
Neighborhood Conservation Program Review (NCPR) 
Working Group – Meeting #6 

November 7, 2019 
 

Draft Meeting Summary 
 

Meeting location: 2100 Clarendon Blvd., Rm. Cherry and Dogwood 
Meeting #6 Agenda:  Civic Engagement, Funding Costs and Timing: Then and Now; Preliminary Approach to  

Phase III/Evaluation, Next Steps   
 

Community members in attendance:   Hans Bauman (Co-Chair), Kathy Reeder, Howard Solodky, Girair Simon, 
Margarita Brose, Claire O’Dea, Tina Worden, Sarah McKinley, Stephanie Derrig, Daniel Weir (via phone). 

 
County staff members in attendance:   Anthony Fusarelli (Co-Chair), Tim McIntosh (CPHD), Bernadette 

Grullon(DPR), Laura Simpson (CPHD), Ramzi Awwad (DES), Michelle Stafford (DES), Steve Bekele (CPHD), 
Roger Munter (CMO-CAPE), Erin Potter (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. Civic Engagement  

a. Roger Munter and Erin Potter from County staff presented to the group on the Six-Step Public 
Engagement Guide for Capital Projects, providing a brief overview on the background, purpose, and 
structure of the guide, as well as discussing a case study for how the guide was used and applied to 
the Ballston-Cherrydale Multimodal Safety Improvement Project specifically; 

b. Following the staff presentation, there was brief Q & A, which began with a question regarding 
whether there was some type of audit system in place, to make sure that everyone is using it? (A: 
Staff have not really identified a quantifiable metric that can monitor how widely it is being used, 
but in a more pragmatic way, CMO-CAPE and communications/engagement staff in each 
department are there to help ensure staff are using this when needed.) 

c. Also, with the creation of the Six-Step Guide, there’s recognition that more resources are needed to 
actually do more in the arena of public engagement.  The creation of several staff positions that 
exist today that weren’t around a few years ago are evidence of that; 

d. Regardless of whether a project falls in the DES or DPR realm, the processes for good civic 
engagement are generally universal; 

e. One of the things staff is trying to do more of is bundle engagement opportunities for multiple 
projects, to be more efficient with time of citizens wishing to weigh in on a project; Interesting 
feedback has notes that as of late, they have greater faith in the process (in being told how their 
input was considered and whether any changes resulted) and don’t feel like they need to go to 
every meeting like they would if they didn’t trust the process; 

f. In terms of Arlington’s work/efforts, is the customization of the IAPC2 approach fully rolled out, or is 
there more work to do…meaning, are there intentions to have this “new” approach be something 
that also gets packaged appropriately and applied to the NC Program? (A: At the onset of developing 
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the Arlington-specific guide, the decision was made not to include NC as part of this process, 
because it had its own processes, which continues to be used to date. Perhaps this is a question to 
look at in the future? 

g. Regarding DPR NC park projects, parks will be used by everyone, whether they are part of the civic 
association or not; so NC parks projects do include some level of open community involvement to 
get broader input and feedback, even though the civic association has final say in terms of vote 
up/down; 

 

3. Funding Costs and Timing – Then and Now 
a. Staff presented an overview of information addressing specific questions related to Funding Costs 

and Timing – then and now. Throughout and after the presentation, Q &A with the group focused on 
a range of questions/topics, as summarized below; 

b. In terms of average costs, they can vary year by year depending on the specific scopes of actual 
projects being undertaken in a given year. On the DPR side, for instance, doing a full playground vs. 
small-scale playground improvements can explain some of the year-over-year annual differences; 

c. What are the typical DES and DPR projects that are reflected in the data? (A: Typically, the most 
common project types include Street Improvements (DES) and Parks/Playgrounds (DPR); 

d. For purposes of these exhibits, “Hard Costs” = Actual construction costs, and “Soft Costs” are any 
costs that are not considered direct construction costs (such as planning, design, engineering, etc.); 

e. How do regulatory requirements fit into project funds? (A: Staff is still acquiring data on this topic, 
more information will be forthcoming);  

f. For DES projects, the share of soft costs of projects are often inversely proportional to the size of  
the project. For example, a $30 million project will have a relatively smaller soft cost component 
than would a $30,000, since there are fundamentally certain baseline things that need to be done to 
engineer a project, regardless of project size);  

g. From the data that were compiled and reviewed in this case, NC Project soft costs were found to be 
generally in 25-30% range of total project costs, which can be seen as being relatively the same as 
Non-NC projects (slight difference based on data at hand, but not statistically significant);  

h. Isn’t it fair to say that NC project soft costs tend to fair better than soft costs of Non NC projects?, at 
least looking at projects that are costing in the $500,000 up to $1,000,000 range?); 

i. Regarding DPR projects specifically, circa 2014, staff started to see increase in soft costs, due to 
more complex stormwater requirements for such projects. There were increases in soft costs 
regardless of size due to more complicated calculations, and more consultant support now typically 
needed for playground types of projects. Additionally, for projects involving more facility 
renovations (i.e. restrooms, etc.), need for architects to serve on project are also driving increased 
soft costs in projects; 

j. One of criticisms of the NC program is that project costs are out of sight. Can we conclude from this 
that NC projects are comparable to cost of Non NC Projects? (Staff would suggest that the data 
show that NC and Non-NC projects are generally comparable in terms of soft costs (and therefore 
are also assumed to be for hard costs); 

k. What appears to be missing from the data shared – WHY does it cost so much to do these projects? 
(A: Essentially, it would likely come down to increases in the cost of construction over time, as well 
as additional regulatory requirements facing such projects. In addition, there is much more 
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effort/work involved with project management for each project (in part to make sure increasing 
number of code/regulatory requirements are met). 

