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Meeting Agenda 

1. Process Overview

2. Key Takeaways

3. Policy Recommendations

4. Next Steps 

5. Discussion



3



Impetus for the Program Review

• July 2018 | County Board desired a thorough assessment of 
the program in the face of budget constraints and CIP 
funding pressures 

• Desire to better understand the Program, focusing on project 
costs, timing, spatial distribution trends, and engagement

• First known comprehensive evaluation in 55-year history

• This was CPHD’s pilot to evaluate a policy/program through 
a racial and social equity lens
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Working Group Members
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Resident Members
Hans Bauman, Co-Chair

Sarah McKinley

Margarita Brose

Shruti Kuppa

Daniel Weir

Girair Simon

Stephanie Derrig

Rob Swennes

Kathy Reeder

Claire O’Dea

Tina Worden

Howard Solodky

Staff Members
Anthony Fusarelli, Co-Chair, CPHD

Tim McIntosh, CPHD

Laura Simpson, CPHD

Jennifer Skow, CPHD

Michelle Stafford, DES

Ramzi Awwad,* DES

Adil Chauhan, DES

Bernadette Grullón, DPR

*Former Employee

• Composed to include 
a diversity of 
perspectives from 
key departments and 
commissions

• Equal leadership 
among staff and 
residents 

• About two out of 
every three members 
were residents
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PRE-PLANNING
Staff efforts to 
initiate potential 
scope and 
approach to 
program review. 

Neighborhood Conservation
Program Review

process and timeline

DISCOVERY
Working group review of baseline 
information and existing conditions 
analysis

Gain better understanding of 
whether common perceptions are 
more fact or fiction

SUBCOMMITTEES 
PRELIM. 
RECOMMENDATIONS
Working group 
consideration and 
formulation of potential 
strategies, refinements, 
adjustments to NC 
Program

RECONVENE 
SUBCOMMITTESS & 
WORKING  -
DRAFTING REPORT
Confirm subcommittee emerging 
recommendations

Working Group review/revision of 
Draft Final Report
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MAY-DEC,
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JAN.-MAR.
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AUG.-
NOV.
2020

FEB 
2021

Pause for COVID-19
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FINAL
REPORT

REVIEW
COMPLETE
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The NC Program is a Valuable Asset
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• Its bottom-up nature complements other County programs that focus on data 
metrics and County priorities and are pursued on the County’s timeline

• The Program offers a means for residents to surface needs through resident-
led planning AND implement their community’s goals through neighborhood 
improvements  

• The NCAC serves as a conduit between County leadership and the 
community, and NC Plans offer “on the ground knowledge” for other planning 
efforts

Before After



NC Projects Have Made a Significant Impact Across the County

• The program produced more 
than 500 community 
infrastructure projects between 
1989 and 2019, totaling an 
investment of nearly $100 million

• The number of projects and level 
of investment are generally 
spread across the County

• NC projects are no more 
expensive from start to finish 
than comparable non-NC 
projects designed and built by 
the County
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Racial Equity Considerations
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1- Who Benefits?
NC projects are evenly distributed 
across the County, except for areas 
with a concentration of households 
with the most limited resources -
about two out of every three people 
living in these areas are BIPOC (64%)

Homeowners - BIPOC households are 
much more likely than White 
households (70% vs. 50%) to be 
renters than homeowners

2- Who’s Burdened?
Residents undergoing planning 
and engagement work, especially 
those with limited capacity

4- How Do We Know?
Quantitative data, including analyses using Geographic Information Systems

Case studies, anecdotes, and institutional knowledge

Gaps in information limited the study’s completeness 

3- Who’s Missing?
12 civic associations who are 
inactive or choose not to 
participate

1 – Who Benefits? 2 – Who’s Burdened?

3 – Who’s Missing?

4 – How Do We Know?



NC  Project Statistics Over the Years

1989 - 1999 2000 - 2009 2010 - 2019

Participating Civic Associations* 30 42 41**

Total Number of Projects 222 205 87

Average Projects Per Year 20.2 20.5 8.7

Average Projects Per Civic 
Association during the period of 
time 7.4 5.1 2.1
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*Participating means the Civic Association proposed one or more projects during this time period. All projects 
in this analysis were implemented.
**Currently, there are 52 civic associations that participate as part of the Neighborhood Conservation Advisory Committee 
(NCAC)
Source: NC Project Statistics, Community Planning, Housing and Development, Arlington County

Fewer Projects produced, but more equitable distribution of 
projects to participating civic associations



Costs Over Time
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1989-1999 2000-2009 2010-2019

# Total Funding
Median

#
Total 

Funding Median
# 

Total Funding Median

Beautification 13 $121,925 $8,825 1 $10,000 $10,000 0 - -

Street 
Improvement 60 $6,346,900 $71,000 108 $22,739,142 $181,500 53 $37,645,042 $653,033 
Other 10 $729,900 $31,500 0 - - 0 - -
Park 25 $954,150 $30,200 29 $6,236,900 $236,300 16 $10,127,971 $689,388 
Street Lights 73 $2,487,300 $20,200 43 $4,279,797 $82,000 11 $2,399,005 $147,843 

