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Assessing Community Development Program Performance:

Quantitative Assessment Strategies for the LISC Sustainable Communities Initiative

In July, 2007, LISC began its Sustainable Communities Initiative, an ambitious attempt to achieve the revitalization of whole neighborhoods in ways that convey enduring benefits to the low-income people who live in them.  This whole-community approach extends LISC’s previous work in community real estate and nonprofit capacity-building to a focus on the multiple and interconnected efforts needed effect more change more broadly.  The initiative draws heavily on the New Communities Program in Chicago, initiated in 2003.  As of November 2009, LISC had rolled out the initiative in 16 sites outside of Chicago: Bay Area, Detroit, Duluth, Kansas City, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, Rhode Island, Rural Pennsylvania, Twin Cities, Washington, DC, Newark, Houston, San Diego, New York City, and the Mid-South Delta.
This approach is not easy to implement, and it is not always clear when success has been achieved.   In the past, community development has suffered from its inability to develop clear and compelling statistical demonstrations of its value to neighborhoods.  But in the last ten years, researchers have begun to build the analytical and informational tools needed to do so; these now make it possible to examine neighborhood change on a scale not previously possible.

In early 2007, the LISC governing board directed the staff to assess the outcomes of the Sustainable Communities program.  This report describes how LISC researchers and consultants are determining whether neighborhoods have indeed changed in relation to what would otherwise be expected, and how those changes have been produced.   Learning how changes were produced is the subject of the qualitative portion of the analysis, described in more detail elsewhere.
  But finding out whether changes were produced at all is the subject of the quantitative analysis, described in more detail in this document.  We describe where the quantitative assessment stands as of November, 2009.
The discussion proceeds through five sections:

Section 1:  Brief overview of the Sustainable Communities initiative and the multiple characteristics of communities that define the initiative’s outcomes for quantitative assessment purposes. Quantitative research covers 16 Sustainable Communities sites and neighborhoods as declared by November, 2009, including four impact sites, in which detailed neighborhood data produced by local data warehouses under contract to LISC are being analyzed.  (In Chicago, MDRC in New York in cooperation with the Chicago Metropolitan Communities Information Center is leading the quantitative research, under contract to the MacArthur Foundation.) 
Section 2:  Discussion of research questions and approach, emphasizing the two basic tasks of monitoring neighborhood change indicators and assessing the effects Sustainable Communities programs may have had on those changes.   These two tasks require different, but complementary, approaches to indicator development, sources of data, definitions of analysis and comparison neighborhoods, and the numbers of sites involved.  (A summary of the differences between the two types of analysis is presented in Exhibit 1.)
· The monitoring task is being carried out in all 16 sites using nationally-available data.  For the most part, neighborhoods have been defined in terms of census tracts, and indicators are tracked in target neighborhoods and in comparison neighborhoods identified through cluster analysis of economic and social variables.  Construction of core neighborhood quality indicators has been guided by researcher assumptions about desirable low-income community features.

· The assessment task is being carried out in four impact sites using high-quality data from local sources.  (The sites are Indianapolis, Milwaukee, Rhode Island, and Twin Cities.)  Neighborhoods have been defined through a “bracketed matching” of candidate comparison neighborhoods in relation to target neighborhoods on a small number of critical variables. Indicators consist of a core set of national and common local indicators, selected to represent community features thought by researchers and local LISC staff to be desirable neighborhood conditions.  As the analysis unfolds, priority indicators that map to the goals and priorities outlined in community plans will be selected.

Section 3 describes the multiple types of data used in the analysis and how indicators of community change will be constructed from these data. National neighborhood data resides on a database constructed by LISC staff, drawing on all available Federal sources of local data.  Data for each of the four impact sites has been supplied and analyzed by local data warehouses that contain high-quality data on land use, property characteristics, crime, and other neighborhood characteristics.  The local data partners are:
· Indianapolis: The Polis Center at Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis

· Milwaukee:  The Nonprofit Center of Milwaukee Neighborhood Data Center

· Rhode Island:  The Providence Plan

· Twin Cities: Center for Urban and Regional Affairs, University of Minnesota

Section 4 discusses the analysis approach to each of the monitoring and assessment tasks, emphasizing the importance of careful analysis of trends in analysis and comparison neighborhoods, including use of interrupted time series analysis.  Because of the variety of purposes to be served in the analysis, four different types of reports are being generated: annual assessment reports, neighborhood monitoring reports, topical reports and research papers, and methodological notes.

Section 5 outlines project organization, management, and work tasks, and discusses the emerging partnership between LISC and the Urban Institute’s National Neighborhood Indicators Partnership.

Supporting attachments can be found in a separate Appendix.  Numbered exhibits explicitly mentioned in the text are attached to the end of this document. 
1.  Overview of the Sustainable Communities Initiative

Practitioners of community development have long recognized some of the systemic barriers to progress against problems of persistent, concentrated, poverty in American cities, and in the last several decades, a new generation of “comprehensive community initiatives,” has attempted to overcome or avoid these obstacles.   The Ford Foundation Neighborhoods and Families Initiative and the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s New Futures and Rebuilding Communities Initiatives, to name just two, aimed to solve problems of resource misdirection and fragmentation stemming from the specialized policy and program delivery systems important to neighborhood vitality.  They aimed to do so by creating the new structures of community empowerment and agency coordination needed to carry out programs comprehensively.

Funded by the Surdna Foundation and operating in the early- to mid-1990s, the Comprehensive Community Revitalization Program (CCRP) in New York City’s South Bronx was one of the most successful of these comprehensive initiatives.   The CCRP achieved dramatic results compared to previous efforts in similarly challenged neighborhoods
, which spurred the MacArthur Foundation to carry out its New Communities Program (NCP) in Chicago, using Chicago LISC as its “managing intermediary” and drawing on the best elements of the earlier CCRP, including:

1.
The need for comprehensive interventions, responding to the multi-dimensional character of community well-being and the need to enlist, educate, and deploy multiple stakeholders and resource-providers in a planned, coordinated, effort to effect change. 

2.
The primacy of community action and community-well being as the object of policy, in which citizen engagement, community-centered planning, geographic targeting, and sustained partnerships are foundational principles of programs and action.

3.
The criticality of accountability, in the form of institutional relationships and practices, designation of a lead agency, and the continuing flow of information on stakeholders’ performance and the outcomes of collective action.

From a small community-building program begun in 1995 and operating in three Chicago neighborhoods, the program expanded in 2003 to include 16 of the city’s low-income community areas.  Early analyses of the results of the New Communities Program point toward an unusually successful set of community outcomes and a strong, workable process for enlisting communities, agencies, and other systemic players as partners in a comprehensive effort.
   Based on this experience, LISC staff and NCP practitioners developed a set of principles that capture critical aspects of the ruling philosophy and operating mechanics of the NCP.   (See Exhibit 2.)   These principles have been adopted by LISC to guide replication of the NCP experience into sixteen other LISC program areas.  
Like other comprehensive community initiatives, the Sustainable Communities Initiative has an explicit place-based focus.  Communities are thought of in spatial terms – as people and institutions who share common interests and needs by virtue of their residence in proximity to one another.   Implicitly, the Initiative holds that some of the critical supports that individuals and families need are often found, or are best delivered, in places where people reside.  These features of communities have been formalized by NCP practitioners and LISC staff, based on decades of community development work in Chicago, as Key Characteristics of Sustainable Communities.  (See Exhibit 3.)

In general terms, these Key Characteristics represent a set of desired Sustainable Communities outcomes: the Initiative as a whole can be deemed a success if a significant number of the neighborhoods where this effort is carried out can be shown to make progress toward a state approaching that outlined in the Exhibit.   In terms of specific neighborhoods, however, organized communities articulate more concrete goals through their “quality of life” plans, which the programs identified in the plan aim to realize.  These more specific goals may pertain only to a subset of Sustainable Communities characteristics (although realizing them may trigger improvements in other areas that are not the explicit objects of policy.)

Measuring progress toward acquiring Sustainable Communities characteristics is one of the ten fundamental principles of the Initiative.  Measurement is important for several reasons: common information on community change has proven to be a good way to keep disparate parties engaged with one another; data and analysis support efforts to ensure accountability among the parties; and analysis results can support effective communications to supporters.  This information can come from a variety of sources, including qualitative data on major events, public perceptions, assessments of principal stakeholders and other sources.   It can also come from quantitative data, which because of its quality and scope can be analyzed in ways that produce more convincing evidence of program impacts than is possible using qualitative sources of information.

With the single exception of the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s Making Connections initiative, the accumulation and analysis of quantitative neighborhood information has not been a prominent part of earlier comprehensive initiatives.  In contrast, both the New Communities Program in Chicago and the Sustainable Communities program have accorded great weight to the assessment of neighborhood progress against the ultimate neighborhood change goals of the initiative.   As a result, the Sustainable Communities Assessment has invested considerable effort in the conceptualization of the quantitative, neighborhood change, portion of the analysis.

2.  Research Questions and Approach
The research serves two basic purposes: to monitor trends in target neighborhoods as the Initiative unfolds and assess whether the initiative has produced the changes sought. Each task has special requirements pertaining to indicator development, neighborhood comparisons, and spatial definitions of neighborhood.  The assessment task, in particular, places poses special informational, analytical, and operational challenges to this research. 

Analysis Questions

Overall, the assessment is guided by just a few general questions:

1.
Did target neighborhoods get better?  The research team constructed indicators for monitoring community trends in 16 sites using newly assembled data on community demographic, social, and economic conditions.

2.
What value did the Sustainable Communities initiative have?  Researchers will use statistical analysis of neighborhood indicators, in combination with qualitative analysis results, to determine whether observed changes can be credited, at least in part, to the Sustainable Communities account.

3.
How can revitalization efforts be carried out more effectively?  Throughout data collection, qualitative researchers in eight sites are collecting information on the successes and challenges of implementation.
  They also will learn much of value to analysts carrying out the quantitative research.    

The first question calls for analysis to monitor neighborhood change to inform local and national LISC staff and stakeholders about neighborhood progress, requiring development of a set of quantitative indicators tracking community conditions. Indicator selection was guided by theoretical understandings of neighborhood, informed in part by understandings of common community priorities in different types of low-income neighborhoods. 

