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Neighborhood Conservation Program Review (NCPR) Working Group 
Winter 2020 Update and Next Steps – Alternative Subcommittee Structure 

 
When adopting the current Capital Improvement Plan in July 2018, the County Board directed the County 
Manager to appoint a body to review Arlington’s Neighborhood Conservation Program. The primary impetus 
for the review included a desire to assess the program’s ability to provide neighborhood infrastructure in a 
timely, cost-effective, and equitable manner, given current and anticipated near-term budget constraints. 

 
After preliminary scoping, the 18-member working group was established and formally commenced its work 
in May 2019. Co-chaired by one member each from the community and staff, the working group membership 
was composed to include a diversity of perspectives and backgrounds, and involves twelve citizens and six 
staff members from several departments. The working group has generally been meeting monthly, to review 
and discuss pertinent program materials and content assembled and synthesized by County staff.  

 
For initial direction, the County Manager provided to the group a draft charge and scope of work document 
describing the context, purpose, and desired focus areas of the study.  The document also included nearly 
two dozen specific evaluation questions, with the caveat and understanding that these were preliminary 
questions that were subject to evolve based on new insights and progress made during the review. On 
balance, the essence and tenor of the preliminary questions were arguably predicated on a presumption that 
the program has fundamental flaws and shortcomings that merit significant intervention. 

 
During the second half of 2019, the working group undertook a “Discovery Phase,” learning the ins and outs 
of the NC program, and gaining exposure to other County plans, policies and programs that all interface with 
NC in their own ways.  Through this discovery, the working group arrived at numerous key takeaways. Many 
of these debunked widely held myths, while others confirmed a few public perceptions of the program. To 
highlight a few of the most important: 

 The NC Program is not fundamentally broken;  
 Also, the NC Program is not perfect and has areas for improvement; and 
 NC Program projects do not cost more, and do not take longer, than other similar type projects 

in the county. In fact, all county projects have become more expensive over time for a variety 
of reasons.  

 
Collectively, the key takeaways and outcomes from the Discovery Phase call into question the utility of 
formulating responses to the full set of preliminary evaluation questions in the draft charge. Based on its 
learnings to date, the working group asserts that taking the time to develop thoughtful responses to the 
original questions would require significant additional resources for limited value add to the objective at 
hand. Alternatively, the working group has concluded that it would be most valuable to the County if it 
spends its remaining time during this review on a more focused set of questions to address the greatest 
opportunity areas for the future of the program. 

 
As a refined foundation for the balance of the working group’s efforts on this review, the enclosed table 
proposes a revamped approach for developing recommendations related to ten specific questions.  For 
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organizational and operational purposes, these questions have been grouped into four categories, 
preliminarily referred to as: 
 Process, Planning and People 
 Evolving Infrastructure 
 Evolving Funding and Staffing 
 Community Communications 

 
Apropos schedule, the working group will be reconvening in early February (2/11), and would like to produce 
and delivery to the County Manager its report by late spring 2020. To meet this goal, the working group will 
form subcommittees according to the four aforementioned categories, which will be tasked with meeting 
individually between monthly meetings of the full working group.  Additionally, a work session with the 
County Board will present an important opportunity to provide interim updates on emerging 
recommendations prior to completing and delivering the final working group report by early June. To meet 
this target, the schematic schedule for the remainder of the process can be conceptualized as follows: 
 
Tentative Remaining Schedule 
 

MONTH DATES/FREQUENCIES OUTCOMES 
FEBRUARY 
 
 
 

 2/11: Full Working Group Meeting 
 Subcommittee meetings TBD (~2 between Feb. 

and Mar. WG Meetings) 

 Review/refine approach to complete 
the review 
 Subcommittees begin work on 

conceptualizing recommendations 
 

MARCH 
 
 
 

 3/16-3/19: Full Working Group Meeting 
 Subcommittee meetings TBD (~2 between Mar. 

and Apr. WG Meetings) 
 Late March or Early April – County Board Work 

Session 
 

 WG hears interim report outs from 
subcommittees on progress to date 
 Subcommittees progress work on 

detailing recommendations 
 Work session as check-in with County 

Board to provide advance notice on 
emerging recommendations 
 

APRIL 
 
 
 

 4/20-4/23: Full Working Group Meeting 
 Subcommittee meetings, as needed / TBD 

 

 WG hears updated report outs from 
subcommittees on draft final 
recommendations 
 Subcommittees meet only if necessary 

to address any loose ends 
 

MAY 
 
 
 

 5/11-5/21: Full Working Group Meeting 
 

 Discuss review of draft Program 
Review report and presentation  

JUNE 
 
 
 

 6/1-6/4: Full Working Group Meeting 
 Week of 6/8: Submit Final Report to County 

Manager 
 

 Address final revisions/edits to Final 
Program Review report and 
presentation 
 Completion of Review 
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Revised List of Evaluation Focus Areas (draft) 
 

 

 Focused Areas of Evaluation and Supporting Questions 
Process, Planning and People (P3) subcommittee 
1 
 

Potential Changes to 1) the NC Program Points System & 2) the Project Petitioning Process 
 
 Should the NC Program Points System be refined, and if so, why? 
 Who should lead/engage in the effort to refine the points system? 
 What broad or specific factors/criteria should be considered for inclusion into the points system? (e.g.: 

more points to lower cost projects, projects adjacent to multi-family units, equity, etc.)? 
 Should the NC Project Petitioning Process be refined, and if so, why? 
 Who should lead/engage in the effort to refine the petitioning process? 
 Any additional guidance for how the process may be refined, generally? 
 
