
Neighborhood Conservation Program Review (NCPR) 
Working Group – Meeting #7 

December 11, 2019 
 

Meeting Summary 
 

Meeting location: 2100 Clarendon Blvd., Rm. Room 715 
Meeting #6 Agenda:  Post-Discovery Check-in Conversation 

 
Community members in attendance:   Hans Bauman (Co-Chair), Kathy Reeder, Howard Solodky, Girair Simon, 

Margarita Brose, Claire O’Dea, Sarah McKinley, Stephanie Derrig, Rob Swennes. 
 
County staff members in attendance:   Anthony Fusarelli (Co-Chair), Tim McIntosh (CPHD), Bernadette 

Grullon(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. Key Takeaways / Collective Perspectives on Discovery Phase 

a. To preface this section, the co-chairs discussed a key question the group should consider tonight is 
whether the process makes sense as originally framed, leading up to a check-in the Co-chairs will 
have with the County Manager and other leadership. 

b. For the polling questions that had more of a spread, a variety of reasons for that were discussed. 
Including such as: 

 For Question 7: The question was somewhat unclear, as it was challenging to understand 
specifically which “struggles” were intended by the question. The struggles can vary widely, 
to items such as funding, neighborhood support, review/approval by other agencies (i.e. 
VDOT). For some projects, the struggles are the same, but for others, the struggles are 
different.  
 
Regarding the Neighborhood Complete Streets projects vs. Neighborhood Conservation 
projects, some challenges would be the same as NC, while others would be different. For 
example, NCS doesn’t have the same need as NC for permission from the 
NCAC/neighborhood to move forward with project; 

 

 For Question 9: The way the question was worded seemed to have some implied bias. For 
example, is it a problem that NC seems to favor active civic associations? Also, most (approx. 
50 of 62 or 63) civic associations have reps on NCAC, so saying ‘only’ is a bit misleading. The 
structure of the NC program encourages people to have active civic associations, which yield 
positive benefits. Also, important to remember that the 12 civic associations that aren’t 
active in NCAC are still active civic associations, they just decide not to participate in the NC 
program, for variety of reasons. 



Page 2 of 4 
 

 
 Regarding Question 10: Not sure we have enough information to make an informed opinion 

about civic engagement qualities and benefits of NC, we didn’t assess that directly. In 
practice, one of the inherent difficulties is in getting a consensus of the neighborhood when 
95% of neighborhood population doesn’t see themselves as part of neighborhood (different 
opinions about this point....as it could be that different types of communities may need 
different types of engagement, according to neighborhood (type) 
 

c. Common dynamics of civic associations is for people to wake up when a hot issue arises. 
Fundamentally, the structure of the NC program presents challenges to engaging with corporate 
owners of large residential communities/properties (e.g. South Courthouse Road example - petition 
process design did not necessarily anticipate needing to get signatures from corporate HQ offices in 
Bethesda). In many ways, the clipboard petition and its neighbor to neighbor conversation is 
designed for single family homes, and for people who have time. 
 

d. It should be recognized that NC is just one way to get neighborhoods improved, and we need to 
consider to what degree do we value that?  

 
e. When considering the recently established Neighborhood Complete Streets program, we need to 

consider whether there are reasons to not have both programs. 
 
f. Would it add value to consider how the NC process could work better for mixed-density/typology 

neighborhoods? Instead of remaining a program that just appears to be designed to best serve 
single family neighborhoods? 

 
g. As one example, the Arlington Heights civic association found that the survey process does not work 

well for that particular neighborhood, and is now using a charrette process to help define future of 
NC Plan. 

 
h. NCS fills different void that NC cannot address, as well as replacement of the Neighborhood Traffic 

Calming program, and it is data driven, and responsive to safety and access. 
 
 

3. Looking Forward – Potential Areas of Focus for Evaluation Phase  
a. Based on the poll results, and further discussion above, it seems like the group can agree on the 

following points of assessment: The NC Program: works well, is imperfect, and has areas for 
improvement. Accordingly, the starting point from where we go from here probably isn’t answering 
the question of “Should the NC Program continued to exist, or not?” 

b. Perhaps a more appropriate starting point is to consider whether it makes sense to do the same 
types of projects with the level of funding that has been approved more recently (assuming that’s 
the new normal), going forward? 

c. Or, if the group doesn’t yet concede to a future of consistently reduced funding, perhaps the big 
question is how do we find more funding for the program?  

d.  While more funding would be good, also need to address the proper/appropriate assignment of 
project costs to other programs, even if it means level of funding for NC goes down because of more 
funding going to such pertinent programs. Would it be beneficial to deconstruct costs of NC projects 
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in a way that get parsed out and distributed across various components (i.e. paving, water, 
stormwater, etc.)? 

