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Neighborhood Conservation Program Review (NCPR) 
Working Group – Meeting #9 

August 26, 2020 
5pm – 7pm 

 
 

Meeting Summary 
 
Meeting Location: Virtual via MS Teams 
 
Community members in attendance: Hans Bauman (Co-Chair), Sarah McKinley, Rob Swennes, Stephanie 
Derrig, Claire O’Dea, Shruti Kuppa, Margarita Brose, Kathleen Reeder, Howard Solodky, Tina Worden, 
Daniel Weir, Girair Simon 
 
County staff members in attendance: Anthony Fusarelli (Co-Chair), Tim McIntosh (CPHD), Bernadette 
Grullon (DPR), Laura Simpson (CPHD), Ramzi Awwad (DES), Jennifer Skow (CPHD) 
 

 
 

1. Opening and Introductions 
 

a. Welcome and opening remarks were provided by Co-Chair A. Fusarelli followed by a 
quick round of introductions and overview of MS Teams functions. 
 

 
2. Supplemental Data Analysis Presentation 

 
a. J. Skow presented supplemental data analysis staff completed since the last working 

group convening in February 2020. The analysis builds off of work completed in Fall 
2019 when data was aggregated at the Civic Association level. Since then staff geo-
coded all 514 projects (since 1989) and compared them over time to neighborhood 
conditions (i.e., age of neighborhood, areas with elevated levels of incomplete sidewalk, 
and land uses) as well as the Healthy Places Index, a single measure that incorporates 
several socio-economic, household, environment, and health data that contributes to 
overall life expectancy and well-being.  
  

b. Comments about how to reframe the NC Program to better reflect how the program has 
evolved.  

 

i. In the early years, projects were very basic (i.e., sewer line installation). The 
concept of conserving a neighborhood is to provide these basic services.  

ii. Today, the program provides much more to the community than it did in the 
early years.  

iii. “Conserving” may not be the optimal descriptor of the program any longer. 
Consider “Neighborhood Improvement Program” as an alternate name.  
 

c. Discussion about whether the spatial analysis would have looked differently if the NC 
Program hadn’t existed and if there were no Civic Associations.  
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i. Some believed the map would look similar as it does now, given that politically 

active and engaged citizens would have organized together to fight for 
neighborhood improvement and attract county resources to the neighborhood.  

ii. Others believed the location of the projects would have looked totally different. 
If no NC Program, then we wouldn’t have specific NC projects to analyze. Over 
time, Civic Associations have become more active politically and civically, which 
enhanced the NC Program and the ability to attract resources to the 
neighborhood.  
 

d. Plan updates are not always needed to move projects forward.  
i. One member discussed their experience in the High View Park neighborhood, 

where they were able to move forward with two park improvements, despite 
not having a recently updated NC Plan (their last plan was updated in 1994).  

ii. Are there other ways, like the one above, to lower the bar and expand 
opportunities to participate in the program?  

 
e. Discussion over cost increases (by project type) over time. In some cases, numbers have 

tripled. Project costs over time has been discussed in previous working group meetings, 
and several limitations have prevented staff from fully providing a quantitative analysis.  

 

i. Some in the group have questioned whether these cost increases are tied to 
regulation alone?  

ii. Are more expensive projects all that are left on the table, since low hanging fruit 
projects were completed earlier?  

iii. Are engineers more expensive or is a greater necessary amount of engineering 
driving costs upward? 

iv. How can this group get beyond anecdotal cost implications and escalation, and 
tell this story with greater confidence? 

v. From staff: we may be able to isolate a few years and a few common cost codes 
to further refine our quantitative analysis. 
 

f. Request for additional research/analysis: Incorporate or integrate historically 
Black/segregated neighborhoods compared to NC Projects and high density/low-income 
areas.  

 
g. The analysis presented a more refined analysis and confirmed much of what the group 

already knew. The additional work starts to spotlight certain areas (e.g., garden-style 
apartments) where we may be able to focus additional attention.  

 
3. Subcommittee Status Summaries 

 
a. A. Fusarelli presented a summary of subcommittee meetings from February and March 

to refresh everyone’s memory about where the group left off in March and confirm the 
notes accurately captured each group’s discussion. The group divided itself into three 
focused subcommittees: 1) Process Planning, and People, 2) Evolving Infrastructure, and 
3) Evolving Funding and Staffing. 
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b. A. Fusarelli also presented a set of recommendations to further flesh out based upon 
the subcommittee discussions. 

c. Recommendation to refine “stretch resources further” under the Evolving Infrastructure 
subcommittee. “Stretch” could be interpreted both ways. Projects often play a long-
term price in the form of lower life expectancy in the name of lower-cost (i.e., cheaper) 
projects.  

d. Discussion over Recommendation 6: “Update the County’s vision and intent for 
infrastructure improvements in neighborhoods,” and whether the NC program should 
re-tweak its vision based upon the vision the County has already set up.  

i. This group will need to flag and identify recommendations for the County to 
consider.  

1. The County does not have a single resource outlining a comprehensive 
vision across all infrastructure elements. A first basic level of research 
would compile all infrastructure-related elements/policy statements 
together.  

2. Where do tactical, urbanist solutions fit into this strategy? 
3. Identify whether elements of the Comprehensive Plan should be 

reframed differently. For example, in the MTP, the County’s guideline 
states that sidewalk should be completed on at least one side of 
neighborhood streets. Does this and other policies that impact NC work 
for the program?  

 
4. Proposed Path Forward 

 
a. A. Fusarelli presented the proposed project schedule and general outline of the Draft 

Report.  
 

b. Given that this was the first virtual meeting, the group should share any thoughts on 
how the meeting could be set up differently. H. Bauman welcomed suggestions on how 
to make meetings as interactive and engaging as possible since all future meetings 
would likely be in a virtual setting. 

 

c. Staff will follow-up to schedule all future subcommittee meetings and full working group 
meetings.  

 
5. Meeting Adjourned shortly after 6:30PM 

 
 
QUESTIONS/TASKS FOR FOLLOW-UP: 
 

1. Consider comparing NC Project data to historically Black/segregated areas of the County, with a 
particular focus on higher density/low-income areas.  

2. Further refine project cost analysis to better answer how and why costs tripled over time. Is the 
answer truly regulation alone? 

3. Staff will reach out to calendar future full working group and subcommittee meetings. 
 
 


