
The NCAC Policy 
Change Discussion 

The rationale & justification 
for change 



Ad-hoc Group 
How the proposal was 

developed. 

● 6 meetings from Jan - Apr 2015 

● Attendance typically 10-12. 

● What follows is an overview of the 

deliberations that resulted in the 

currently proposed changes. 

● Initially, a variety of ideas and 

personal experiences were shared. 

● As discussions progressed, several 

topics became recurring themes. 

These are presented next as 

principles and goals. 



Principles 
● Adhere to the NC Way 

Keep our policies and procedures consistent with the stated 

objective of the NCAC. 

● The Public Right of Way is for Public Benefit 
Neighbors should work together as part of a collaborative 

process for determining appropriate uses. 

● Unique Impacts on Residents in Close Proximity 
While the question of appropriate uses of public ROW is a matter 

for all those who use it, the question of how the project is 

accomplished can often be shaped for the better through the 

involvement of the residents who live closest to it. 

“The objective of the NCAC is to 
build a sense of community in 
Arlington's neighborhoods 
through citizen involvement. 
NCAC member neighborhoods 
develop Neighborhood 
Conservation Plans using a 
citizen-driven planning process. 
Twice yearly, NCAC recommends 
neighborhood-initiated capital 
improvement projects based on 
these plans to the County Board 
for funding.”, The Neighborhood 
Conservation Program 
Guidebook, January 2014, p. 4 



Goals 
● Reduce Time 

Reduce the total time it takes to complete projects. 

● Reduce Costs 
○ time to implementation (too much time -> new design standard & new construction costs -> blown budgets) 

○ project rejection after expenses have been incurred 

● Address Safety Related Projects 
Get pedestrian/safety projects implemented that have failed under current policies and procedures. 

● Policy Alignment 
Align our policies with county board policy and the policies other county entities, within the context of 

our principles and organizational objective. 
○ CB - Walkability, One Sidewalk on Every Street 

○ No other County or State policy says that adjacent property owners have the final and only say on appropriate 

uses of public ROW (unless they are assessed a special tax - §15.2-2404 of the Code of Virginia). 



Possible Policy Change Pros/Cons for Principles & Goals 

● More upfront information ● Reduces costs by reducing chance of later rejection 
● May help more projects pass 1st petition because fewer 

things are “unknown” 
● Doesn’t not address any others 

● Tweek vote calculations 
lower initial vote threshold and/or raise 
second vote threshold 

● Reduces costs by reducing chance of later rejection 
● Doesn’t not address any others 

● Use a single petition process 
only one vote 

● Reduces costs by reducing chance of later rejection 
● May increase likelihood of initial rejection 
● Doesn’t not address any others 

● Eliminate the petition process (see next slide) 

● Give bond $ to DES and let them do it ● Would help get safety related project done faster. 
● Does not adhere to the NC Way. 

Range of Possible Changes 



Eliminating the Petition Process 
Principles 

● Adhere to the NC Way 
Takes us closer to the NC Way: neighborhood-initiated, 

sense of community, citizen involvement. 

● The Public Right of Way is for Public Benefit 
Gives all ROW users an equal voice in determining 

appropriate uses. 

● Unique Impacts on Residents in Close 

Proximity 
Care should be taken that at the appropriate design 

phase, a meeting take place with only residents in close 

proximity (adjoining) and CA reps. 

 

Goals 

● Reduce Time 
Less time needed to gather petition signatures. 

● Reduce Cost 
Less risk of project rejection after NC Staff has expended 

resources on it. And there are consequence for a 

neighborhood to do so. 

● Address Safety Related Projects 
Help implement the sidewalk projects that have failed 

petition (or not even been proposed). 

● Policy Alignment 
More inclusive and transparent process for public 

infrastructure decisions. Better supports county sidewalk 

and walkability goals. 

 



How does the process change? 
CURRENT PROCESS NEW PROCESS 

Phase 1 - Project Identification and Definition 

● Letter from civic association president identifying 

priority project. 

● General Interest Survey/Clipboard Petition of only 

the adjoining property owners. 

● Civic Association “conducts” an “NCAC priority project vote” open 

to all residents and property owners. 

● The vote is publicized 30 days in advance.* 

● All residents and property owners are entitled to vote regardless 

of CA membership or the location of their home in relationship to 

the project. 

● Extra diligence should be used to notify the specific set of 

stakeholders living in proximity to the project, including, if 

necessary, by using first class mail. 

● The notification and voting processes and outcomes should be 

recorded and that record retained. 

● Very little transparency required. 

● Not inclusive. 

● Transparent. 

● Inclusive. 

● No more demanding than the existing process required for NC 

Plan approval: notification must given and all residents can vote. 



How does the process change? 
CURRENT PROCESS NEW PROCESS 

Phase 2 - Concept Planning and Design 

● Concept Design Review Meeting 

 

 

 

● Final Petition 

● The Concept Design Review Meeting will continue to be for those 

living in close proximity to the project. While the neighborhood as 

a whole has a say in appropriate uses of the ROW, those living 

closest have a stronger voice in how that use is implemented. 

● The CA may optionally choose to hold a meeting and conduct an 

“NCAC project rejection vote” to reject the project at any point up 

to the start of phase 3 (presumably, but not necessarily, as a 

result of seeing the conceptual design).* The vote to reject must 

be greater than 70%. 

Phase 3 - Project Design No Change. 

Phase 4 - Implementation No Change. 

Phase 4 - Project Closeout No Change. 



What impact will the change have? 
• It won’t require residency verification at meetings. 

• It won’t require postage for notifications. 
Mail may work better for some CAs. For others, a block captain/clip board style notification 

method might be better. Whatever method, all that is required is a reasonable effort at broad 

notification with special attention paid to those closest to the project, a record of that process 

and retention of that record. In other words, let everyone know as best you can, take notes, keep 

notes. 

• It won’t conflict with most CA bylaws. 
*I’m not a lawyer. This is not a legal opinion. 

• It won’t put CAs in “the line of fire.” 
The NCAC project qualification process is for prioritizing legitimate public projects. All project 

design and implementation will continue to be under the control of Arlington County staff. 



What impact will the change have? 
• It will require CAs to hold meetings, preside over discussions and conduct 

votes. 
We should consider assisting CAs that are not accustom to this process by providing some best 

practices for them to follow. 

• It will require those now holding an exclusive vote to attend meetings, 

engage with other ROW users and deliberate the merits of various uses. 
In some cases, this may cause uncomfortable and unpleasant discourse. But that is because we 

have been leading people to falsely believe that only their opinion matters. We cannot continue to 

perpetuate that belief. This belief may also be leading residents to feel that they need not engage 

with their community on other county projects that the community desires. 



Final Words 
While the existing process of 60% adjacent property owner approval made sense 

when they paid a portion of the cost, it makes no sense to limit the vote to a few 

people when the entire public infrastructure project is paid with public funds.  

While this proposal does increase the minimum level of effort required to qualify 

projects for funding, that effort is no great than what is needed for NC Plan 

acceptance. In addition, given that public funds are used, a process that is 

inclusive and transparent should be expected and with it, whatever minimum 

effort necessary. 


