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BACKGROUND

In May of 1997, Pima County Voters approved a general obligation bond package hence
creating the Neighborhood Reinvestment Program. The benefit of this program is for
“neighborhood organizations seeking to stabilize and improve their communities can
leverage small scale, targeted capital improvements proposed under this program into
anchors and focal points around which the residents can mobilize to make their

neighborhoods safer for their children and themselves™.

Again in May of 2004, Pima County voters voted to continue the progress made by the
Neighborhood Reinvestment Program and extend the program to cover all of Pima
County. Again the program shall, “continue to be neighborhood or community driven,
with projects originating with residents acting in concert to achieve community goals.”

To date, twelve 2004 Neighborhood Reinvestment Bond Projects have been completed,
and 40 have been approved by the Pima County Board of Supervisors. Eight 1997
Neighborhood Reinvestment Projects have also been completed and were included in this
survey. The number of Pima County residents who have benefited directly from these
completed projects is approximately 302,552.> Bond funding of $8,099,591° has been
reinvested in these communities, through these neighborhood driven projects.

The information contained within is compiled from a community satisfaction survey sent
to all Neighborhood Associations which have completed projects from the 1997
Neighborhood Reinvestment Bond Funds as well as the 2004 Neighborhood
Reinvestment Bond Funds. These projects are located throughout Pima County and
within some of the most stressed areas as described by the 2000 Census”.

These surveys are submitted upon project completion and returned to Neighborhood
Reinvestment staff. Each year, an annual report is compiled from these surveys and is
presented to the County Administrator demonstrating the impact on communities as a
result of Neighborhood Reinvestment Program project development. During FY 07/08, a
total of 19 surveys were submitted to neighborhoods with a 95% return ratio.
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KEY FINDINGS

As a result of this survey, some of the most popular projects were:

e Street/Pedestrian Lighting
e Park Improvements
e Sidewalks

e Traffic Mitigation

e Landscaping

In order, neighborhoods ranked the following community benefits:

e Promoted Community Pride
e Improved Appearance of Neighborhood
e Encouraged walking, exercise or outdoor activities
e Empowered Residents to work with Government Agencies

e |dentified new Community Needs
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COMMUNITY BENEFIT

Neighborhoods were asked what the primary reason(s) particular project(s) were selected:

Address Safety Concerns 83%
Beautification of Neighborhood 72%
Increased Community Involvement 67%
No Accessible Facilities (Handicap ramps, sidewalks, etc.) 56%
Improve Health Issues 50%
Address Crime Issues 44%
Other 0%

BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY

Neighborhoods were asked what benefits the community derived as a result of the project

Encouraged residents to walk, exercise or play outdoors 89%
Improved appearance of Neighborhood 83%
Promoted a stronger sense of community pride 83%
Promoted a stronger sense of community (involvement with area issues) 83%
Increased feelings of safety and security 67%
Increased Awareness and recognition among neighbors 67%
Empowered residents to work more with Government agencies 56%
Neighborhood identified new community needs 56%
Influenced residents to volunteer more 28%
Neighborhood organization increased in number 22%
Neighborhood conducting more meetings 17%

DID THE IMPROVEMENT MEET THE ORIGINAL GOAL OF THE

NEIGHBORHOOD

Neighborhoods were asked if the improvements met their original goal(s).
(Some neighborhoods did not answer this question causing less than 100% total)

| YES | 94% | NO | 0% | UNDECIDED |

0%
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Neighborhoods were asked what processes they used to select their project.
(Many neighborhoods used multiple processes)

Series of open neighborhood meetings for discussion and vote 94%
Combination of staff and residential input 89%
Committee development and presentation 67%
City/County development and presentation 67%
Neighborhood survey 56%
High crime stats 22%
Other 22%
High accident rates 05%

NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS/RESIDENTS INVOLVED IN DECISION

AND/OR WORKD ON DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT

Neighborhoods were asked the number of individual/residents that were believed to be involved in the
decision and/or worked on the development of this project

20 or less 28% 20-35 39% 35-50 11% 50 or 22%
more

DID THE NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS/INDIVIDUALS WORK
WELL TOGETHER ON THIS PROJECT

Neighborhoods were asked if those neighborhood residents/individuals worked well together on this

project.
Less than Expected Met expectations Exceeded
1 [05% [2 0w [3 [22% |4 |50% [5 | 22% |
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OTHER PROJECTS NEEDED IF MONEY WAS AVAILABLE

Neighborhoods were asked what other projects they would pursue if additional money was available.