l. Perhaps another question to be asking is whether the work we are undertaking is the right/best 
projects that we could be advancing at this time – for the cost associated with them?  

m. Why can’t a sidewalk just be a sidewalk? Why does the County require what it requires to be 
included in projects? (A: understanding that folks may not like how expensive certain projects have 
become, if there are inadequate infrastructure elements that need replacement, or new 
environmental or code standards that the project must comply with, the scope will include such 
work – for any project, regardless of whether it is NC or Non-NC project); 

n. Regarding the above point, it would be great to better understand what things are required to be 
added to a project scope, and what is the threshold for when they get included? 

o. One of the comparisons that seems to be missing is Average Total Cost for Non-NC projects; why 
can’t we get a chart that shows that? (Difficulties with finding large enough sample sizes for enough 
comparable projects over time. That said, it’s assumed that new/evolving requirements will be the 
same for NC versus Non-NC project. It you have to fix a drainage issue, or bring something up to 
code, you’d have to do it in any case; 

p. What else can be done to get enough comparable data, from staff, to provide for apples to apples, 
to compare NC vs Non-NC projects? 

q. One easy thing that can be done is for these graphs, we can add to them the average project size for 
those projects. For example, $30K, $500K, etc. 

r. The number of projects for each year per chart would be helpful to add too; 

s. Why do DPR soft costs seem to depict a smaller share of total? 

t. It would also be helpful to have some understanding in the typical change of scope over time that 
has resulted in contributing to upward project cost? Put differently, has the scope of the project 
changed, or are we doing the same scope in a project today where things just tend to cost a lot 
more? 

u. Need to find way to explain why projects generally are more expensive! There is also another 
hypothesis out there that as neighborhoods choose NC projects, and if the easy ones have all been 
already chosen, now all the potential projects that NC can choose are all hard ones that are going to 
inherently cost more. Need to consider if there is data out there that can help us in telling this story; 
Anecdotally, one of the things that is true is that engineering plan sets are much thicker today than 
they used to be; 

v. Prime example of this is a street improvement project on 20th Road North in Waverly Hills, which 
became a $2 million dollar project due to a series of site-specific conditions; 

w. DES and DPR projects alike both have to meet today’s standards, codes and requirements that did 
not exist in the same way 10 to 20 years ago – and these tend to add cost to projects.  

x. Would be good to know when the stormwater and ADA requirements went into effect and may 
have started effecting cost. (A: Stormwater requirements, initially 2003 circa; and in 2014, Virginia 
DEQ, made significant change to rules, but any project funded prior to 2014 could be grandfathered 
in under old regulations; 

y. When it comes down to it, projects that are being delivered today are basically the only way to 
deliver the projects; this is simply just the new reality; 
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z. The work to address these relatively new requirements shouldn’t have costs differences between 
NC and non-NC projects  - if the work gets permitted, no one cares about which program is funding 
the project (NC or Non NC); 

aa. Is it possible to get a few examples of Non-NC Projects that are case studies for going way over 
budget?  

bb. How can we get information about how actual project costs compare to predicted budgets - how 
closely have we been getting the projected costs estimates to the actual project cost? 

cc. The other new reality to consider is that $5million in a 2000 bond went much further to fund 
projects than a $5 million bond in 2018 or 2019;  

dd. How do schools factor here? With schools, the irony is that once APS gets projects built, they do not 
build sidewalks off-site to complete safe routes/gaps in the system, and then someone will come to 
NC to try to get sidewalks built that are ancillary to the schools; 

ee. Part of the issue driving that type of behavior involves the question, who has the money to actually 
do it? Can schools include extra funding in their budgets to cover these type of projects? 

ff. Do builders have to build sidewalks on their property when they build their new homes? 

gg. Regarding staffing and timing of projects; once we split into two design teams for NC program, 
engineers, that really helped get projects through (did we add FTEs), creation of two supervisors 
made a huge different....(learned that we needed to work differently)- and now there is no longer a 
backlog of projects. 

____________________________________________________________________ 

4. Preliminary Approach to Phase III 
a. As introduced by Anthony and Hans, the preliminary thoughts/approach about transitioning into 

Phase III include spending a meeting or two, with relatively efficient conversation, triage the 
Evaluation questions a bit before diving in; 

b. Has there been any thought about potentially forming sub groups to tackle various questions? Might 
this approach make sense – maybe if not from the very beginning, perhaps later in the process?  

c. Online polling may be considered regarding the questions, to get a better sense of where people 
stand offline, before meeting as a full group – could help accomplish in one meeting what we 
otherwise might need two meetings for; 

d. If polling is done in any way, maybe add a question about “what other questions are needed?” 
e. Is simple and complex the best way to classify the questions? Why not “contained” versus “broad” 

questions? Or another classification?  
f. In the poll, include questions to suggest how to define the buckets of questions/topics (examples: 

people, process, money, etc.) 
 

5. Meeting adjourned shortly after 9PM. 


