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Meeting Agenda 

1. Opening

2. Supplemental Data 
Analysis Presentation

3. Subcommittee 
Status Summaries

4. Proposed Path Ahead

5. Adjourn

(approx. time)

5 min

40 min

40 min

30 min

5 min



Supplemental Data Analysis

Presentation



• Staff geo-located each 
NC project since 1989 to 
support a more refined 
analysis

• Allows more detailed 
scrutiny related to race 
and socioeconomic 
conditions

• Opportunity to look at 
Northern Virginia Health 
Foundation/VCU data, 
as previously suggested

Refining Analytical Work Completed in Fall 2019 



Healthy Equity and Neighborhood Disparities

• 2017 Northern Virginia Health Foundation 
report showed pockets of significant disparity 
in Arlington

• This analysis formed the foundation for 
Arlington’s Destination 2027 Initiative, including 
four pillars to achieve health equity



Healthy Places Index (HPI)

Source: Northern Virginia Health Foundation, Virginia Commonwealth University
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A single measure that can size up the health of a 
neighborhood, taking dozens of neighborhood variables 
into account

HPI Weighting



Healthy Places Index in Arlington County 

Source: Northern Virginia Health Foundation, Virginia Commonwealth University

• The HPI Score is 
calculated at the 
census tract level

• Higher scores 
reflect areas with 
more resources 
for health and 
longer life 
expectancies



Healthy Places Index and NC Projects

Source: Northern Virginia Health Foundation, Virginia Commonwealth University,
CPHD, Arlington County

• HPI categories, except 
for neighborhoods with 
the poorest resources, 
have similar shares of 
NC projects

• Street improvement 
projects are more likely 
to be proposed in areas 
with more resources

• Neighborhoods with 
less resources have a 
wider spread of project 
types and a higher 
proportion of streetlight 
projects



NC Projects between 1989 - 1999

Source: Northern Virginia Health Foundation, Virginia Commonwealth University,
CPHD, Arlington County

• Represents 43% of 
all NC Projects since 
1989

• About 20 projects 
completed/ per year

• Greater clustering    
of projects occurred 
during this time 
period

• 33 Civic 
Associations 
completed projects



NC Projects between 2000 - 2009

Source: Northern Virginia Health Foundation, Virginia Commonwealth University,
CPHD, Arlington County

• Represents 39% of all NC 
projects since 1989

• About 20 projects 
completed/per year

• Projects are more 
dispersed       
geographically than           
in the decade prior

• 45 Civic Associations 
completed projects

• Areas with less resources 
have a higher proportion of 
projects than in the 
previous decade



Source: Northern Virginia Health Foundation, Virginia Commonwealth University,
CPHD, Arlington County

NC Projects between 2010 - 2019

• Represents 17% of all 
NC projects since 1989

• About 9 projects 
completed/year

• Projects are even     
more dispersed 
geographically

• 44 Civic Associations 
completed projects

• Areas with less 
resources have an even 
higher share of projects 
than they did in the 
previous decade



Source: Northern Virginia Health Foundation, Virginia Commonwealth University, CPHD, Arlington County
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Source: Northern Virginia Health Foundation, Virginia Commonwealth University, CPHD, Arlington County

Number of NC Projects by HPI Score Over Time
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NC Projects Over Time

Source: CPHD, Arlington County

1989-1999 2000-2009 2010-2019

# Total $ Median # Total $ Median # Total $ 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

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

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

Neighborhood Study 0 - - 1 $60,000 $60,000 0 - -

Total By Decade 222 $11,825,047 $24,650 205 $33,590,139 $133,000 87 $50,259,518 $522,440



NC Street Improvement Projects and Neighborhood Age* 

Source: County’s MHUD Datafile, CPHD, Arlington County
*Neighborhood Age was calculated by taking the average year housing was built 
regardless of the number of units inside. For example, year built of a multifamily 
building with 200 units would only be counted once. 

• More than three out 
of every four NC 
projects were 
completed in areas 
primarily 
developed in the 
1940s/1950s

• Street improvement 
projects are slightly 
more likely to be 
proposed in older 
areas of the County 
than other project 
types



Incomplete Sidewalk Analysis

Source: 2019 Ortho Imagery, Mapping Center, Arlington 
County

Cherrydale• Explored whether  
neighborhood’s sidewalk 
conditions determine the 
share of street improvement 
projects

• Using current County 
guidelines, we tabulated the 
percentage of sidewalk 
completeness for 
participating NC Civic 
Associations

Complete

Incomplete



NC Street Improvement Projects and Incomplete Sidewalk

17

Source: MHUD Datafile, CPHD, Arlington County
*Does not meet County Standards – complete sidewalk from intersection to 
intersection on at least one side of the street among local roadways, and complete 
sidewalk from intersection to intersection on both sides of the street among arterial 
roadways

• 60% of all street 
improvement projects 
are in areas with 
elevated levels of 
incomplete sidewalk* 
(9%+)