The second question calls for an assessment of the relationship between Sustainable Communities activities and community outcomes. This requires a complex effort to define neighborhood boundaries, develop comparisons across neighborhoods and time periods, marshal indicators, and analyze them in ways that result in convincing statements concerning the likely effectiveness of interventions.   Quantitative analysis will strive to test for statistically demonstrable differences the Sustainable Communities initiative made in community conditions.  (Qualitative researchers will carry out their own version of the analysis, drawing on both quantitative and qualitative data.)   Throughout this document, this analysis will be generally referred to as the “assessment of program effects” or “program assessment.”   Some of the analytical techniques to be used are commonly associated with community impact analysis; these will be used on a pilot basis in four sites to test whether local data and programs will support a statistically advanced impact study.
The third question will be answered by the qualitative analysts.  Qualitative researchers in eight sites
 are documenting program efforts, including approximate counts of units produced by priority community development activities, significant community events (such as the expansion of a local hospital), and participant evaluations of changes in community conditions, all of value to the quantitative portion of the analysis.

The process for carrying out the quantitative portion of the work will uncover issues linked to implementation of the initiative itself, which will be of value to the qualitative analysis; e.g., the analysis of concentrations of neighborhood changes that may help explain patterns of community conflict.  
The monitoring and assessment analyses pose different requirements, but they are not isolated from one another.  To monitor neighborhood change, researchers have constructed a battery of core indicators of neighborhood quality and are tracking them in all 16 sites using national data sources and standard census geographies.
  In the four impact communities, researchers are doing much the same, but as the program itself unfolds locally, researchers will tailor neighborhood indicators specifically to community quality-of-life plans, drawing on local data sources.  The national indicator development supports local assessment efforts, and the local indicator development supports national monitoring.   And national and local research efforts to examine the behavior of indicators over time should shed new light on the relationships among the multiple dimensions of neighborhoods.

Characteristics of Neighborhoods

Analysis of neighborhood change necessarily simplifies an otherwise complex reality.  Neighborhoods can be thought of in terms of inter-related land, labor, and capital markets embedded within community institutions and relationships.  Neighborhood monitoring and assessment, however, relies on just a few highly abstract indicators of this complexity, and that said, even these few are not very well tested throughout previous research.  

The items on the Key Characteristics of Sustainable Communities list are a strong beginning point for indicator development. The list comprises most of the outcomes likely to be found in community quality of life plans.  These characteristics can be grouped easily into the five domains of community quality embraced by the Sustainable Communities Initiative:  housing and real estate, income and wealth, economic activity, safe and healthy communities, and education.  Demographics has been added as a sixth category for analysis purposes.  (Demographics, by themselves, have no evaluative implications.)   These domains include:

· Demographics, including changes in the number of persons and households, and in the mix of types of households (family status and headship), ages, and races and ethnic groups represented; 
· Housing and real estate, primarily including the mix of tenure, income groups, and affordability levels, housing quality, and the financial characteristics of housing in light of recent waves of subprime lending and related foreclosures;
· Economic Activity, including the performance of export-oriented sectors, access to high-quality retail, and transportation access to the broader city and region;
· Income and Wealth, principally including neighborhood employment, earnings, and reported income;
· Community Safety and Health , including public safety, physical attractiveness, effective delivery of basic urban services, and community institutions and relationships, and the availability of social and health Services to meet the needs of vulnerable members of the community; and 
· Education and Culture, principally including high-quality educational opportunities for both children and adults.
Development of Neighborhood Indicators

Neighborhood indicators are quantitative measures of community conditions that convey evaluative information, signaling welcome or unwelcome changes in community well being.  Good indicator development requires a series of explicit and documented judgments about five aspects: information quality, relevance, spatial resolution, interpretation, and evaluation.   Judgments according to each of these criteria tend to follow which of monitoring or assessment tasks is paramount.

First, information quality is problematic in most areas of social research, but especially so for aspects of neighborhood.   Generally, information on the operation of housing markets, such as property prices or mortgage transactions, is of good quality and readily available; data on employment and earnings has been historically weak but is getting better; data on public health at the neighborhood level is nearly non-existent.   For tracking change across all Sustainable Communities sites and target neighborhoods, these data are adequate to the kind of approximate judgments the monitoring task demands.  For assessing program effects, information from traditional sources contains debilitating flaws; the assessment task must rely primarily on alternative high-quality local data.  That said, one goal of this research is to validate national data by using them in combination with superior local information. 

Second, from national sources of information, it is possible to construct a battery of national neighborhood indicators that taps, sometimes in very partial ways, in the six categories of neighborhood quality listed above.  These national indicators capture dimensions of neighborhood believed to be relevant to community concerns, although actual community preferences may not be known.  But without taking explicit account of community aspirations, it’s not clear how indicators should be “weighted” to arrive at an overall judgment of community progress.   In the four impact sites, local researchers can tie information directly to priorities outlined in community plans, using both national and local data sources to arrive at a group of indicators most appropriate to individual communities.

Third, neighborhood indicators come at different levels of spatial resolution.  At their most precise, indicators can be constructed from parcel level data, allowing advanced statistical analysis of spatial trends that closely match the location-specific goals of community plans.  Parcel level data are best able to support the analytical requirements of the assessment task. Census block group and tract data, at somewhat lower levels of spatial resolution, have been widely employed in neighborhood analyses, in part because boundaries were once drawn to produce areas of social and economic homogeneity, which in many cases they remain.   Zip-code level data has become increasingly available, but these geographies tend to be too large and heterogeneous to be useful for neighborhood analysis without extensive validation.   

Fourth, interpretation of indicators is especially difficult in the community development context.  Sometimes the meaning of indicators is self-evident, as when crime rates go up or down.  (It is inconceivable that rising crime rates would be welcomed.)  In other instances, indicators have meaning only in the context of other neighborhood features, as when ordinarily desirable increases in homeownership are found to result from increased predatory lending.  

Fifth, indicators are quantitative measures of community wellbeing.  As such, they are explicitly evaluative: improvements or decline in well-being must be judged relative to a standard of what counts as good or bad.  Sometimes, it is not at all clear how changes in an indicator should be evaluated; indeed, different residents in the same community may have different ideas of what would make their neighborhood better or worse, and judge an indicator accordingly.  And the very same change, as with property prices, might be welcomed by most in one neighborhood or decried by most in another depending on, say, the strength of local markets.  

In this research, evaluative standards come from two basic sources: as set by analysts based on theory or by community residents based on values and interest. For the monitoring task, national researchers have assigned evaluative meaning based on statistical or other characterizations of community context and assumptions about typical preferences in lower-income communities; e.g., lower levels of crime, or more affordable housing.  The assessment portion of this research will rely on both types of standards: local researchers will develop indicators in light of local quality of life plans that declare community preferences, as informed by their own understandings of markets and communities. 

To summarize: program assessment is best served by indicators constructed from parcel-level information available in real time to researchers able to respond to explicitly stated community priorities.  Because of the expense involved, this tailor-made approach is possible in only a few sites, especially since most of the data needed to carry out this analysis effectively are only available from local sources (which are not standard across localities).  Neighborhood monitoring makes some use of these indicators, as well, but because national data are available for some important dimensions of neighborhood quality, the monitoring task is being carried out across a larger number of cities and neighborhoods. 

Indicators Used to Monitor Changes in Neighborhood Quality

The field of neighborhood indicators development is no longer in its infancy.  Since the early 1990s, the National Neighborhood Indicators Partnership has supported construction of local data warehouses containing neighborhood level data used to engage community and civic leaders in efforts to track community well-being.
   Earlier and continuing work using data from the decennial census also has introduced a number of neighborhood change measures into common use.  In 2007, LISC researchers canvassed the field and produced an inventory of 67 possible indicators covering most of the Sustainable Communities neighborhood dimensions.
  (Each of these 67 can be further unpacked to yield still more indicators, producing hundreds of possible indicators.)
Researchers have used these candidate indicators as a beginning point for development of monitoring and assessment indicators.  These indicators have been developed without consultation with community leaders or reference to quality-of-life plans.  In advance of this work, however, researchers have produced a core set of neighborhood quality indicators covering the six neighborhood dimensions. These 30 indicators best satisfy tests of relevance, data quality, and neighborhood-level availability drawing from national and local sources.  (See Exhibit 4.)   

Another distinction among indicators worth noting is whether they are indicators of population and household characteristics, in which measures are based on aggregated information about people and households within the analysis neighborhood boundaries, or whether they pertain to access, in which numbers of units and their distance from the analysis neighborhood are used to infer availability of a particular feature to residents; e.g., job access.  As the research progresses, analysts will explore other access measures, such as access to social and health services and transportation access.

Construction of Comparison Neighborhoods

To determine whether neighborhoods are trending in the right direction, and further, whether programs may have had an effect, it is critical to match target investment neighborhoods against other similar neighborhoods that have not been so favored.   Different ways of defining comparison neighborhoods apply to the monitoring and assessment tasks:

· The monitoring task draws on data available from national sources to define a set of tracking indicators that are assumed to be relevant to community priorities.  Comparison neighborhoods will be identified through cluster analysis based on a set of variables thought to influence a range of possible outcomes.

· The assessment task draws on data available from local sources to customize indicators linked to priority outcomes outlined in community plans.  Multiple comparison neighborhoods have been constructed based on the similarity of their levels and trends on each of several priority outcome indicators.
Selection of Comparison Areas for National Monitoring

Community leaders have a strong interest in knowing not just whether their neighborhood improved or declined, but how these trends compared to other neighborhoods.  Community leaders want to see homeownership rates go up, and the homeownership indicator may, indeed, be trending upward.  But homeownership may have increased in all neighborhoods, including the target neighborhood, in which case, the neighborhood cannot be said to be performing well with respect to the rate.  (Conversely, homeownership may have declined in the target neighborhood due to foreclosures, for example, but at a far shallower rate than was true of other comparison neighborhoods.)

The national monitoring data calls for a consistent method to be used to generate comparison areas in all 16 cities. While the characteristics of the comparison areas selected will vary by city, the methodology used to generate the comparison will be substantially the same.  Cluster analysis, a commonly used statistical method to group elements based on multiple shared characteristics, will be used to define comparison neighborhoods in each city.

