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Neighborhood Conservation Program Review (NCPR) 
Working Group – Meeting #10 

October 13, 2020 
5pm – 7pm 

 
 

Meeting Summary 
 
Meeting Location: Virtual via MS Teams 
 
Community members in attendance: Hans Bauman (Co-Chair), 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), Adil Chauhan (DES), Jennifer Skow (CPHD), Michelle Stafford (DES) 
 

 
 

1. Opening and Introductions 
 

a. Welcome, introductions, and opening remarks were provided by Co-Chairs A. Fusarelli 
and H. Bauman.  

b. This meeting was set up to discuss draft recommendations that have emerged from 
conversations held by three subcommittees of this working group: Process, Planning, 
and People, Evolving Infrastructure, and Evolving Funding and Staffing.  

c. Subcommittee members first had an opportunity to present any points or clarifications 
of their group’s recommendations. The full group then raised questions and shared 
additional comments for consideration.  
 

2. Draft Recommendations Discussion 
 

a. Process, Planning, and People Subcommittee (P3) 
 

i. Recommendation 1: Refine the NC points system to increase opportunities for 
small and large projects.  

• The subcommittee flagged a laundry list of items for the NCAC to 
consider: general safety concerns, safety near schools, emergency 
needs, NCS program projects. NCAC members should identify specific 
items to address.  

• Tying the points system to County priorities is good to an extent. There 
are other programs that have more rigorous analysis and policy ties. 
Some have concerns that too much connection would lessen the 
bottom-up approach that serves the program well.   

• Recommendation 1 could relate nicely to recommendation #8, which 
discusses small and large projects as well.  
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ii. Recommendation 2: Refine the NC project petitioning process. 
 

iii. Recommendation 3: Improve the NC Planning process so that it is timelier, less 
burdensome, and more relevant.  

 

• Consider renaming to “Improve the NC plan creation process” which 
may better speak to the group’s suggestions.   

• NC Plans serve a lot of purposes and the group believes the planning 
process should continue. Some civic associations, however, have willing 
volunteers with specific skills (e.g., writing, data gathering) and more 
time to devote to the process. Others have limited capacity. 

• To support neighborhoods who need assistance, the program should 
leverage expertise in the County to better express their goals and needs 
while ensuring the plans are from the community’s voice. Staff could 
help with plan writing and data collection expertise by providing a 
skeleton report that communities fill in as well as survey development 
assistance. The assistance may help loosen the burden for some groups 
and achieve the same goal within a shorter amount of time.  

• The neighborhood survey is important to the plan development process 
and is envisioned to remain going forward, though it is something the 
NCAC could review and determine how to improve.  
  

iv. Recommendation 4: Modify the NCAC to increase its impact within the County. 
  

v. Recommendation 5: Rebrand the NC Program to clarify its true role and 
offerings.  

 

• The committee did not come up with a new name or other particulars 
about how to rebrand. Rather, the subcommittee recommends looking 
for expertise within the County to frame and develop a rebranding 
strategy.  

• The subcommittee proposes to increase the number of NCAC liaisons to 
other County committees. This has been implemented in the past – NC 
staff asked 7 or 8 NCAC members to serve on other County committees. 
It was difficult to recruit members, given the additional time 
commitments. This may put unnecessary burden on NC representatives 
and may add challenge to new member recruitment, and we should be 
mindful about how this directive is framed.  

a. How to recruit was part of the subcommittee’s discussion. Some 
NCAC members have expressed the desire for greater 
responsibility and relevance, and many have significant 
expertise that could be leveraged further.  

b. Are there positions or alternate roles that we could create that 
are less labor intensive? Or is there an opportunity for people to 
test the waters by getting minimally involved, and then work up 
to more responsibility? 
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• From a citizen perspective, it is confusing how to get projects 
implemented in your own neighborhood. Marketing recommendations 
should also focus on how we talk about the full ecosystem of 
infrastructure projects that residents may access, particularly 
distinctions between NC and NCS.  

• This recommendation could tie into Recommendation #11.  
 

b. Evolving Infrastructure Subcommittee 
 

i. Recommendation 6: Clarify the County’s intentions regarding the future of 
neighborhood infrastructure through a single policy/vision statement, and/or 
update pertinent County policies where they exist.  

• To understand the County’s vision and plan for neighborhood, you have 
to read across almost every single element of the Comprehensive Plan, 
which is time consuming and confusing. This recommendation was 
intended to address the challenge with understanding the County’s 
vision related to infrastructure, irrespective of how you deliver the 
infrastructure. It is also intended to recognize that neighborhoods 
should not always be treated the same as the development corridors, 
and it should broadly consider how neighborhoods should be treated in 
the County’s overall growth strategy.  

a. A vision statement to inform how infrastructure and 
development should be delivered into neighborhoods, and 
determine how they should be articulated in the plans. A single 
policy statement ensures consistency, and helps identify 
whether updates are warranted in various elements of the 
Comp Plan.  

b. One option considered was for this group to propose a singular 
neighborhood-focused policy statement for the future, but it is 
out of the scope of work for the group.  

c. The vision statement should not simply be about curb, gutter, 
and sidewalk, but parks and other facilities that are critical to a 
functioning community.  