 

2 Enhancing the NC Planning Process 
 
 Should the NC Planning process and supporting structure be revised to increase interest/activity in 

creating/updating plans? If so, why? 
 Should an NC Plan continue to be a prerequisite for pursuing NC Projects, or, might there be equity 

benefits to allowing projects to be pursued without one?  
 Should County staff provide more technical expertise for NC Plan components?  
 Where an NC Plan includes a list of priority projects, should the projects be scored/ranked within the 

plan to provide that level of feedback and ownership of neighborhood goals, prior to project 
nomination? 

 
 

3 A Potentially Expanded Role of NCAC and its Members 
 

 Should the NCAC’s role be modified to more effectively engage as a conduit between neighborhoods 
and the County?   

 As an example, should the NCAC actively recruit graduates from other outlets such as Neighborhood 
College, Leadership Arlington, or other sources?  

 Does the current system of every representative attending every meeting make sense and serve 
neighborhoods in the best possible manner? 

 
 

4 
 

Rebranding the NC Program to Clarify its True Role and Offerings 
 
 What, if any, public relations/communications outreach efforts should the NCAC / County undertake to 

better educate the broader community about the NC Program and its benefits? 
 Should the re-branding and engagement effort be designed to encourage more participation? 
 What are the potential trade-offs associated with re-naming the program, as one option?  
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 Focused Areas of Evaluation and Supporting Questions 
Evolving Infrastructure subcommittee 
5 
 

Defining the County’s Vision for Neighborhood Infrastructure and Improvements 
 
 What is the County’s vision and goal for enhancing/expanding neighborhood infrastructure (regardless 

of delivery program)? 
 Who should be involved in defining that vision, and where in County plans and policy documents 

should that vision reside? 
 What would it take to realize the vision – in terms of resources, programs, time?  
 Assuming limited resources, how should the County prioritize new sidewalks and other like 

infrastructure? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 
 

Clarifying and Optimizing the Relationship between NC and NCS 
 
 Should the NC Program and Neighborhood Complete Streets programs be adjusted to improve and 

clarify the relationship between the two?  
 If so, how? 
 What are the elements and factors that should influence future program changes where the programs 

could co-exist in a more complementary way?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7 
 

Defining the Types of Future NC Projects 
 
 Should the NC Program focus on the planning and implementation of different, smaller scaled project 

types? If so, why?  
 Should the focus be on revamping existing infrastructure – or adding new?  
 Should the focus be on tactical urbanism, or conventional infrastructure projects? 
 How should the thinking of future NC projects be influenced by the evolution of project types in the 

past? 
 Are there opportunities for how NC projects can be incorporated into larger County planning studies? 
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 Focused Areas of Evaluation and Supporting Questions 
Evolving Funding and Staffing subcommittee 
8 
 

Better Aligning Funding Levels, Program Staffing, and Project Volume  
 

 What are the longer-term staffing and project delivery implications of continuing to fund the program 
at current levels, compared with previous funding level trends (2012, 2014, 2016)?  

 How does near-term preliminary budget information forthcoming in the next month or so inform 
thoughts on this? 

 Is there merit in changing the model of project delivery from contractor-based to County-crew-based, 
especially given current and future anticipated future funding levels? 
 
 
 

9 
 

Expanding Resource Opportunities, Leveraging Program Synergies, and Clarifying 
Assignment of Costs 

 
 What funding sources or partnerships, if any, should be further explored to bolster resources 

supporting the program?   
 What are the best opportunities to aim to leverage for combining/expanding NC projects with 

elements and resources from other programs or projects?  
 What County policies or standard operating procedures can be established to clarify funding and 

planning responsibilities for various multi-disciplinary components of an NC project?  (e.g. stormwater, 
paving, other utilities, etc.)? 

 
 
 

10 
 

Revealing the Realities of Increased Project Costs over Time 
 
 What information would be most helpful to clearly explain why NC projects (of all types) cost more 

today than they did 15+ years ago? 
 How best to demonstrate that this trend is also true for comparable projects delivered through other 

programs (and beyond)?  
 What strategies, if any, should be pursued to broadly educate the public on this topic, to better inform 

future conversations and feedback on projects? 
 
 
 

 
 