Indicators Used

This set of indicators consists of variables that tap aspects of neighborhood likely to influence the future levels and pace of change in critical outcomes variables.  The following variables have been used in the cluster analyses to reflect housing values, tenure, stock quality, and racial composition and overall population change:

Exhibit 5

Variables Used in Cluster Analysis to Identify Comparison Areas for National Monitoring

	Variable
	Definition

	Housing value change
	Proxied by percent change in HMDA median home purchase loan amount for single-family properties from 2000 – 2006.

	Stock quality
	Proxied using vacancy rates.  Change in Census vacancy rates from 1990 to 2000 are the only source of vacancy rate data for the time period of interest.


	Population Change
	Percent change in population 1990 – 2000 from US Census, shown (in conjunction with change in poverty population) to produce useful groupings across all SC neighborhoods.


	Racial and Ethnic Composition
	Shown In multiple earlier analyses to be a driver of housing market clustering.  Percent change from 1990 to 2000 for White Non-Hispanic, African-American Non-Hispanic, and Hispanic is used in most areas, reflecting the three dominant racial / ethnic groups in most neighborhoods.  Asian-American is substituted for one of the groups noted where appropriate.  Data are from US Census.



	Poverty Rate
	Percent of persons in poverty, 2000, from US Census

	Majority Race
	As with the racial / ethnic change variable, percent African-American is replaced when some other racial / ethnic group is dominant in the target neighborhood.

	Renter Occupancy Rate
	Percent of units occupied by renters, 2000, from US Census


Cluster Analysis Method

The Ward method of cluster analysis (analysis of variables minimizing the sum of squares of any possible cluster) was used to assign census tracts to comparison groups.
 Only on low-income census tracts, defined in terms of household incomes that are at 80 percent of median or below, were included in the cluster analysis.  (Approaches that include all city tracts wind up devoting several of the resulting clusters to neighborhoods that have income and other characteristics that are obviously inappropriate for consideration as comparison areas.  Our approach to cluster analysis aims to discriminate in useful ways among low-income neighborhoods only.)
The cluster analysis was run separately in each site. The number of clusters used varied city-by-city depending on the best fit of the resulting clusters.  Cluster analysis results allowed each target neighborhood to be assigned to a cluster.  That cluster also contains tracts outside the target neighborhood which are designated as comparison neighborhoods. 
Geography

Sustainable Communities target neighborhoods display a considerable range in population sizes, from highly compact areas of 1,300 people to broad areas containing upwards of 130,000 people.  In large target neighborhoods (and even in some smaller ones), program investments are likely to be concentrated spatially and their effects will be similarly concentrated.  In fact, some types of investments are likely to be concentrated in one area, other investments in other areas.   As a result, research staff encouraged local LISC program staff to identify these areas, which become the basis for neighborhood monitoring efforts.  
Census tracts are the only ready-to-hand spatial unit that will allow identification of relatively compact areas within larger target areas.  (Zip-code level data are available, but in many instances will be too large to produce the desired spatial homogeneity.)  The monitoring analysis, therefore, uses census tracts to distinguish among sub-areas within target areas.

Selection of Comparison Areas for Local Assessment

One of the most important goals of the Sustainable Communities Assessment is to determine whether the initiative gets results: do targeted neighborhoods change for the better compared to how they would change without it?    There are several ways to answer this question, most of them involving comparisons to other neighborhoods.  Ideally, these other, comparison, neighborhoods would resemble the target neighborhoods in all important respects except for the presence of projects, programs, and community capacities created by the initiative.

Methodology

The method used to identify comparison groups is a form of bracketed matching, using distances from the treatment neighborhood on multiple standardized variables.  This method was chosen because it gives researchers the greatest control over matching parameters, is easy to portray, explain, and revise, and permits creation of multiple comparison groups for multiple outcomes and related variables of interest.

Because we wanted to use multiple variables to make comparisons among tracts, we standardized each of the “level” variables using a simple z-scores, which take the range of values on any variable and converts it to a range with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.   Distances between any two values are expressed in terms of standard-deviation units.  This method allows us to declare that two cases x standard deviation units apart on one variable have the same relative distance from one another as two cases with the same number of units on another.   Once each of the seven variables had been transformed to its corresponding z-score, we adopted a range centered on the target case, within which the value of any case could be considered comparable to the target case.  This range was specified to allow approximately 7 – 10 tracts to emerge as possible comparisons for each neighborhood.
Indicators used

The analysis will rely primarily on three critical outcomes: house prices for single-unit properties, prices for 2-5 unit properties, and robberies.  House prices are generally thought to capture buyers’ relative valuation of neighborhood quality across neighborhoods and time; the assumption that neighborhood quality is capitalized into house prices has been extensively validated.  Robberies have been regarded by some as a bellwether of community safety threat conditions, and its use in comparison matching assumes that the target community will identify public safety as a very high-priority outcome.  (As the research proceeds, other outcome variables may become important to analyze, but the matching relies on these three.)

Exhibit 6
Variables Used in Cluster Analysis to Identify Comparison Areas for Local Assessments

	Variable
	Definition

	**Single-Unit Property Median Sales Price, 2005-2007 Average
	Tract median sales prices for single-unit owner- or renter-occupied properties sold in 2005, 2006, and 2007.

	**Trend in Single-Unit Property Median Sales Price 2005 -2007
	

	**Two-to-five Unit Property Median Sales Price, 2005-2007 Average
	Tract median sales prices for 2-5 unit owner- or renter-occupied properties sold in 2005, 2006, and 2007.

	**Trend in two-to-five Unit Property Median Sales Price 2005- 2007
	

	**Robberies per Thousand Population, 2005 – 2007 Average
	Number of reported robberies  / Census 2000 tract population

	**Trend in Robberies per Thousand Population 2005, 2006, 2007
	

	Racial and ethnic minorities as percent of total population, 2000
	Census 2000 total Hispanic and African-American population /Total tract population.

	Percent housing units that are owner-occupied, 2006
	Number of owner-occupied parcels, 2006 / Total number of residential parcels, from city parcel-level data.

	Median Family Income, 1999
	Census 2000 tract median family income, 1999.

	Crude Birth Rate, 2007
	Department of Health total number of live births in 2007 / Census 2000 total tract population


**Denotes level and trend of outcome variables
Note that each outcome is measured by a “level” and “trend” variable.   These variables act as pre-tests for the outcome variables used in the post-test comparisons.  In the analysis to follow, once tract matches to tract 19 have been identified for the level variables, they are further screened on the three trend variables.  For example, neighborhoods that match on price levels are screened to ensure that prices prior to the baseline year are trending in the same direction. 

The remaining variables have been chosen because they are thought to influence relative levels and trends on the pretest / outcome variables, and otherwise influence the relative effectiveness of interventions.   Owner-occupancy has been linked to civic participation as well as stability of residential tenure; minority population is tied to housing market performance (including the volume and type of home mortgages available) and is a proxy for other attributes of areas of concentrated disadvantage; median income is tied to a series of health, education, and employment outcomes; and crude birth rate is a measure of neighborhood lifecycle.

It likely that as the initiative unfolds in the impact sites, specific neighborhood quality-of-life plan goals will take on paramount importance compared to others.  This argues for development of separate comparison areas for each indicator because there are no assurances that neighborhoods that are similar on the indicators listed above would prove to be similar in all other respects.   While it may be impractical or unwieldy to do this for a large number of indicators, it can be done easily for three or four high-priority ones.   This option will be explored if warranted by local circumstances. 

Geography

The same problem of heterogeneous neighborhoods encountered in the cluster analysis approach to comparison neighborhood identification surfaces as well in the bracketed matching approach.  Especially in sites where Sustainable Communities neighborhoods are quite large – Twin Cities and Indianapolis – neighborhoods prove to consist of distinct sub-neighborhoods that display very different profiles on the indicators used to construct comparisons.   In these instances, the bracketed matching approach did produce useful sets of comparisons, but effecting the matches proved cumbersome.  

In the impact sites, the local data partners will generate data that are available at the parcel level.  In order to use these rich data to assess whether progress is being made in target neighborhoods across different types of outcomes, comparison areas may be constructed for each of several types of outcomes.  This may be most clearly warranted for analysis of crime levels and trends, which are highly localized within the census tracts used for target and comparison neighborhood boundaries.  
Baselines to Compare Pre- and Post-Intervention Indicator Levels and Trends

The assessment task requires careful comparison of changes in the levels and trends in outcomes indicators prior to introduction of the Sustainable Communities Initiative (the “pre-intervention” period) and afterwards (the “post-intervention” period).  In the best case, interventions would occur in all “treatment” neighborhoods at a single point in time.  In the Sustainable Communities case, interventions are staggered even within one city, often rolled out over a number of years.

These aspects of the initiative make it difficult to define clear pre- and post-initiative periods for purposes of analysis.   One solution from earlier research on community development impacts was to define an “interim” period between the pre- and post-periods to allow for extended times during which projects were under development.
  An analogous interim period to accommodate community quality of life planning or early action projects prior to initiation of major investment activities may be necessary in defining baselines for this analysis.   These pre-, post-, and interim-periods will be defined case by case for all sites and neighborhoods in the assessment and monitoring efforts.

Moreover, some programs and activities have been in place before a neighborhood’s designation as a Sustainable Communities target area.   For assessment purposes, the relative levels and trends of outcome variables among target and comparison neighborhoods should account for these previous and continuing effects.  Nevertheless, there remains a policy and research interest in estimating, however approximately, the effects of previous investments on the neighborhood over a more extended period prior to the SC initiative, allowing researchers to take advantage of the considerable amount of data assembled for this project.  This means creation of a “secondary baseline” tied to the approximate year(s) of initiation of major community development efforts, which might be sometime between 1990 and 2007.   As part of their work, local LISC staff and qualitative analysts will supply dates for the baseline and secondary baseline to quantitative research staff. 

3.  Summary of Data Sources, Uses, and Analysis Samples

National Neighborhood Monitoring Database

Neighborhood indicators are constructed from data supplied by national and local sources.  

National data, typically from Federal sources, are rapidly increasing in quality, coverage, and currency, but there remains considerable variation across sources in level of spatial resolution, the length of time series that can be constructed, and currency.  Most of these data, as well, must be re-purposed to allow their use as indicators of community development-related conditions.  For example, United States Postal Service collects data on addresses and occupancy to help it deliver mail, but these data also have promise as indicators of long-term vacancies, important to community developers.  These and other databases form an analysis asset of considerable value to the assessment and to LISC’s overall operations.

