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Meeting Agenda 

1. Opening

2. Updates on January 
Meetings w/ Leadership

3. Formulate 
Subcommittees/ 
Coordinate Logistics

4. Evaluation Phase 
Proposal / Path Forward

5. Adjourn
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Introduction to Draft “Work Plan” 
Document

(see accompanying deck)

Our Journey Thus Far
MEETING TOPICS
May 28, 2019 Orientation Meeting 

June 20, 2019
DISCOVERY - Policy and Planning Considerations
(including “Deep Dive” into NC Program / NC Project life cycle/scoring)

July 25, 2019
DISCOVERY -

- Infrastructure Delivery Programs
- Prioritizing Projects to Advance
- Civic Engagement

September 19, 2019
DISCOVERY -

- Project Execution

October 17, 2019
DISCOVERY -

- Civic Engagement
- Spatial Distribution / Equity Aspects

November 7, 2019
DISCOVERY -

- Funding / Costs / Timing: Then and Now
- Civic Engagement

December 11, 2019
DISCOVERY -

- Open Dialogues / Consensus on Key Takeaways
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2. Updates on January Meetings 
w/ Leadership

4



County Meeting Participants
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 NCPR Working Group 
Core Staff

 CPHD Director

 DES Director

 DPR Director

JANUARY 10 Meeting JANUARY 15 Meeting

 NCPR Working Group 
Core Staff

 County Manager

 Deputy County 
Managers for CPHD, 
DPR, and DES

 CPHD Director

 DES Director

 DPR Director



Background and Starting Points

6

 County Board Direction for Review

 Appointment of County Manager Working Group

 NCPR Overall Process and Timeline

 Draft Charge and Work Plan Documents

 Topics Covered and Progress to Date



Discovery – What we learned
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 Origins of the NC Program – why it was created 

 Preliminary Findings – things that work well:
 Physical Projects are incentives for engagement
 Program provides strong foundation for engaged citizenry / leaders
 Local expertise of problems and solutions
 NCAC buffers between community and Board

 Preliminary Findings – areas for improvement:
 Design benefits some neighborhood types over others
 NC Points system does not prioritize safety, access, connectivity for 

street improvement projects
 Recent funding levels have not kept pace with rising project costs
 Most active/organized civic associations benefit most
 While rare, opposition coalition may stop an otherwise good project
 Resources may implement projects that align to various degrees with 

County needs and priorities



Fact or Fiction – additional findings
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Fact or Fiction – additional findings
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Fact or Fiction – additional findings
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Initial WG Thoughts on Moving Ahead

•General agreement that the NC Program isn’t fundamentally 
broken, though it’s not perfect, and there’s room for improvement

•Opportunities to improve relationship between the NC and the 
NCS (Neighborhood Complete Streets) programs

•May be useful to reconsider the types of projects the program 
takes on (especially during periods of reduced funding).

•It seems unlikely that NC and NCS can be funded levels that 
meets apparent need – however that is defined. Begs a broader 
question about defining the appropriate level of investment in 
neighborhood infrastructure (regardless of program)?

•It’s been difficult to accept the increased costs of seemingly 
straightforward sidewalk, curb, gutter projects compared with 15-
20 years ago (regardless of the program delivering it).

From open discussion on 12/11/2019
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Proposed Next Steps (as of 1/15/2020)

•WG leadership spend the next several weeks outlining and 
updating a revised, and more strategic approach on how to focus 
the balance of our review and recommendations.

•Vet approach with working group members for input, refinement 
and buy-in

•Advance the proposed approach and complete the working 
group’s review of the NC Program
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Key Points of Feedback

 Agreement with reconsidering the evaluation questions from the 
charge to land on a more focused set of questions informed by 
our Discovery learnings;

 Consider including a review and assessment of how the types 
of NC Projects have evolved over time (between 1987 – 2019), 
to potentially inform recommendations for the types of future 
projects to be delivered through NC;

 General consensus that to begin with, the strongest candidate 
topics to be addressed through the program review’s 
recommendations include the:
 NC project points system, 
 Relationship between NC and NCS, and
 NC Planning process
*** BUT, group should identify others worth addressing***
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Key Points of Feedback

 Fair amount of discussion about how best to address the 
need for infrastructure improvements neighborhoods; 

 Regarding funding, it is premature to have clarity on the 
potential proposed funding levels for the next and 
subsequent rounds of the annual budget and CIP, or what 
they might be going forward.  Sound assumption is that 
program will have funding to continue some level of project 
implementation;

 Even if it happens that the review’s recommendations will not 
be ready to inform the FY2021 budget and FY2021-30 CIP, 
the group should strive to complete its work in Spring 2020.
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3. Subcommittee Formulation –
Supporting Logistics



Subcommittee Proposals
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 Aim to have at least five to six persons per subcommittee 

 Everyone should participate in at least one subcommittee, and 
as many as they would like (commit to one, join others as able)

 One to two staff support on each (and potentially more)

 Aspiration for citizen led subcommittees with the roles of:  
- Making sure meetings happen
- Leading discussions with the group
- Working closely with staff between meetings on agenda, etc. 