e. The key area that arises often in NC projects relates to Stormwater program/funding; there is one 
perspective that if the drainage issue is significant enough to need to be addressed, the stormwater 
fund should will help pay for it. 

f. Are there other sources of funding NC program projects that could be considered going forward, 
especially as a potential means to address/balance the greater share of capital funding going to 
Metro/WMATA and Arlington Public Schools annually in the future, if that’s the case? 

g. For the record, it should be noted that in some cases, DES does help the NC program in paying for 
some elements of NC projects, where they can. 

h. Generally, the group can collectively agree that the level of funding for neighborhood improvements 
does not meet the apparent need/demand. While it may be unrealistic to think we can fully meet 
the need, there should be some reporting out about the number of additional projects that the 
program can accomplish if additional funding were provided. 

i. If the NC program had more funding, given the list of projects currently in the queue, could we see 
how much more quickly we could get projects done? Yes, but, need to consider that current staffing 
levels are scaled appropriately for a $12-14 MM bond cycle. If there are less or more funds, that 
could have an impact on staffing. 

j. From a source of dollars perspective, does the NC program/projects need to be solely reliant upon 
bond funding? 

k. Fundamentally, much of this line of thought forces the consideration of the larger question, 
regarding “What’s the appropriate level of investment for neighborhood infrastructure?” 

l. What about year-end carryover funds? Should a recommendation consider that some share of 
carryover funds be directed to the NC and NCS Programs?  

m. Going forward, it’s going to be more and more important to focus investments in the planning 
corridors; as such, going forward, how does the NC program re-create itself with new environment 
going forward, in terms of where anticipated growth will occur and also require investment? Need 
to consider how this dynamic/tension is best managed. 

n. There’s also a component about addressing the commonly held perceptions about the program, and 
to educate new Board members and the community more broadly about the value and importance 
of NC program, and how the program can become more productive – explaining that it is not 
necessarily about preserving neighborhood character. 

o. Complaints with NC Program projects that get assigned cost to deal with a stormwater issue that is 
NOT a critical project; moving away money from NC funding.... 

p. Part of the education piece also needs to increase understanding that a new sidewalk project is, not 
just a sidewalk, but also often comes with appurtenant infrastructure.  

q.  Consensus that there needs to be more $$$ for infrastructure, and perhaps more clear assignments 
of the costs deconstructed to address more specific project components. 

r. However, it should be noted that all like projects across the County’s portfolio face the same strain 
about costs being more expensive, in part driven be evolving and ever-expensive ADA requirements, 
stormwater requirements, etc.  
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s. To deal with less funding and more costs, should projects be considered for implementation based 
on the project cost, in that projects that do not consume too large a share of the overall pot can fare 
better competitively for funding? 

t. In past projects, certain costs have been hidden for other utilities because costs have been imposed 
to NC program, and the County needs to be frank and open about that. 

u. Also, need to consider whether if a project is simply too expensive to do, does the project not ever 
get done (for that stated reason)? 

v. How to deal with schools and desired/necessary infrastructure connecting neighborhoods to schools 
with APS / Elementary schools have no money set aside for new sidewalks to schools? 

w. One of the issues the program may be grappling with here is that there are no easy projects 
remaining....only the more challenging and costly ones. 

x. For most NC projects, we have a pretty good sense of what the costs are....in some cases, there can 
be surprises, and that’s covered by having 30% - 40% contingencies (at beginning of the process; 
contingencies can decrease over time as the project gets further along and more is certain). 

y. What are the types of things going forward that can be done differently with the program to 
improve its effectiveness and program overall?  

z. What is making the projects cost more....not something that covered in great detail or specificity in 
Discovery, though we know (despite missing data)  that with many NC street improvement 
project/park project, the program is taking on costs for storm or other utility elements. 

aa. Still burdened by a lot of things put under the NC program that sets up NC as being a fall guy, in 
terms of public perception. 

bb. It would be good to know data about how the stormwater elements are currently cost sharing with 
the NC Program, and where/how. 

cc. The REBRANDING of the NC Program....could be an important outcome of the program review...(is 
there a public relations way to spread the work about the program victories and more information 
about the program generally). 
 

 
4. Preliminary Approach to Phase III 

a. Report back on myths busted 
b. Advocate for more funding, 
c. Absent that, devise recommendations about how to spread costs of projects across various shops 

within the County? 
 

5. Meeting adjourned shortly after 9PM. 

 

 

 