LISC Research and Assessment has created a national neighborhood monitoring database that houses nearly all available Federal data on neighborhoods at the zipcode level and below, drawn from various Federal agencies, including:  the US Census, Internal Revenue Service, United State Postal Service, Department of Commerce, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, and Department of Education.   Providers, source files, and principal variables are shown on Exhibit 7.

Indicators drawn from the sources shown on the exhibit are essential for monitoring neighborhood change across all sites and neighborhoods.  Some of these data have entered into common use; HMDA data, for example, have been used in countless studies of mortgage lending patterns, and in recent years, have been critical to the latest generation of neighborhood impact analyses.   Other data have only recently become available, and are untested.  An important contribution of this project will be validation of new sources of neighborhood change data through both the monitoring and assessment tasks, in which national data are used in conjunction with local data to describe and assess neighborhood change.

Although the primary value of the national data is to allow monitoring of neighborhood change over many communities and neighborhoods, some national sources of data also can be used for program assessment purposes; for example, property prices can only be obtained from local data; mortgage information, such as the race of borrowers, can only be gotten from national sources.  Both are useful indicators of change in housing markets for the purpose of assessing program effects.   Further, some local indicators will be helpful for national neighborhood monitoring purposes, even though they will be available only for a four-site subset of communities.

Local Neighborhood Indicator Systems

Local neighborhood indicator systems are critical assets to assessing program effects because they contain information – on property characteristics and crime incident locations, for example – that are important to neighborhood quality and not available from any other source.  Often, these data are available in real time or at frequent intervals, allowing analysts to construct the time series’ needed to carry out good trend analysis, as well as depict current conditions.

These systems are constructed, maintained, and improved at considerable expense by analysts from local “data warehouses.”  Unlike national data sources, these systems cover only the cities, counties, and sometimes states they are located in.  Because jurisdictions vary greatly in the legal, regulatory, and administrative systems they have devised to tax properties, grant permits for construction, fight crime, and carry out other governmental functions, the data these systems generate are similarly varied.

This variation has several consequences.  It is difficult to combine data from different jurisdictions for the purpose of carrying out joint analyses.  It is also difficult for analysts unaccustomed to working with specific local databases to manipulate and analyze their contents.  This means that use of local indicators for national assessment work is best carried out through cooperative efforts of national researchers and local analysts, and in only a few sites because of the difficulty and expense involved.  

Exhibit 8 lists the data elements in each of six neighborhood dimensions that are available from at least two of the local data warehouses in the impact sites and from national sources, including dates available and degree of spatial resolution.  The exhibit illustrates the considerable advantage over national data of having local information common to both local sources, including availability of property sales and property characteristics at the parcel level, and data on vacant and abandoned property, crime, and births and deaths.  Other data are available from one or the other source on property foreclosures, labor force participation, nonprofit organizations and facilities locations, and other variables.  It’s worth noting that even with the contribution of these local data, indicator coverage remains weak in several neighborhood categories, most notably community institutions and relationships and social and health services.

The core set of neighborhood quality indicators, introduced in a previous exhibit, have been drawn from data supplied by the national data set as well as common data items contributed by the local data warehouses.   Exhibit 4 provided further information on these indicators, including years available, the data source, and whether they are available in all sites, or in the impact sites only.   It is likely that this list will expand as local data partners expand their information inventory, in part using support provided by this research project.

Analysis Samples

Because of the difficulty and expense involved in carrying out monitoring and assessment tasks well, not all of the 16 Sustainable Communities sites and 47 target neighborhoods will be included in the analysis in exactly the same way.  The various samples in the analysis and their specific treatment include:

· All 16 Sustainable Communities sites will be included in the monitoring analysis carried out by national research staff, using information from the National Monitoring Database.   This involves an annual report for national reporting purposes (which will include Chicago) summarizing changes across sites and neighborhoods, as well as individual reports for each neighborhood.  (Names of target neighborhoods can be found in Exhibit 9.)
· Four impact Sites, including Rhode Island, Milwaukee, Twin Cities, and Indianapolis, are included in the assessment of program effects, which draws on data from both national and local neighborhood information systems.  In addition, local data is included in annual monitoring reports prepared by national and local staff.  These sites were selected based on:  (a) the degree to which the program design reflects Sustainable Communities principles; (b) the timing and scale of the interventions; and (c) availability of high-quality local neighborhood information;

· Analysis neighborhoods, including 13 neighborhoods selected from among 33 target neighborhoods in 8 selected sites – four impact sites and four non-impact sites, based on the quality of the local program design, intervention timing, prospective strength of the intervention relative to previous community-building efforts and size of target area, and expected cooperation from community stakeholders in the qualitative portion of the study.  (Names of analysis neighborhoods also can be found in Exhibit 9.)
· Assessment Comparison Neighborhoods, in the four impact sites drawn based on their similarity to analysis neighborhoods on the level and trends of critical outcome variables prior to inception of the Sustainable Communities program.   
· Monitoring Comparison Neighborhoods in all 16 sites, drawn based on their similarity in social and economic status to analysis neighborhoods as shown by cluster analysis. 
4.  Analysis and Reporting
Analysis Strategy

All social science learning depends on comparisons of similarities and differences across groups.   In this analysis, comparisons of similarities and differences are possible across sites and neighborhoods and up and down levels of analysis, which range from systems at the most general level of analysis to parts of communities at the most specific level:
   

· Systems are the inter-related people and institutions that mobilize money, expertise and political support to sustain and strengthen communities.  Systems display differences primarily in the volume of resource flows and the relationships among institutions.  
· Communities are defined by their demographic, social, economic, cultural, and institutional characteristics; and
· Constituent Elements of Communities include important sectoral and spatial distinctions within communities.

Analysis makes use of similarities and differences across communities and levels of analysis to isolate the effects of specific community change efforts.  For example, detectable differences in crime rates across otherwise similar target and comparison communities may support claims that SC initiatives have produced the observed differences.  Similarities in community conditions across very different systems may help rule out systemic explanations of changes observed across communities within a single system.

The monitoring analysis requires fairly straightforward comparisons across neighborhoods within and across sites.  The data collection and indicator construction effort produced longitudinal data files on change at the neighborhood level for all target neighborhoods in the 16 Sustainable Communities sites.   Statistical analysis has classified all low-income neighborhoods through a cluster analysis of important social and economic variables.  In the baseline reporting already completed, analysts have compared target neighborhoods on selected variables to all other low-income neighborhoods in each site using readily available census and HMDA data.
   In the first annual report on the program, the monitoring analysis covering the entire portfolio of sites and target neighborhoods prepared for national LISC and other national audiences will:

· Construct time series’ for the core neighborhood quality indicators, drawing on national data and selected local data from the impact sites for analysis and comparison neighborhoods.

· Identify important systemic characteristics of the sites, using such variables as metropolitan area house prices, employment and income, and other measures and classify areas according to their relative performance.  These classifications will be used to analyze differences in neighborhood trends across sites.

· Compare the levels and trends of each core quality indicator in target neighborhoods to neighborhoods in the appropriate comparison group (or cluster).   This comparison will identify neighborhoods that appear to conform to, and deviate from, the overall pattern established by the group.

· If possible, project changes in target and comparison neighborhood based on recent trends to establish performance benchmarks for each neighborhood in absolute terms and relative to neighborhoods in the appropriate comparison group.   

In later years, changes in neighborhood values on individual indicators and groups of indicators relative to established trends for each neighborhood will be taken as indicative of possible program effects.  These neighborhoods will merit closer attention in subsequent quantitative and qualitative analysis.  It should be emphasized that given the imprecision of the comparisons and lags in critical variables, results are indicative, not conclusive.  
In addition to the national monitoring analysis, neighborhood monitoring reports have been prepared for each neighborhood (in highly summarized form) and for each site.  (These will be distributed to sites in the winter of 2010.) 
The assessment of program effects is similar in some respects to the monitoring analysis just outlined, but with important differences pertaining to more relevant and timely data, precise neighborhood comparisons, and correspondingly flexible neighborhood boundaries. These will allow more exact and timely analysis of target and analysis neighborhood changes than is possible to do in the monitoring analysis.  In addition:

· The increased level of precision made possible using local data will allow the careful specification of pre- post- and interim-periods needed to carry out statistical analysis of possible program effects.

· Import of data on timing, levels, and types of investments, programs, activities and critical economic, social and political events from the qualitative analysis will allow specification of pre- post- and interim periods, and contribute explanatory / interpretive data on how effects were produced.
· Interrupted time series analysis will be used to determine whether the levels and trends of outcome variables in target neighborhoods display statistical differences from those prevailing in comparison neighborhood both before and after implementation of Sustainable Communities programs.  
It should be acknowledged that the statistical bar set by interrupted time series methodology is quite high and that the ideal conditions for its use – geographically concentrated investments, clear pre- and post-intervention periods, availability of accurate data over an extended period of time – do not often present themselves.  For these reasons, assessments of program effects will not rest entirely on the quantitative analysis, but will also be informed by the expert judgments of community and systems-level stakeholders and other high-quality evidence.

Reports

The content and format of reports written for the Sustainable Communities Assessment will be shaped by the need to meet the knowledge-sharing needs of audiences internal and external to LISC, support implementation in each site, and back LISC exercise of leadership in the community development field.   Different types of products are required to communicate results from different types of analyses, respond to the needs of different audiences, and pursue the following purposes:

· Accountability of national and local LISC for results from the considerable investments made in this approach to community change.  The quantitative analysis contributes to this by carrying out a rigorous assessment of results, and communicating these to the LISC board and funders through the annual national assessment reports and local neighborhood monitoring reports.

· Accountability of community partners and contributions to Sustainable Communities implementation efforts through creation of a core set of common neighborhood performance information.   These are communicated to local practitioners through the annual neighborhood monitoring reports.
· Development and testing of new monitoring and assessment methods, including construction of new or improved indicators across a number of neighborhood dimensions and validation of national data used to track neighborhood change.  Examples include the use of HMDA data on mortgage borrowers to monitor neighborhood racial and ethnic change and use of voting participation data as a proxy for community strength. These findings will be communicated to other researchers and research funders through methodological notes and reports on specific neighborhood change topics.

