob Swennes, Shruti Kuppa. 
 
County staff members in attendance:   Anthony Fusarelli (Co-Chair), Tim McIntosh (CPHD), Aaron Wohler (DPR), 

Laura Simpson (CPHD), Ramzi Awwad (DES), Michelle Stafford (DES), Emily Garrett (CPHD). 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
  
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. Civic Engagement  

a. Staff presented on key components of civic engagement and the NC Program, focusing particularly 
on the level of engagement within the NC Program and observations regarding the share of projects 
that pass petition; 

b. While there are 62 or 63 civic associations in the County, all are members of the NCAC and 
participate in the NC Program but for 12, which have chosen not to participate or became inactive 
for various reasons; 

c. For a project to be considered as an “Active Project”, it must have received County Board funding; 

d. In comparison, First Priority Projects are projects the neighborhood would like to see go forward;  

e. Most active civic associations have at least an Active and/or Proposed project in the queue ; 

f. Using the NC petitioning success rate to measure effective civic engagement, projects in the 
program fare well; 

g. Project managers do outreach with neighborhoods and civic associations, even if they don’t 
participate in the program;  

h. Projects need a minimum of 60% support by neighborhoods to pass petition;  

i. The Civic Association needs to pass the petition as well; 

j. Data show that 94% of projects pass and make it through the NC petitioning process. This includes 
some projects that have resubmitted or been modified in scope; 

k. Getting to the 94%-95% level of projects that pass petition is a testament to work of NC staff 
working with neighborhoods to get projects to receiving greater levels of support; 

l. Relatively, sidewalk projects tend to be the most difficult to get through (park projects have always 
passed petition); 
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m. Civic associations choose for themselves what are their first priority projects; 

n. A benefit of neighborhoods having good “on the ground” knowledge of what projects would be 
important or popular within a civic association is that it enables projects to garner support, leading 
to the 94%-95% petitioning passage.  

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Spatial Distribution and Equity Aspects of NC Projects 

a. Staff presented their work on developing various maps that depict relationship of NC projects 
completed through the program relative to various geographic, demographic, or socioeconomic 
factors; 

b. An additional map that would be interesting to see would be some measure of per capita spending 
or per capita projects, compared to some proxy for land value; 

c. It would also be interesting to see relationships between age of neighborhood and age of housing 
stock; 

d. Does the County have (or did it previously have) a Neighborhood Infrastructure Plan (NIP), a map / 
database that shows which streets have sidewalks on one side, two sides, no sides (missing curb, 
missing sidewalk, missing gutter, etc.)? If so, this could be a valuable source in informing us on what 
percentage of sidewalk exists, and compare that with identifying the areas of the County where we 
are spending our money, or how money has been spent over time;  

e. It would be interesting to try to look at the standard deviation, to be able to say with confidence 
that for any given period, there is not a huge variance in per project cost; 

f. It would also be interesting to try to track spending per capita over time, to better understand 
whether project costs do or don’t have a wide variance; 

g. In any given year, projects may vary widely in cost – but that just simply means that not all projects 
are created equal. For example, in 2018, project costs vary from $25,000 - $1,200,000; 

h. Would it be useful to examine the percentage of each year’s bond that goes to different project 
types?  

i. One thing the maps can’t specifically depict is the part of the story that involves cultural differences; 
for example, there are areas in the extreme northern parts of the County that don’t want to 
participate in the program;  

j. The GLUP map may be easier to orient oneself to if NC Area boundaries were overlaid on the map; 

k. Text on slide 28 seems like it could be revised to more clearly express the intended point; 

l. According to another individual, decades ago, NCAC was purportedly the more activist actors 
involved in the Arlington Way, and tended to set policy de facto, until more recent years where this 
has evolved over time. If this statement is true, for purposes of reviewing project level data across 
these maps, is 1987 the right starting point in terms of years? 

m. If the NC Program fits into today’s system differently, to what extent should projects from long ago 
be considered, or is it just to point out that the program has developed over time?  

n. Do we have the data that would be helpful and allow for showing projects that were completed over 
time? Maybe generate maps by decade?  
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o. Is there merit in focusing on what still needs to be done, identifying where the need tends to be, 
and can we determine whether the process as it exists today needs to change (or not) to get things 
that have not yet been done, accomplished? And, how do you define need? 

p. Staff have identified places in multifamily areas that have needs for various types of projects, but 
there are often challenges with addressing some of this work as projects when they are not located 
in the public ROW and instead are on private properties; 

q. This raises questions about the relationship between NC Projects and NCS Projects, though not sure 
that is something that can be mapped effectively due to limited universe of NCS projects to date;  

r. Also, conditions and need for projects may vary in multifamily areas that are developed through 
special exception site plan, or as of right; 

s. How do we get at defining what the need is in multifamily areas? Does Arlington County have the 
knowledge about where improvements need to be made, at least in terms of what an objective 
technical analysis would suggest?  

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Project Funding, Then and Now Approach 

a. Staff reviewed with the working group several challenges it identified in considering more fully how 
Discovery questions relating to Project Execution and Delivery would be addressed, for purposes 
presenting information at the next meeting; 

b. Regarding question #1, there are challenges associated with having not enough projects for an 
adequate sample size for similar projects over time – it would take much time to identify them, if 
they even exist; 

c. Alternatively, staff is proposing to focus on two components of costs – hard costs and soft costs, and 
assess changes over time. One of the potential limitations here is not knowing with certainty 
whether staff time is tracked consistently over time. This proposed alternative approach can still 
uncover whether costs of projects have gone up faster than inflation, and depict how they track;  

d. At the end of the day, the interest is in trying to understand WHY have projects gotten more 
expensive?  

e. In terms of regulatory requirements, it’s important to include tracking of ADA compliance as 
something that drives up cost; 

f. For question #2, the proposal is to focus on soft costs for NC projects and Non-NC Projects. The fact 
that all projects go through a competitive procurement process should help ensure that costs are 
fairly represented/reflected;  

g. For question #3, staff proposes addressing as is; Working Group request to also show NC bond 
relative to Total Bond, as well as School Bond; 

h. Given the balance of Discover questions in this topic, question #4 seems redundant and will be 
removed;  

i. For question #5, one related tangential question that would be of interest is whether other County 
plans and policies drives costs for projects to be larger than what they would otherwise be in other 
communities; 

j. Perhaps as an alternative to trying to compare costs with comparable community/program, staff 
could research industry standards, see if there are trade association resources that track this type of 
information; 
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k. If any efforts are focused on jurisdictional comparison, City of Alexandria and Falls Church seem like 
the most pertinent – recognizing that for fair comparison need to dig in and see how the other 
jurisdictions charge. See what can be done to compare at a 30,000-foot level; If it turns out that 
things are more expensive in Arlington, than we need a discussion around that; 

l. With question #6, staff’s intended approach is to address the difference between NC Process and 
the new Six-Step Guide for Public Engagement with Capital Projects;  

m. Again, interest in knowing whether there are any planning doc drives further costs that add staff 
times, (creating work that doesn’t need to be created)? 

n. What really could be of interest is how do planning documents get used without adding staff 
time/work that didn’t exist previously? 

o. For question #7, we can simply say that when staff was not resourced adequately, projects took a 
longer time – and sometimes found other avenues to get projects done; 

 

5. Meeting adjourned shortly after 9PM. 