Signs 18 $161,813 $8,950 23 $264,300 $12,000 7 $87,500 $12,500 

Traffic Mgmt 23 $1,023,059 $22,500 0 - - 0 - -

Study 0 - - 1 $60,000 $60,000 0 - -
Total 222 $11,825,047 $24,650 205 $33,590,139 $133,000 87 $50,259,518 $522,440 

The Program spent 4X more in the last 10 years vs. the 1990s, to produce fewer than 
half the number of projects due to substantially higher median project costs

Source: NC Project Statistics, Community Planning, Housing and Development, Arlington County



Funding/Completed Projects
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2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018

 NC Bond Projects

The available funding to the Program is not keeping pace with the increase 
in project costs, severely limiting the production rate of the NC Program 

Source: NC Project Statistics, Archived Capital Improvement Plans, Community Planning, Housing and Development, Arlington County



Other Operational Challenges 

• The Program name is misleading and evokes a 
sense of neighborhood protection and 
preservation

• The Program design generally favors 
homeowners

• NC Projects are more susceptible to stalls, 
changes, or stops from opposition than other 
County programs

• NC plans don’t necessarily influence or align 
with County planning and infrastructure 
development efforts, and they take several years 
to complete
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Actions Organized Among Four Strategies
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Vision + Policy

• Expand resident 
participation

• Increase the 
number of projects 
funded

• Streamline the 
project design and 
approval process

• Better leverage 
engagement and 
planning work

Funding

ProcessPeople



Vision + Policy

 Clarify the County’s intentions 
regarding the future of 
neighborhoods and their 
infrastructure through a vision 
statement and relevant policies.

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

 Refine the NC points system to 
better incorporate County 
priorities. 
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Clarify the County’s priorities for 
neighborhoods and their infrastructure and 
ensure the priorities are supported in policies 
and plans, and streamline and optimize 
programming to realize priorities

What? How?

• Understanding the County’s priorities is a 
time-consuming and complicated process

• The NCAC points system does not take into 
consideration all relevant objective factors 
related to the County’s most pressing needs

• The bottom-up nature of NC is unique and 
valuable, and should remain as its own 
program in the County 

Why?



Funding
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Expand financial resources to the NC Program

What? How?

• The County has not funded the NC Program 
at a pace consistent with the rising project 
costs

• Unlike other infrastructure programs, the 
NC Program relies on only one source of 
funding, which has been decreased over 
the last several years

• The coordination between staff and civic 
associations and capital improvement 
projects could be strengthened to promote 
efficiency of resources 

Why?

 Expand County resources to 
keep pace with increases in 
costs. 

 Explore new partnerships 
that would bolster resources 
supporting the program. 

 Refine the points system to 
support a well-balanced mix 
of larger and smaller 
projects. 

 Streamline NC projects with 
elements and resources from 
other programs or projects. 



People
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Offer NCAC reps more opportunities to 
leverage their talents and experience, expand 
community outreach, and provide a bridge to 
other neighborhood planning efforts

What? How?

• With more than 50 members, it is 
challenging to hear from all members and 
obtain consensus on policies

• NCAC reps’ role as a resource for their 
community is underutilized

• The NCAC lacks a strategic plan that 
identifies goals and measurable outcomes

• Foster collaboration with other 
commissions

Why?

 Develop a marketing and 
engagement strategic plan 
for the NCAC.

 Create small working 
groups to focus on specific 
initiatives or interests 
within the NCAC 
membership. 

 Strengthen NCAC’s role as 
a conduit between 
neighborhoods and the 
County.  



Process

 Develop toolkits that can 
be shared with 
neighborhoods to 
undertake more efficient 
and timely NC plan 
processes. 

 Offer additional incentives 
for neighborhoods to 
create or update an NC 
plan. 

 Amend the approval 
criteria within the NC 
petitioning process. 
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Simplify time-consuming requirements for 
civic associations and increase the relevance 
of their work

What?

How?

• Streamline the information within the plans

• Promote opportunities to increase 
participation and experiment with new 
forms of engagement

• Reduce time needed to pull materials 
together

• Promote more streamlined and useful 
information for County staff and leadership 
in the NC Plans

• Better balance project approval from 
affected property owners and other project 
stakeholders

Why?
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Staff’s Proposed Next Steps 

• Update study website and finalize 
materials

• Share final report with the NCAC 
and other relevant/interested 
commissions

• Engage with the County Board in a 
work session with both staff and 
community members of the 
working group

• Finalize the NC Program 
Implementation Framework
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TENTATIVE DATES

Late April 

April 29 + 

May 11

Summer 



Implementation Framework
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• Will be developed by the Neighborhood Services Division/NC 
Program staff and include a Project Timeline and Milestones

• Implementation Framework will identify specific 
actions and entities to be involved utilizing the 
recommendations laid out in the NCPR's Report's "Four 
Strategies": Vision and Policy, Process, People, and Funding

• Project Timeline will include immediate shorter-term and mid-
term milestones to realize each actions and the 
related Milestones

• Will include Racial and Social Equity considerations in 
each category and incorporate them in each action

• Implementing this framework will help inform future funding 
recommendations for the CIP and possibly the General Fund
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