· Development of new understandings of neighborhood dynamics based on careful comparisons across neighborhoods and systems using high-quality data and drawing on the collaborative work of national and local experts in neighborhood change analysis.   These results will be communicated to researchers and policymakers through topical reports and research papers.

· Knowledge contributions to the community development field as a whole through cross-site assessments of the value of Sustainable Communities interventions as shown in both quantitative and qualitative analyses, and communicated through both the topical reports and national assessment reports.

Each of these types of reports relies on different combinations of indicators available from multiple sources.  A map of indicators to uses is provided at Exhibit 10.
5.  Management and Workplan

Project Organization

The organization of the assessment is complex, reflecting the national and local character of the work and the combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches.   An organizational chart is shown in Exhibit 10.   A description of responsibilities for each actor in the organization chart can be found at Attachment 1 and a short description of selected named individuals and institutions can be found in Attachment 2.

The LISC Director of Research retains overall responsibility for the design of the research, implementation direction, and synthesis and communication of the findings.  Internal support for operations and analysis is provided by a Project Manager, responsible for operational direction, and a Research Associate, responsible for construction of the National Monitoring Database and analysis of the data it contains.  

The core research team is advised by an internal Assessment Committee, guided by senior LISC national staff responsible for Sustainable Communities Program implementation, field operations, and policy. 

The local site teams consist of research partners to carry out the qualitative portion of the work, and in the four impact sites, data partners to carry out the quantitative portion.   By necessity, data partners are locally based, as are the qualitative researchers, enabling them to track developments throughout the year and arrange interviews to suit participant schedules.  

The quantitative and qualitative researchers have roughly parallel scopes of work.  Because the national research design cannot easily anticipate the considerable variation in local environments, objectives, programs, and sources of data, local researchers’ first major task was to prepare an analysis plan that adapted the national design to local circumstances.   Each developed a baseline report on community conditions, which for qualitative researchers treated the objectives, relationships, and resources of important community and system actors.   Each delivers annual reports of findings.  

In the impact sites, these analysts will be expected to coordinate their work to some degree, but each of research and data partners have independently prepared local analysis plans, collected data and analyze them, and reported on findings.  The reporting schedule has been staggered to enable quantitative data analysts to complete their work and contribute results to the qualitative analysis still underway.   Qualitative researchers are expected to take account of, and help interpret the meaning of quantitative findings as they prepare their reports.

The success of the initiative rests largely with the leadership, expertise, and financial resources mobilized by local LISC staff.   They have major stake in the investment, and therefore have carried great weight in national staff decisions on the content and timing of consultant work scopes.  They are also an important audience for the results.  It should be emphasized that although the research will be valuable to them, the primary audiences for the research are national.   Local staff have been given an opportunity to comment on the draft reports, but the final say on content and interpretation remains with national research staff.
In the development of this plan and initial deployment of consultants, LISC staff have been helpful in the effort to identify analysis neighborhood and identify suitable research and data partners.  As the research unfolded, they where asked to request that lead agencies cooperate with the assessment, introduce the local research consultants or teams to principal partners, and participate in determining research priorities for the site. LISC staff in both impact and non-impact sites will have the option of extending data collection over the core requirement, to be worked out case-by-case when the national design is adapted for use in each site.   In several sites, they have contributed funds for locally-specified additions to the core national research design.  (Oversight of “supplemental” analyses paid for at local option has been exercised locally.)

Communication and Collaboration

The research requires cooperative efforts from LISC national and local staff, quantitative and qualitative researchers, and national consultants and advisors.   One of the reasons why LISC designated a full-time project manager to the work is to ensure that the appropriate attention be given the coordination of these various efforts.   Particularly important is the need to ensure that local research product delivery schedules mesh with the timing of national report preparation, and that changes and adaptations to the research design as the work progresses are reconciled with one another and duly communicated to researchers.  

In addition to active management of the process, several other ways to coordinate the research include:

· Circulation of interim work products among the consultants and advisors in the project.  

Each year, qualitative consultants produce research material of considerable interest to the other researchers.  Quantitative researchers have carried out data reconnaissance early in the research process, developed analysis plans to state how indicators will be constructed in response to local priorities and available data, and prepared neighborhood monitoring reports.  Each of these documents, shared among the four impact site research teams, has helped stimulate adoption of promising ideas throughout the group. 

· Convenings of research consultants at critical points in the research.   

The national research team has separately convened in-person gatherings of the qualitative and quantitative researchers each year.   Quantitative researchers convened at a point when each team had carried out most of its local responsibilities to share ideas about indicator construction, comparison neighborhood identification, and analysis issues.   The qualitative team convened after baseline or first annual reports had been completed.  Researchers shared early findings for individual sites, suggested specific lines of inquiry for the national analysis, and highlighted areas for intensive focus in the next year’s data collection.
· Electronic collaboration to share or create research products

Work carried out by the quantitative researchers has displayed considerable overlap in terms of types of data, neighborhood change priorities, and appropriate methodologies for indicator construction, neighborhood boundary definitions, and other technical tasks.   This circumstance has favored close collaborative work enabled by new forms of electronic communication.

The Nonprofit Data Center in Milwaukee has been using wiki technology for several years to aid in collaborative proposal writing, file sharing, and content generation.   This wiki site has been used to critique this analysis plan and extend portions of it as joint research products.  For example, the comparison neighborhood selection strategy outlined in this document is the outcome of considerable thought and detailing among the partners.  It is also likely that other researchers in the field would benefit from understanding the methods pursued here.

National Partnerships

The research team is mindful of the value this assessment will have to the community development field, and the potential contributions others may make to help realize the objectives of the research.  For this reason, partnerships with other national organizations will be important to engaging others in this work.  Two relationships in particular have emerged at an early stage as valuable as the data collection and analysis strategy unfolds, and a third set of partnerships is likely to form as well:

· The National Neighborhood Indicators Partnership (NNIP) housed at the Urban Institute has become the foremost national center of support for the accumulation and use of data on community change.  The four data partners in the impact sites are prominent members of NNIP.   The relationship with NNIP has proven valuable in several respects: NNIP provides a forum for the introduction, discussion, and improvement of methodologies developed in this research; it allows the research team access to experts in indicator development and use in specific content areas; e.g., analysis of crime patterns.

· The Success Measures Project housed at Neighborworks America has developed evaluation methodologies tailored to the specific interests and capabilities of community development corporations and other community-based nonprofits.   In several sites, organizations that have been designated as lead agencies under the Sustainable Communities initiative also are pursuing Success Measures projects.  These data gathering and analysis activities complement the work being carried out by local qualitative and quantitative researchers.  LISC and Success Measures Project staff have begun to explore ways to take full advantage of this overlap in research activities in Twin Cities, Milwaukee, and Detroit.

· By virtue of its comprehensive approach, the Sustainable Communities initiative, and the assessment as well, will touch on a number of policy domains that have created their own research concepts, methods, and findings.  Some of these bear directly on place- and community-centered approaches, including such fields as community policing, public health, and communities and schools.  It is likely that as indicators are developed, tested, and analyzed in each of these fields, it would be advantageous to forge relationships with organizations active in these areas.

Work Tasks and Schedule

Implementing the Sustainable Communities assessment has required coordinated national and local efforts across 16 sites and some number of neighborhoods.   Many workplan details will continue to be worked out as the assessment unfolds.  Attachment 3 outlines the major tasks carried out by national staff,  staff working on the National Neighborhood Monitoring Database, and local data partners as the assessment unfolded over its first year.
Exhibit 1

Summary of Approach to Monitoring and Assessment Tasks

	
	Monitoring
	Assessment

	Primary Purposes
	Track neighborhood conditions and analyze trends compared to peer neighborhoods
	Analyze comparative performance to assess effects of Sustainable Communities programs

	Coverage
	Sixteen sites and 47 neighborhoods, with special attention to 13 analysis neighborhoods
	Four sites and eight (of the 13) analysis neighborhoods

	Sources of Data
	National data for 16 sites, supplemented by selected items from four pilot sites
	Local neighborhood indicator systems supplemented by selected variables from national sources

	Evaluative Standards
	Derived from theoretical assumptions about neighborhood change and assumed preferences of low-income residents
	Derived from goals and priorities outlined in community plans, supplemented by researcher understandings of neighborhood dynamics

	Comparison Neighborhoods
	Selected through cluster analysis of social and economic variables thought to influence program outcomes.
	Selected by bracketed matching of levels and trends of outcome variables.

	Spatial Analysis
	Use census tracts as smallest unit of neighborhood analysis, aggregated to form homogeneous sub-neighborhoods within target areas
	Use parcels and spatial statistics to identify areas of homogeneity within target areas, used to identify sub-neighborhoods.

	Reporting
	National neighborhood monitoring reports for each target neighborhood and national assessment report.
	Local monitoring reports and national assessment report


Exhibit 2

Key Principles of Sustainable Communities

1. Neighborhood/community planning.  Sustainable Communities activities should be rooted in a local plan that is the result of inclusive engagements of residents and other key local stakeholders.  The plan should reflect a community’s vision, goals, and priorities.        

2. Community engagement.  An initial and ongoing set of organizing activities that can serve as a consistent form of input and engagement with the community is essential.  That engagement is woven through neighborhood/community planning and design processes as well as eventual implementation activities.  

3. A comprehensive array of development activities.  A range of strategies/approaches that are rooted in the neighborhood/community process and encompass several or all of the following programmatic objectives must exist: expanding capital investment in housing and other real estate; increasing family income and wealth; stimulating local economic activity and connections to regional economies and beyond; improving access to quality education; and supporting healthy environments and lifestyles.

4. Geographic targeting on one or more neighborhoods, communities or particular sub-areas within them that provides a focus for the resources and efforts of the sustainable communities initiative.  

5. Neighborhood lead agency.  An entity should be designated to anchor the comprehensive effort -- to be accountable for the Sustainable Communities work in a given neighborhood.

6. Existence of a strong civic partnership-- local buy-in and meaningful engagement of funders, local government, CDCs, LISC staff and LAC and other key partners.  The local program’s ability to raise additional dollars, in particular, from new and existing funding sources, both private and public, will be especially important. 

7. Means of measuring progress & impact at the community level.  Measuring progress should have both a qualitative and quantitative dimension.  