DOES NOT mean any significant actual writing/work.

 Subcommittees should confer to decide best days/times/places 
to meet, in between full working group meetings



Option A  - draft composition
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Committee Process, Planning 
and People

Evolving 
Infrastructure

Evolving Funding 
and Staffing

Community 
Communications

Sarah McKinley Daniel Weir Kathy Reeder Shruti Kuppa

Margarita Brose Girair Simon Claire O’Dea Tina Worden

Stephanie Derrig Rob Swennes Hans Bauman Howard Solodky

Tim McIntosh Michelle Stafford Ramzi Awaad Bernadette Grullon

Laura Simpson Anthony Fusarelli Staff TBD Staff TBD



Option B  - draft composition
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Committee Process, Planning 
and People

Evolving 
Infrastructure

Evolving Funding 
and Staffing

Sarah McKinley Daniel Weir Kathy Reeder

Margarita Brose Girair Simon Claire O’Dea

Stephanie Derrig Hans Bauman Tina Worden

Shruti Kuppa Rob Swennes Howard Solodky

Tim McIntosh Michelle Stafford Ramzi Awaad

Laura Simpson Anthony Fusarelli Bernadette Grullon
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4. Proposed Evaluation Phase 
and Path Forward
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Process, Planning and People

1. Potential Changes to 1) the NC Program Points 
System & 2) the Project Petitioning Process

2. Enhancing the NC Planning Process

3. A Potentially Expanded Role of NCAC and its 
Members

(See attached handout for more detail and supporting questions)
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Evolving Infrastructure

4. Defining the County’s Vision for Neighborhood 
Infrastructure and Improvements

5. Clarifying and Optimizing the Relationship between 
NC and NCS

6. Defining the Types of Future NC Projects

(See attached handout for more detail and supporting questions)
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Evolving Funding and Staffing

7. Better Aligning Funding Levels, Program Staffing, 
and Project Volume 

8. Expanding Resource Opportunities, Leveraging 
Program Synergies, and Clarifying Assignment of Costs

(See attached handout for more detail and supporting questions)
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Community Communications

9. Revealing the Realities of Increased Project Costs 
over Time

10. Rebranding the NC Program to Clarify its True Role 
and Offerings

(See attached handout for more detail and supporting questions)
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Working Expectations
 The general goal for these recommendations is to define approaches 

to move forward on things, and explain the importance of doing so 
(why).  Not to actually figure out every last detail or undertake the effort 
that is being recommended

 Think about the who, why, what, where, when and how?

 EXAMPLE: If group agrees that NC Project points system should be 
refined, recommendation should explain why and may highlight factors 
the group thinks are important to consider when others actually 
undertake as a follow-up effort 

 Each subcommittee should use the opportunity to check in with WG 
leadership if/when needed to seek clarity on questions that will have 
significant bearing on the direction of the work ( via phone, email, etc.)

 Primary intention of full working group meeting in March (especially) 
and April is to allow for check-in and conference on direction/progress 
of each subcommittee.



Revised Questions and Groupings
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 Process, Planning and 
People

 Evolving Infrastructure

 Evolving Funding and 
Staffing

 Community 
Communications

OPTION A OPTION B

 Process, Planning and 
People

 Evolving Infrastructure

 Evolving Funding and 
Staffing

(in this option, “Community 
Communications” questions 
get reallocated to other 
groupings)



Proposed Schedule/Timeline
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MONTH DATES/FREQUENCIES OUTCOMES

FEBRUARY  2/11: Full Working Group Meeting
 Subcommittee meetings TBD (~2 between 

Feb. and Mar. WG Meetings)

 Review/refine approach to complete the review
 Subcommittees begin work on conceptualizing 

recommendations

MARCH  3/16-3/19: Full Working Group Meeting
 Subcommittee meetings TBD (~2 between 

Mar. and Apr. WG Meetings)
 Late March or Early April – County Board Work 

Session? (Placeholder)

 WG hears interim report outs from subcommittees 
on progress to date

 Subcommittees progress work on detailing 
recommendations

 Work session as check-in with County Board to 
provide advance notice on emerging recommendations 
(or may be used as means to present final 
report/findings)

APRIL  4/20-4/23: Full Working Group Meeting
 Subcommittee meetings, as needed / TBD

 WG hears updated report outs from subcommittees 
on draft final recommendations

 Subcommittees meet only if necessary to address 
any loose ends

MAY  5/11-5/21: Full Working Group Meeting  Discuss / review of draft Program Review report 
and presentation 

JUNE  6/1-6/4: Full Working Group Meeting
 Week of 6/8: Submit Final Report to County 

Manager

 Address final revisions/edits to Final Program 
Review report and presentation

 Completion of Review / Deliver Report



Discussion Questions
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1. Have we identified the right areas/questions to 
address?

2. In terms of Groupings and Subcommittees, which is 
better – Option A, Option B, or other?

3. Any necessary changes to the proposed schedule?

4. What else? What are we missing?
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Next Steps and Adjourn
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