• May explain why 
areas with greater 
resources (HPI) were 
more likely to propose 
street improvement 
projects



NC Street Improvement Projects Compared to Land Use

Source: CPHD, Arlington County

• Only 16% of 
Street 
Improvement are 
in "Low-Medium 
to High Density" 
areas, though 
they represent 
nearly half of all 
projects in these 
zones



NC Streetlight Projects Compared to Land Use

Source: CPHD, Arlington County

• Streetlights are 
predominantly 
located in low 
density areas, and 
only about 15% of 
projects are in 
"Low-Medium to 
High 
Density" areas

• A higher 
proportion of 
streetlight projects 
are located south 
of Arlington 
Boulevard



NC Park Projects Compared to Land Use

Source: CPHD, Arlington County

• More than half of 
park projects are in 
low density areas, a 
smaller share than 
street improvement 
and streetlight 
projects

• Park projects are 
slightly more likely 
than other project 
types to be located in 
low-medium and 
high density areas 
and in public spaces



Subcommittee Status

Summaries
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Three Focused Subcommittees 

Process, 

Planning, and 

People

Evolving 

Infrastructure

Evolving 

Funding and 

Staffing

Sarah McKinley Daniel Weir Kathy Reeder

Margarita Brose Girair Simon Claire O’Dea

Stephanie Derrig Hans Bauman Tina Worden 

Shruti Kuppa Rob Swennes Howard Solodky

Tim McIntosh Michelle Stafford Ramzi Awaad

Laura Simpson Anthony Fusarelli Bernadette Grullon

*See handout for more detail and areas of remaining subcommittee discussion 



Process, People, and Planning

• The current Points System can be confusing and refinements are overdue

• The Petitioning Process should redistribute decision making authority 
between the Civic Association (vote) with the balance resting with affected 
landowners

• Staff should help neighborhoods more efficiently/timely undertake NC plan 
processes, and incentivize more frequent plan amendments

• Maintain the core of NCAC structure, but modify it so that the committee 
has more focus, leverages learning opportunities on related topics, and 
creates small focus groups to focus on specific initiatives

• Rebrand the NC Program, including renaming it, developing a strategic 
plan, and better liaise with the community 



Evolving Infrastructure 

• Update the County’s vision and intent for neighborhood infrastructure 
improvements by ensuring neighborhood visions are reflected in elements of 
the Comprehensive Plan, and NC Program and priority projects are flagged 
in relevant County planning documents

• Make room for other project types, especially those that stretch resources 
further

• Strengthen the relationship between NC and NCS through targeted 
adjustments, including opportunities to shift proposed projects from one 
program to the other and adequately funding both programs

• Recalibrate staff-neighborhood relationship and staff-staff relationship



Evolving Staffing and Funding

• The current model of project delivery (contractor-based construction) should 
remain, though increased funding might lend itself to a hybrid model of in-
house and contract design delivery

• Explore opportunities that bolster resources to the program – partnerships 
with non-profits, businesses, organizations, and foundations, grant 
programs, and public-private partnerships

• Streamline NC projects with other resources and elements by keeping intra-
county partnerships informal, aligning NC Projects with upcoming County 
projects, and flagging projects identified for renovation/repair by another 
agency

• Expand community education opportunities, led by NCAC, to better educate, 
inform, engage, and update the public – opportunities discussed include 
developing a communications/education strategic plan, website 
restructuring, presence at fairs and other large events, and tapping local 
media outlets



Flesh out Recommendations

1. Refine the NC Points System to increase opportunities for both 
small and large projects

2. Refine the NC Project Petitioning Process

3. Improve the NC Planning process so that it is timelier, less 
burdensome, and more relevant

4. Enhance the role of NCAC to increase its impact within the County

5. Rebrand the NC Program to clarify its true role and offerings 

6. Update the County’s vision and intent for infrastructure 
improvements in neighborhoods



Flesh out Recommendations

7. Clarify and optimize the relationship between NC and NCS

8. Better define allowable and encouraged/incentivized project types

9. Explore new partnerships that bolster resources supporting the 
program

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

11. Expand community education opportunities that better inform the 
public



Proposed Path 

Ahead



Tentative Schedule

August 26, 2020 Reconvene Full Working Group

Early-Mid 
September 2020

Late September 2020

Subcommittee Sessions (1-2): finalize evaluation and 
recommendation development

Full Working Group: review subcommittee meeting 
notes and confirm program review recommendations

October 2020 Full Working Group: staff to present first draft Report, 
group discussion about report

November 2020 Full Working Group: staff to present second draft 
Report, group discussion about report

December 2020 Final Report Delivery to County Manager

Subject to Refinement



Draft Report Outline

• Body of report organized in three sections: 
1. Background and Program Overview
2. Reflection of the Program Delivery Structure
3. Policy Recommendations and Action Framework

• Appendix to include Supplemental Analysis and 
Information

• Case studies will spotlight lessons learned



Next Steps and Adjourn