Street Lighting 67%
Landscaping 61%
Traffic Mitigation 50%
Sidewalks 44%
Park Improvements 44%
Restoration/Preservation 33%
Walking Paths 28%
Basketball/Volleyball Courts 28%
Community Garden 22%
Signage 22%
Bus Shelters/Stops 22%
Playground Equipment 17%
Park Construction 17%
Other 05%

OTHER COMPLETED NEIGHBORHOOD PROJECTS

Neighborhoods were asked what other projects were completed prior to this project.

Sidewalks 39%
Street Lighting 33%
Traffic Mitigation 28%
Park Improvements 22%
Landscaping 22%
Bus Shelters/Stops 22%
Walking Paths 17%
Park Construction 17%
Signage 17%
Playground Equipment 17%
Other 17%
Basketball/Volleyball Courts 17%
Restoration/Preservation 11%
Community Garden 0%

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT PROCESS

Neighborhoods were asked if the Neighborhood Reinvestment process was a positive experience.

Less than Expected Met Expectations Exceeded
| 1 [ o5% | 2 | ow | 3 | 0% | 4 | 28% | 5 | 67% |
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NOTES

“1” — Source Cited — Bond Implementation Plan May 20, 19997 Special Election Ordinance No.
1997-35 (As Amended by Ordinance No. 1998-58, adopted September 22, 1998 and Ordinance
No. 2001-111, adopted August 20, 2001) (Page 130)

“2” — Source Cited — Formal Proposals submitted by Neighborhood/Community Groups.

“3” — Source Cited — Actual allocated amounts awarded by the Pima County Board of
Supervisors

“4” — Information on the processes used to determine the level of stress can be found at:
http://www.tucsonaz.gov/planning/data/census/stress/index.html#TopOfPage

“5” — Source Cited — Formal Proposal submitted by Neighborhood/Community group.
“*” — This information can have an error ratio of approximately 5.3%. 8 surveys were returned

from completed 1997 Neighborhood Reinvestment Bond projects, and 10 surveys were returned
from completed 2004 Neighborhood Reinvestment Bond projects.

SURVEY PROCESS

Surveys returned are the first in a series of 3 which are sent,
» Upon completion of the project
» 6 months and
» 1 year after completion.

Newly elected Neighborhood Representatives may not have all the information for the completed
projects, and therefore left some questions blank, hence causing the error ratio.
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QUOTES

“The process enabled the City and its residents to work together in an effort to achieve a common
goal. Meeting with residents one-on-one, helped bring forth a link between City staff, residents
and the business community.”

Richard Salas — City Planning Director, City of South Tucson

“Made funds available for the neighborhood to help improve itself and potentially draw back its

residents that left due to the lack of infrastructure improvements and the gentrification that has

been occurring. Neighborhood is not a wealthy area and many residents live on fixed incomes.

The park is something that we feel will keep the residents that are here to stay here. It is simple

infrastructure like this that motivates residents to take pride in their property and their homes”
Vincent Reis Sr. — President West Ochoa Neighborhood Association

“Our abundant thanks to Lori Aldecoa, Cami Juarez, the Neighborhood Reinvestment Oversight
Committee and the Pima County Board of Supervisors for finding purpose in our project and
working with us to get it funded and supported. Mil Gracias!”

Sonya Lazo - Vice Chair, A-Mountain Neighborhood Association

“This project promoted community involvement in planning and monitoring the implementation
of a major capital improvement project. Neighbors remained engaged throughout the process and
continue to express their pride and pleasure in the results.”

Diana Lett — Former President, Feldman’s Neighborhood Association

“Pima County Neighborhood Reinvestment is an awesome program that should be continued for
the betterment of the entire community.”
Rebecca “Beki” Quintero — President, Sunnyside Neighborhood Association

“Those few neighbors that were involved wanted to do more for the community. We have a base
of residents that are willing to help out, as small as it is, it’s a start.”
Annabelle Nunez — President, National City

“Pima County staff working in conjunction with the Town of Marana Public Works and
Community Development were able to address the needs of the neighborhood helping bring this
older-lighted neighborhood to closer aesthetic with newer development in the area.”

T. VanHook — Director of Community Development (Marana)

“Keep up the good work; I was very happy with the procedures and the cooperation, support,

information given throughout the process. Thank you to everyone who assisted from the

Neighborhood Reinvestment office, Supervisors Bronson’s office and Ward 111 office.”
Blanche White — President, Oak Flower Neighborhood Association
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The Pima County Neighborhood Reinvestment Program
Helping to Improve the Quality of Life and Foster Healthy Communities since 1997.





