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Neighborhood Conservation Program Review (NCPR)  
Working Group  

 
DRAFT Proposed Pathway from Discovery to Recommendations and Final Report 

 
 
 

1. Introduction 
 

With Meeting #6 on November 7, the NCPR Working Group will be wrapping up its work during the 
Discovery phase of the process.  During the last five meetings, the working group has received, 
processed, and discussed information across a range of topics directly and indirectly related to the NC 
Program and associated projects. At this point, the group is generally ready to transition into the next 
phase of review, namely the Emerging Findings, Concepts and Recommendations phase. The draft 
framework presented below is a preliminarily proposed approach, for discussion, for how the working 
group’s efforts should proceed next.  
 

 
2. Classification of Evaluation Questions 

 

The County Manager Charge for the working group includes approximately 25 evaluation questions for 
the working group to consider in formulating its recommendations.  These questions cover a range of 
topics, and it is likely that some will require more discussion and deliberation than others.  To ensure the 
most efficient use of working group meeting time, the proposed process includes spending the first two 
meetings of the Emerging Findings, Concepts and Recommendations phase working to organize the 
evaluation questions into two categories: “Simple” and “Complex” (for lack of better terminology).  
Making this up front investment of time is intended to strategically parse out the questions in a way that 
will help define meeting agendas across this phase. Ideally, these initial conversations will also provide an 
opportunity to identify areas where more information may be needed or beneficial to inform 
recommendations. Just because the Discovery phase is over doesn’t necessarily mean there won’t be 
continued opportunities for additional information to be shared with the group in phase three. 
 

 
3. Proposed Generalized Remaining Schedule/Timeline 

 

To more fully define the program review’s proposed remaining schedule and timeline, the below table 
presents a framework for how the balance of the review could proceed. Per this proposal, the working 
group would generally meet approximately twice a month during Phase 3. Moving into Phase 4, the 
number and frequency of meetings would be determined later once further consideration has been given 
to determine the best approach for drafting, reviewing and arriving at a final report.    

 
November –
December 2019 

2 meetings to classify questions, ID more information needed Phase 3 

January – 
March 2020 

Approx. 6 meetings to work through answers to questions and emerging 
recommendations 

Phase 3 

April– June 
2020 

Meetings (# TBD) to iterate and review draft report and presentation materials Phase 4 
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4. Striving for Consensus and the Role of Staff  
 

In answering the evaluation questions, ideally the working group will deliberate and work together to 
reach good consensus around commonly held positions, whenever possible.  Where consensus cannot be 
achieved, a secondary goal would be to identify areas of general support around an issue, while at the 
same time identifying limitations where they are identified or potentially exist.  
 
During the working group’s efforts in Phase 3, the core staff team members of the working group will 
continue to meet between scheduled meetings of the full working group.  To ensure these staff meetings 
are most productive and complementary to full working group meetings, the primary objectives and foci 
of these meetings are anticipated to involve several distinct work areas, including: 
 
 Following up on ideas discussed during the previous NCPR Working Group meeting, to further 

test and evaluate how the details of certain emerging recommendations might work out; 
 Identifying potential trade offs or pros/cons related to ideas being considered/advanced by the full 

working group; and  
 Following up on additional information requests, and/or providing information that was 

outstanding from the Discovery Phase. 
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EVALUATION QUESTIONS (as of 11/7/2019) 
 

1. Do NC Projects contribute to an appropriate balance between neighborhood and 
Countywide infrastructure goals and objectives? 
 

2. What processes or decision criteria should help inform an appropriate balance between 
addressing Countywide infrastructure deficiencies versus prioritizing locally driven, 
specific NC Projects?  
 

3. Should NC Plans continue to be developed and updated into the future, and if so, should 
the role of such plans in determining future NC projects be changed?  
 

4. How can the relationship between the NC Program and Neighborhood Complete Streets 
Program be structured to best serve County infrastructure needs in neighborhoods? 
 

5. Should changes be made to the types of capital projects implemented through the NC 
Program, and if so, why?  Relatedly, should NC funds be focused on 1) replacement of 
existing capital infrastructure, 2) adding new improvements, or 3) a mix of both? 
 

6. Should the existence of an NC Plan always be a pre-requisite for consideration and 
approval of a neighborhood’s proposed NC Project and associated funding? 
 

7. Should project elements be specifically identified in NC Plans, or should plans more 
generally refer to desired improvements to be accomplished through projects that are 
subsequently specified in the future? 
 

8. What should be the appropriate relationship between the NC Program and Arlington 
Public Schools? 
 

9. What other delivery models exist (i.e. program implementation approach vs. project 
implementation approach), and what are the outcomes of such models, in comparison to 
the current model of delivering NC projects? 
 

10. Should the NC Program be reframed to employ more economical, innovative and 
emerging urban design solutions?  
 

11. Should policies or protocols be established or improved to help clarify funding and 
planning responsibilities for addressing unforeseen ancillary improvements that emerge 
during project execution?  
 

12. Should strategies be employed to scale up/down the NC Program to align with variable 
annual fiscal realities, and if so, what might they be?  
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13. Should additional funding resources be considered to support the program, and if so, 
which ones?  
 

14. Should resources allocated through the NC Program towards capital project 
implementation be distributed in a different manner to achieve more equitable results 
Countywide?  
 

15. What are the connections/conflicts between the NC Program’s civic project generation 
and prioritization process and the full loaded costs of street improvement projects?  
 

16. Should processes other than the current NC process for building consensus prior to 
County Board approval be considered for determining what projects to advance and 
when? What are the connections/conflicts between the NC Program’s civic project 
generation and prioritization process and the full loaded costs of street improvement 
projects? 
 

17. Should the make-up of participants in the NC Program change, based on persons/groups 
served by resulting projects? For example, should relevant advisory commissions play a 
greater role? 
 

18. Should the NCAC adopt a program of outreach to and education of civic associations 
without representatives on the NCAC to encourage greater participation?  
 

19. Should the strong network of volunteers associated with NCAC have a modified role to 
more effectively engage with the County and neighborhoods they serve on NC Projects 
and related matters? 

 
 

 