8. Intensive, on-going communications activities.  This is multi-faceted, ranging from the use of journalists in documenting and telling the story of the community process, to assuring that the effort has a common message and brand, to having ample publicity in order to engage interested parties, attract more resources, help build momentum, and provide lessons for the broader field.

9. Accountability.  There must be accountability at every level -- e.g., for LISC, lead agencies and other neighborhood actors, including CDCs, consultants, funders, city officials, etc.  This cannot be ad hoc; it should be built into the program model.

10. Brokering & negotiating skills.  LISC staff and partners must utilize a new set of skills rooted in brokering and negotiating roles.  The ability to manage process, convene partners and communicate differently are essential to building successful comprehensive community development models.   

Exhibit 3

Key Characteristics of Sustainable Communities

1. They offer a variety of housing options that respond to a diverse market of homebuyers and renters of different income levels; they also are places that recognize the value of preserving housing that is affordable for households of limited means.

2. They are economic contributors to their broader regions, by producing goods and services that are needed, providing a workforce to support the regional economy, and providing residential opportunities for people who work nearby.

3. They have strong local institutions – for example, community-based organizations, other nonprofits, larger anchor institutions such as colleges, hospitals and larger private employers – that help to build social capital and relationships within and beyond their boundaries and that add value by contributing ideas and resources to address local problems.

4. They are communities that nurture new leadership, by strengthening resident capacities -- especially of lower-income families, recent immigrants and youth – to ensure their involvement in shaping the future of the community.

5. They have attractive physical amenities likes parks, open spaces, recreational facilities and other physical infrastructure that contribute to good quality of life. They are safe places where residents and visitors can move about without fear of crime and violence.

6. They are publicly well served communities with high quality public services, such as street cleaning, garbage pick-up, and lighting.

7. They are caring communities that offer opportunities for childcare, youth development, health and wellness, and social services for special needs populations. 
8. They are smart communities, with schools that deliver quality education for children and educational opportunities for adults that are working or want to work or that may no longer work but are interested in opportunities for lifelong learning. The goal is to equip residents to participate in the economic mainstream.

9. They are technologically connected to the wider region and the world, where residents have affordable access to the Internet to provide critical connections and services that enable residents to earn, save, learn, and build assets.

10. They offer opportunities to work in upwardly mobile jobs in the community or in locations easily accessible through public transportation.

11. They are creative communities that offer arts and cultural opportunities in the community or nearby.

12. They offer high quality shopping in the community or easily accessible nearby.

13. They are physically connected to the wider region through transportation options that make movement in and out easy and affordable.

Source:  Local Initiatives Support Corporation, Strategic Plan 2006-20010, November 2005.
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LISC Sustainable Communities Assessment

Core Set of Neighborhood Quality Indicators

Category

Variable Types

Indicators

Impact 

Site Only

Data Source

Years Available

Next Update Available

Ethnic Percentages of Total Population - 2000

Census

1980, 1990, 2000

2010 Available 2012

Ethnic Percentages of Home Purchasers

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA)

1993 - 2008

2009 available 2010

Percentages of Elementary School Population

National Center for Educational Statistics

1998 - 2006

2007-08 Available 2009

Population

Births per Thousand

x

Local

Varies

Varies

Dependents Claimed by Filers

IRS

1991, 1998, 2001-02, 2004-06

2007-08 expected 2009

Total Number of Filers

IRS

1991, 1998, 2001-02, 2004-06

2007-08 expected 2009

Housing

Housing Market

Median House Price - 2000

Census

1980, 1990, 2000

2010 Available 2012

Residential Sales Prices

x

Local

Varies - through 2008

Varies

Number / Percent of Long-term Vacancies

HUD / US Postal Service

2007 - 2009

Lags 1 quarter

Foreclosures

Applied Analytics

2007 - 2009

Lags 1 quarter

Tax Arrearage

x

Local

Varies - through 2008

Varies

Mortgage Market

Median Mortgage Amounts

HMDA

1993 - 2008

2009 available 2010

Number / Percent of High-Cost Loans

HMDA

1993 - 2008

2009 available 2010

Mortgages to Owner-Occupants and Investors

HMDA

1993 - 2008

2009 available 2010

Housing 

Affordability

Percent of Income Spent on Housing - 2000

Census

1980, 1990, 2000

2010 Available 2012

Ratio of Mortgage Amount to Borrower Income

HMDA

1993 - 2008

2009 available 2010

Tenure

Percent Owner-Occupied Units

Census

1980, 1990, 2000

2010 Available 2012

Number / Percent Owner-Occupied Units

x

Local

Varies -- through 2008

Varies

Demographics

Race and Ethnicity
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LISC Sustainable Communities Assessment

Core Set of Neighborhood Quality Indicators

Category

Variable Types

Indicators

Impact 

Site Only

Data Source

Years Available

Next Update Available

Economy and 

Workforce

Employment

Employed Residents by Sector

Longitudinal Employment Dynamics (LED)

2002 - 2006

2007 available in late 2009

Business

Business Vacancies

HUD / USPS

2007 - 2009

lags 1 quarter

Job Access

Number of Local Jobs By Sector

LED

2002 - 2006

2007 available in late 2009

Income and 

Wealth

Median Household Income

Census

1980, 1990, 2000

2010 Available 2012

Percent of Persons in Poverty, 2000

Census

1980, 1990, 2000

2010 Available 2012

Median Income of Home Purchasers

HMDA

1993 - 2008

2009 available 2010

Adjusted Gross Income Per Tax Return

IRS

1991, 1998, 2001-02, 2004-06

2007-08 expected 2009

Employed Residents by Earnings Category

LED

2002 - 2006

2007 available in late 2009

Public Assistance

Percent of Elementary Students receiving 

free/reduced lunch

National Center for Educational Statistics

1998 - 2006

2007-08 Available 2009

Community 

Safety and 

Health

Crime

Number of Reported Crimes by Type

x

Local

Varied

Varied

Education and 

Culture

Education

Elementary School Students Testing Proficient by 

Grade Level

x

Local

Various

Student Enrollment

National Center for Educational Statistics

1998 - 2006

2007-08 Available 2009

Notes:  Table includes indicators used in national reporting or all local monitoring reports.   Status as of November, 2009

Income
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National Data Sources and Principal Variables

Provider

Source File

Variables

National Center for 

Education Statistics (NCES)

Public Elementary/ Secondary School 

Universe Survey Data 

Number of Students by Grade, Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 

Free Lunch Eligibility; Number Testing Proficient

Federal Deposit Insurance 

Corporation (FDIC)

FDIC Summary of Deposits 

Deposit Balances for Commercial Banks, Savings Banks, 

and Savings Institutions by Branch

Internal Revenue Service 

(IRS)

IRS Statistics of Income

Number or returns, Exemptions, Dependent Exemptions, 

and Adjusted Gross Income by Income Level 

US Census Bureau

Zip Code Business Patterns

Number of Establishments by Employment-Size, Sector

Federal Financial Institutions 

Examination Council 

(FFIEC)

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act 

(HMDA)

Loan type; Property type; Loan purpose; Owner-

Occupancy; Aproval / Denial; Loan Amount; 

Applicant Ethnicity/Race; Gender; Income

US Census Bureau

Decennial Census

Population by Age, Race, Ethnicity, Gender, Family 

Status, Language, Income, Poverty, Housing, Work, 

Transportation

US Department of Housing 

and Urban Development 

(HUD)

USPS Vacant Properties

Total Addresses by Occupancy Status and Vacancy Length

US Census Bureau

Longitudinal Employer-Household 

Dynamics (LED)*

Resident-workers by Age, Earnings, and Industry; Area 

Jobs by Worker-age, Worker-earnings, and Industry

*Available for all states except Massachussetts and New Hampshire.
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Indicators

Geographic Level

Years Available

Geographic Level

Years Available

Geographic Level

Years Available

Geographic Level

Demographics

Population

Births per Thousand

Address

1988 - 2007

Zip Code

Annually

Tract

Claimed Dependents for Tax Purposes

Zip Code

1991, 2001-2, 04-06

Race/Ethnicity

Race / Ethnicity of Elementary School Kids

School

1998 - 2006

Race / Ethnicity of Mortgage Borrowers

Census Tract

1992 - 2008

Race / Ethnicity of Births

Address

1988 - 2007

Zip Code

Annually

Tract

Housing & Real Estate

Housing Market

Property Sales Prices

Parcel

2004 - 2006

Parcel

1995 - present

Parcel

Pace of Property Sales

Parcel

2004 - 2006

Parcel

1995 - present

Parcel

Assessed values

Parcel

2002 - 2006

Parcel

1974 - present

Parcel

Days on Market

Parcel

1992 - present

Arms Length Housing Sales

Parcel

 1995 to 2007

Property Condition 

Parcel

Various

Foreclosures

Zip Code

2007 - 2009  

Parcel

2004 - 2006

Parcel

1995 to 2007

Address

Vacant Addresses

Census Tract

2008 - 2009  

Tax Arrearage

Parcel

2003 - 2006

Parcel

2002 - present

Parcel

Mortgage Market

Value of Purchase Mortgages

Census Tract

1992 - 2008

Number of Mortgages to Investors & Owners

Census Tract

2004 - 2008

High Cost Loans

Census Tract

2004 - 2008

Affordability

Mortgage Value / Borrower Income

Census Tract

1992 - 2008

Affordable/Subsidized Units

Parcel

Tenure

Housing tenure/homeownership

Parcel

2002 - 2006

Parcel

1974 - present

Parcel

Characteristics

Property Characteristics, Use Codes

Parcel

2002 - 2006

Parcel

1974 - present

Parcel

Construction

Building permits

Address

1990 - 2007

Parcel

2005 to present

Parcel

National

Exhibit 8:   Consolidated List of Neighborhood Variables for Indicator Construction
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Exhibit 9

Sites, Cities, Target Neighborhoods and Analysis Neighborhoods in Sustainable Communities Sites

	SC Site
	Neighborhood
	Analysis Neighborhood

	Bay Area
(San Francisco,

Richmond)
	Chinatown (SF)
	Nystrom (Richmond) – projected

	
	Nystrom (Richmond)
	

	
	Excelsior (SF)
	

	Detroit
	Central Woodward
	Southwest (Springwells Village)