• Most of the elements of the Comprehensive Plan and other adopted 
plans that set direction for the County’s growth and development are 
approved by the Board. We need to consider how to bring together the 
Board adopted vision statements along with Neighborhood 
Conservation accepted plans, which sometimes have conflicts. The 
recommendation doesn’t currently wrap everything up neatly.  

a. Suggestion that this recommendation expand to discuss how 
the County views and supports neighborhoods more broadly.  

 
ii. Recommendation 7: Continue Neighborhood Conservation and Neighborhood 

Complete Streets as separate programs and make targeted changes to optimize 
the relationship between them.  

• The imbalance of the NC program and the NCS program as it relates to 
resources for project implementation was one source of debate within 
the subcommittee. Both programs have benefits – NC with its bottom 
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up approach and NCS with more evaluation against county policies, 
though projects are still proposed by any individual and then it goes 
through a vetting process.  

• This recommendation is one of the only items that specifically 
references budget. The tie to budget may be premature and limiting 
without knowing the future and funding projections for either program. 
Consider removing balance and changing the directive to “Consider the 
funding relationships between these two programs and how they 
should be defined.” This could go on to rationalize respective funding of 
the program rather than balance them, suggesting an even 50/50 split.   

• Incorporate some of the differences and similarities as part of the 
rebranding recommendation.   
 

iii. Recommendation 8: Adapt the program to consistently support a well-balanced 
mix of larger and smaller projects and consider incentives to pursue more 
economic solutions (at least for the near-term).  

• For any projects, the NC Program should also consider other related 
County Plans. For example, the Public Spaces Master Plan does not 
support new playgrounds given the number of facilities, population, and 
operational costs at this time.  

a. The subcommittee did not originally distinguish between NC 
park projects and all other project types. A discussion of not 
adding new facilities and infrastructure happened during 
subcommittee work. For example, adding more users to parks 
may require additional equipment replacement. To make more 
definitive statements, however, further life cycle analysis should 
be done.  

• We should also consider how to incorporate or note the inequitable 
distribution of funds towards infrastructure installments and 
maintenance. The lower the density, the costlier it is for each person to 
pay for improvements. A neighborhood that has more three and 
fourplexes can better pay for lifecycle fixes than lower density single 
family neighborhoods, given the way these improvements are funded 
(i.e., property taxes). The allocation of maintenance costs is inequitable 
and higher density areas shoulder more of the costs related to 
construction and maintenance.  
 

c. Evolving Infrastructure Subcommittee 
 

i. Recommendation 9: Explore new partnerships that would bolster resources 
supporting the program.  
 

ii. Recommendation 10: Streamline NC Projects with elements and resources from 
other programs or projects.  

 
iii. Recommendation 11: Expand community education opportunities that better 

inform the public.  
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iv. The group discussed an additional possible recommendation to restore funding 
to a level that it was five or ten years ago. The working group was mixed, 
however. We could make the recommendation, but given where we are with 
our budget, it is unlikely that the program would be given additional financial 
resources in the immediate future.  

 

• The subcommittee did discuss developing a funding matrix that 
identifies the program’s production and staff resources at certain 
funding levels. The group, however, did not develop a good way to 
quantify and present it. In some ways, funding relates back to the 
County’s vision for infrastructure and how this program and others 
stack up against other policy priorities.  

• Another option might be to frame funding as an aspirational goal versus 
pursuing smaller projects.  

• A last option could make note in the report that the recommendations 
alone would not address the areas in need of improvement if revenue 
continues to wane.  

• It will be important to balance the history of the program and its 
beginnings while also being open and clear about what we want the NC 
Program to be moving forward, given the evolution of new laws and 
new budgets.  

a. To this end, this subcommittee discussed exploring new 
partnerships to become more involved with the County so that 
the NCAC isn’t duplicating work, but doing things that are 
complementary. To ask for more money, we need to have a 
strong understanding about who we are, and how we can 
provide value in the County.  

 
d. Other considerations: 

 
i. The group had a discussion about the level of specificity about the responsibility 

of implementation across all of the recommendations. Within the 
recommendations, note what entity would lead or support the implementation.  
 

ii. Another discussion revolved around the framing and structure of the report and 
to ensure that we highlight not just areas for improvement, but debunked 
misconceptions and strengths of the program. When describing the 
recommendations, we should ensure that we provide enough context about 
why we are proposing them. As they stand now, it appears that the program has 
significant issues, but that is not necessarily the findings this group identified 
throughout the “Discovery Phase.” The recommendations are merely 
improvements to a generally good program.  

 

• The report’s Executive Summary should flag these findings up front 
before sharing recommendations. For example, NC projects don’t take 
longer than any other infrastructure project. That isn’t captured in the 
recommendation, but it should be captured in the report.  
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3. Next Steps/Schedule Ahead 
 

a. A. Fusarelli presented the proposed project schedule. The next meeting is slated for 
October 29, but that may need to be pushed forward due to some scheduling conflicts.  
 

b. Staff welcomes any follow-up comments about the recommendations via e-mail by 
October 21, 2020.  

 

c. Staff is looking to share draft report material in advance of the next meeting. The group 
will likely spend the next session discussing report content.    

 
4. Meeting adjourned approximately 6:45PM 

 
 
 
 