	
	East/Near East
	

	
	Northwest
	

	
	Southwest
	

	
	Northeast
	

	Duluth
	Central Hillside
	Central Hillside

Lincoln Park


	
	East Hillside
	

	
	Lincoln Park
	

	
	Morgan Park
	

	
	West Duluth
	

	Indianapolis
	Binford /Northeast
	Near Eastside (Near East)

Southwest (West Indianapolis)

	
	Crooked Creek/Northwest
	

	
	Near Eastside
	

	
	Near Westside
	

	
	Southeast
	

	
	West Indianapolis / Southwest
	

	Kansas City
(Kansas City, KA,

 Kansas City, MO)
	St. Peter Waterway (KA)
	Downtown Kansas City, KA
Ivanhoe Northwest

	
	Downtown KCK (KA)
	

	
	Blue Hills (MO)
	

	
	Douglass-Sumner (KA)
	

	
	Ivanhoe Northwest (MO)
	

	
	Scarritt Renaissance (MO)
	

	Milwaukee
	Washington Park
	Harambee



	
	Harambee
	

	Rhode Island
(Providence, 

Woonsockett)
	Olneyville (Providence)
	Olneyville

Woonsockett

	
	Woonsockett “sub-neighborhoods of Fairmont Constitution Hill  and Main Street Riverfront 
	

	Twin Cities
(Minneapolis,

 St. Paul, 

Hopkins)
	North Minneapolis
	Central Corridor

North Minneapolis

	
	St. Paul Central Corridor
	

	
	St. Paul Eastside
	

	
	South Minneapolis
	

	
	Hopkins
	

	Washington DC
	Congress Heights
	

	
	Southwest
	

	Rural Pennsylvania
	Uniontown
	

	
	Tamaqua
	

	Chicago
	Auburn Gresham
	

	
	Chicago Lawn
	

	
	Douglas, Grand Boulevard, North Kenwood-Oakland
	

	
	East Garfield
	

	
	Englewood
	

	
	West Haven (Near West Side)
	

	
	Humboldt Park
	

	
	Logan Square
	

	
	Pilsen (Lower West Side)
	

	
	North Lawndale
	

	
	South Chicago
	

	
	Little Village (South Lawndale)
	

	
	Washington Park
	

	
	Woodlawn
	

	San Diego
	Conlina Park / City Heights
	

	
	Logan Heights / Barrio Logan
	

	Philadelphia
	West Philadelphia
	

	Houston
	Near Northside
	

	
	Independence Heights
	

	Mid-South Delta
	Greenville, MS; Mariana, AR
	

	New York City
	Not yet Determined
	

	Newark
	Orange (Valley)
	

	
	Lower Broadway
	

	
	Kent/Brenner/Springfield (Central Ward and South Ward)
	


Sites and Neighborhoods as of November, 2009.  The table Includes 63 neighborhoods: 47 neighborhoods in 16 Sustainable Communities cities and 16 Community Areas in the Chicago New Communities Program. 
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National
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National 

Monitoring 

Report

All Local 

Monitoring 
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Only

Demographics

Population
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x

x

x
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x

x

x

x

Race/Ethnicity

Race / Ethnicity of Elementary School Kids

x

x

x

x

Race / Ethnicity of Mortgage Borrowers

x

x

x

x

Race / Ethnicity of Births

x

x

Housing & Real Estate

Housing Market

Property Sales Prices

x

x

x

Pace of Property Sales

x

x

Assessed values

x

x

Days on Market

x

x

Arms Length Housing Sales

x

x

Property Condition 

x

x

Foreclosures

x

x

x

x

x

Vacant Addresses

x

x

x

x

Tax Arrearage

x

x

x

Mortgage Market

Value of Purchase Mortgages

x

x

Number of Mortgages to Investors & Owners

x

x

High Cost Loans

x

x

x

x

Affordability

Mortgage Value / Borrower Income

x

x

Affordable/Subsidized Units

x

Tenure

Housing tenure/homeownership

x

x

x

Characteristics

Property Characteristics, Use Codes

x

x

Construction

Building permits

x

x

Community Safety & Health

Crime

Crime incidents by type

x

x

x

Adults Under Judicial Supervision

x

x

Property

Vacant Parcels

x

x

Code enforcement citations

x

x

Park acreage

x

x

Recreational facilities

x

x

Health

Infant Mortality

x

x

Low Birthweight Births

x

x

Births to Teenage Women

x

x

Disease incidence by type

x

x

Institutions

Location of nonprofits by type

x

x

Location and characteristics of health facilities

x

x

Public Participation

Voter registration and participation

x

x

Type of Neighborhood Change Analysis

Source

Exhibit 10:   Uses of Neighborhood Variables for Indicator Construction


[image: image8.wmf]Subject / Variable Types

Indicators

National

Local

National 

Monitoring 

Report

All Local 

Monitoring 

Reports

Selected Local 

Reports

Special Analyses 

Only

Economy & Workforce

Transportation

Transportation access

x

x

Employment

Employed Residents by Sector

x

x

x

Business

Business Vacancies

x
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x
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x
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x
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Exhibit 11

Sustainable Communities Assessment Organization


SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 

QUANTIATIVE ANALYSIS PLAN ATTACHMENTS



1.
Responsibilities of SC Assessment Participants


2.
Capabilities of Research Team and Partners


3.
First Year Sustainable Communities Workplan

Attachment 1

Responsibilities of LISC Sustainable Communities Assessment Participants

National Assessment Committee:  Consists of senior LISC managers and select local program directors, convened to advise the research team on: (1) relationships to the national implementation process; (2) other relationships with the LISC field; and (3) the value of assessment products and results to LISC national objectives.

National LISC Research and Assessment:  Direct research and ensure research product quality and suitability for LISC program, policy and communications efforts.  Principal activities include: (1) oversee national research consultants and program manager; (2) create research design and project management plan; (3) participate in SC skill building activities; e.g., learning forums; (4) construct and use national indicators of neighborhood change in demonstration and pilot sites; (5) participate in pilot site impact analysis; and (6) lead drafting of national project reports.

National Research Consultants:  Small consulting team to provide support in: (1) collection and analysis of qualitative process, outcomes, and impacts data in cooperation with local research partners in Pilot sites; and (2) collection and analysis of quantitative data on program impacts in Pilot sites.  The national research consultant will participate in design and assessment activities.

Project Manager:  LISC research associate assigned to coordinate and manage the SC performance assessment process, including monitoring activities across sites, coordinating logistics, tracking expenditures and status of deliverables. 

LISC Program Director:  Responsible for advising the local impact assessment design and data collection effort, helping gain access to data sources, and consulting on the form, content, and uses of local evaluation reports.

Local Research Consultant (Demonstration Sites): Carry out process and production data collection from archival material and interviews, and readily obtainable quantitative data from local management systems.  Prepare local project research reports. Coordinate with local LISC staff and national implementation consultants.  Supply research to local journalists.  Work at the direction of national research consultant and program manager

Local Research Partner (Pilot Sites): Conduct process and outcomes data collection similar to sites, but with:  (1) intensive focus on target neighborhoods and comparison neighborhoods, (2) a broader range of archival, interview and quantitative data collection activities on program  impacts, and (3) use of high-level quantitative information on neighborhood change.  Carry out interviews and coordinate data collection with national research consultant and program manager.

Local Data Partner (Pilot Sites) Acquire quantitative data on neighborhood change from local sources and assemble analysis databases for use by national assessment staff.

Attachment 2
Sustainable Communities Initiative Assessment – 

Description of Research Team and Partners

LISC RESEARCH STAFF
Chris Walker

Research Director

Chris Walker is Director of Research and Assessment for the Local Initiatives Support Corporation, the nation’s foremost community development intermediary.  He is responsible for assembling, conducting, sponsoring, and disseminating high-quality research on community development’s contributions to the well-being of individuals, families and communities.    He also supports the research activities of the 30 LISC local programs throughout the United States.  Currently, he directs the assessment of LISC’s new comprehensive community change initiative, and is studying the impact of low-income housing tax credit projects on neighborhoods and families.  He also provides senior research support to LISC-MetroEdge – an analysis and community consulting practice devoted to uncovering hidden retail potential in low-income urban neighborhoods.

Prior to joining LISC in late 2005, Mr. Walker was director of the community and economic development program of the Urban Institute in Washington, DC, where he worked for 19 years.  His research at the Urban Institute included national studies of federal- and foundation-funded affordable housing, community lending, small business development, cultural participation, and other community and economic development issues.  Within these broad areas, he specialized in community-based initiatives, local government policies, multi-party collaborations, performance measurement and community impact analysis.

Sarah Rankin

Senior Research Associate

Sarah Rankin is a Senior Research Associate at the Local Initiative Support Corporation. As part of LISC's Research & Assessment unit, she manages the evaluation of the Sustainable Communities Initiative, a ten-city expansion of a comprehensive community development model developed by LISC Chicago. At LISC she has previously worked as part of the Program Planning & Knowledge Sharing departments, tracking the organization's program activity and researching and sharing best practices. Prior to joining LISC, Ms. Rankin was a Program Manager at the Corporation for Enterprise Development, where she helped launch a children's savings program demonstration, SEED (Savings for Education, Entreprenuership, and Downpayment) and did state policy work on asset-building programs for working families. Other experience includes work on the initial setup of the New Markets Tax Credit Program at the Self-Help Ventures Fund in Durham, North Carolina and coordination of classroom grants and teacher fellowships for the San Francisco Education Fund. Ms. Rankin received a BA in History from Yale University and a Master's in Public Policy from Duke University. 

Francisca Winston

Research Associate

A Research Associate at LISC since September 2005, Francisca has an academic background in mathematics, statistics and public policy. After constructing the Neighborhood Monitoring Database, she is now exploring its uses for the Sustainable Communities Quantitative Assessment and other work. In addition, Francisca applies her GIS mapping skills to a variety of projects at LISC. She contributes to R&A’s ongoing analysis of high cost and subprime home mortgage loans and created maps of all LISC local program areas to identify neighborhoods at highest risk of concentrated foreclosure.  

Francisca has an undergraduate degree in mathematics from Williams College and earned a master’s in Public Policy and Management at Carnegie Mellon University in 2005.

Data Partners

Indianapolis: The Polis Center at Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis (Polis)

Sharon Kandris, Michelle Derr
The Polis Center is an academic research center within the IU School of Liberal Arts. Polis focuses on community-based research and analysis and advanced information technologies, especially geographic information systems (GIS). The Center's purpose is to build understanding of community issues from a variety of perspectives. The Center’s Social Assets and Vulnerabilities Indicators (SAVI) system is an electronic database that includes data on community assets such as schools, churches and community centers, as well as information on community vulnerabilities such as crime, safety, poverty and health. SAVI is a joint project of the United Way/Community Service Council of Central Indiana and the Polis Center. The United Way/CSC handles SAVI training and community outreach, while Polis provides research assistance and collects, analyzes and maps the data, which covers the Indianapolis metropolitan area. SAVI is intended to help human service agencies, governments, community organizations, and individuals conduct research, as well as engage in planning, community development and policy making. 

Milwaukee: The Nonprofit Center of Milwaukee Neighborhood Data Center (NPCM)

Michael Barndt, Todd Claussen
NPCM is an association of nonprofit organizations in the Southeastern Wisconsin region committed to the empowerment of nonprofit organizations through community-based decision-making, leadership development, effective management, resource sharing, and other collaborative efforts.  As part of this mission, the Neighborhood Data Center is a technical resource that produces data, maps, reports, and analyses to allow organizations to better plan and develop programs that address the problems of Milwaukee neighborhoods. The Data Center acts as a data clearinghouse, collecting and organizing information valuable to understanding Milwaukee neighborhoods.  It addresses the needs of organizations serving Milwaukee neighborhoods with customized analysis, data, and GIS, and works to expand citizen access to information by the use of technology. The Data Center has worked on an array of local and national projects in areas such as crime, housing, and public health.

Rhode Island: The Providence Plan (ProvPlan)

Pat McGuigan, Jim Lucht
The Providence Plan was chartered to build partnerships among government agencies, civic groups, and concerned residents in pursuit of six primary goals: (1) to put people to work; (2) to retain the city's middle class; (3) to make neighborhoods safe and livable; (4) to improve the quality of the public schools; (5) to provide decent and affordable housing; and (6) to increase jobs and tax yields in downtown Providence. ProvPlan seeks to achieve these goals and others by building partnerships among City, State, and Federal agencies; business, labor, civic, and religious groups; community-based organizations; academic institutions; and concerned residents. ProvPlan has built and maintained a data warehouse with information about people, education, health, public safety, property, and housing, including a database that allows users to examine any of these issues by neighborhood, street, or individual address. ProvPlan acts as a community convener and as an incubator of new initiatives, particularly those with a direct link to its data and information work.

Twin Cities: Center for Urban and Regional Affairs, University of Minnesota (CURA)

Kris Nelson, Jeff Matson
CURA is an all-University applied research and technology center at the University of Minnesota that connects faculty and students with community organizations and public institutions working on significant public policy issues in Minnesota. CURA produces research on critical issues in the state of Minnesota, provides students opportunities for practical research experience, helps government agencies and community organizations get the research and personnel assistance they request, and enables the University of Minnesota to better fulfill its land grant and urban missions. CURA works across disciplinary lines and professional boundaries, creating new programs and supporting projects that meet needs that no one else is meeting. Its staff collaborates closely with other University units and with community constituents: nonprofit organizations, ethnic and racial minority groups, businesses, rural towns, inner-city neighborhoods, suburban communities, local governments, and state agencies. 

Chicago: Metro Chicago Information Center (MCIC) – affiliated partner
Garth Taylor
MCIC is a neutral third party expert committed to generating strategic information that improves local and regional economic and quality of life conditions in communities. MCIC has a membership base of about 200 organizations, about 100 of which are organizations involved in community planning that use MCIC data and technical support for needs assessments, strategic plans, funding proposals, public education/advocacy reports, evaluations, and mandated inventories of service needs and/or assets in their catchment areas. MCIC is the data intermediary for the New Communities Program. It is substantially expanding its holdings of neighborhood level data to do this work, and is tasked with preparing maps, tabulations, and reports to determine the patterns of neighborhood change associated with the NCP work. 

Attachment 3

First Year Sustainable Communities Workplan 
National Research staff:

Prior to development of the quantitative analysis plan, LISC senior management reviewed and approved the overall research design, triggering hiring of the Project Manager and execution of contracts with national research consultants and local data partners.   Management also approved selection of impact sites.  Staff developed the qualitative analysis plan and accompanying data collection instruments and protocols.  First-year tasks for the quantitative analysis included:

1. Team review of the Quantitative Analysis Plan covering construction of the National Neighborhood Monitoring Database and testing of monitoring variables, and assembly of analysis data from impact sites.  

2. Integration of local quantitative analysis plans in the overall plan, and development of reporting formats for the neighborhood monitoring and the national assessment reports.
3. Analysis of national and local data, together with results from the qualitative analysis, to draft an annual report to LISC board synthesizing results from all sites. 

4. Identification of additional topical analyses, drawing on local and national quantitative data as appropriate, which will further pursue specific findings from the cross-site analysis.

National Neighborhood Monitoring Database

The national neighborhood monitoring database was constructed.  Staff completed initial analysis of census and other data to construct profiles of all target neighborhoods.  Local LISC submitted information on the boundaries of target neighborhoods, and in most cases, have identified neighborhoods suitable for use as analysis neighborhoods.  Other tasks included:

1. Development of analysis metrics and techniques included in annual neighborhood monitoring reports, including development of comparison neighborhood methodology in concert with local data partner comparison neighborhood selection.
2. Data updates as data sources make additional time periods available, acquisition, cleaning, and integration of updated data into NNMD.
3. Annual Neighborhood Monitoring Reports created for each target neighborhood in all 16 Sustainable Communities sites included in this assessment. Neighborhood monitoring reports in impact Sites have been generated in conjunction with the Data Transfer task under Local Data Partners.

Local Data Partners
Analysis staff have selected impact sites and contracted with data partners in those sites.  First-year tasks included:

1. Delivery of data reconnaissance reports by data partners, detailing available data in the areas of housing & real estate, economy & work force, income & wealth, community quality and safety, community institutions & relationships, demographics & health indicators, and education & culture. Data availability is documented by data source, level of geography available, dates covered, data quality, release restrictions, and expense. Data reconnaissance reports are used to inform the selection of indicators in the local quantitative analysis plans.
2. Selection of comparison neighborhoods, based on methodology developed collaboratively by LISC R&A, national consultants, and local data partners.  Comparison neighborhoods are used to gauge the relative performance of SC target neighborhoods.
3. Initial summary tables from data partners, summarizing indicators by target and comparison neighborhood for data which is available in-house and easily aggregated. 
4. Creation of local quantitative analysis plans by data partners, specifying data sources and metrics to be used in the analysis. Analysis plans will reflect the availability of data from both local and national sources and the neighborhood change goals expressed in neighborhood plans developed through the local LISC Sustainable Communities effort.
5. Transfer of data tables. Local data partners transferred to LISC R&A data tables of all data used in local analysis plans.  LISC R&A transferred to local partners data from the National Neighborhood Monitoring Database required to fill local data gaps and maintain consistency of data treatment across local data partners.

6. Baseline Neighborhood Monitoring Reporting containing information on target neighborhood conditions and previous trends relative to comparison neighborhoods, other low-income neighborhoods, and the remainder of the city.  The reports also contain maps and graphics displaying results for a subset of variables, which include those of primary interest to neighborhood stakeholders.

7. Annual Neighborhood Monitoring Reporting, presenting updated data in relation to baseline values. Basic statistical tests will be performed on selected measures to determine whether changes in target neighborhoods are significantly different from other geographies within the city. As with the Baseline Report, the Annual Neighborhood Monitoring Report will consist primarily of data tables and summary statements of findings, with maps of selected variables.
� Local Initiatives Support Corporation, Sustainable Communities Assessment Qualitative Analysis Plan, March 12, 2008.


� See Miller, Anita and Tom Burns (2006). “Going Comprehensive: Anatomy of an Initiative that Worked – CCRP in the South Bronx. ” (Philadelphia: OMG Center for Collaborative Learning, December, 2006.).





� A note on nomenclature: throughout this paper, the term “community” will be used to refer to neighborhoods; the term “site” or “jurisdiction” or “program area” will be used to refer to the cities selected as Sustainable Communities demonstration sites.





� Tom Dewar and Michael Bennett, “Review of the New Communities Program: Towards Effective Implementation of Neighborhood Plans,” MacArthur Foundation grant review, October, 2006.


� These sites are 


� These include Bay Area, Detroit, Duluth, Kansas City, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, Rhode Island, and Twin Cities. 





� Including the original program site in Chicago, there are 17 sites in the Sustainable Communities initiative.  Because the Chicago effort is being evaluated separately, this analysis will cover the 16 remaining sites.


� More information can be found at www.urban.org/NNIP. 





� “Comprehensive Indicators of Neighborhood Character and Change:  Monitoring LISC’s Sustainable Communities Initiative.”  Local Initiatives Support Corporation, August 21, 2007.


� In the last year or so, address vacancy data from the US Postal Service, as assembled and distributed by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, has become available.  These data are used in neighborhood monitoring, but did not cover the time period of interest for defining comparison neighborhoods.





� This was a good discriminator in the MDRC cluster analysis used to classify Chicago neighborhoods. 





� This approach follows the lead of the MDRC analysis of the Chicago New Communities Program.





� Transparency alone is one of the strongest reasons to use this method instead of propensity scoring, which would appear to be the next best alternative.   See Oakes and Johnson (2006) and as applied to spatial interventions, Rich and Stoker (2009, forthcoming)


� Galster, George, Diane Levy, Noah Sawyer, Kenneth Tempkin and Christopher Walker. 2005. The Impact of Community Development Corporations on Urban Neighborhoods. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute.





� Principal variables, spatial resolution, data sources and other information on the contents of the database are contained in LISC “Description of the National Neighborhood Monitoring Database, February, 2008.


� Teune and Przeworszky, The Logic of Comparative Inquiry.


�LISC Research and Assessment, “Statistical Comparisons of Sustainable Communities Neighborhoods,” February 19, 2008.


� This dual accountability may well turn out to be problematic in some sites, but this seems unavoidable given the strong local interest in making use of assessment results in implementation.
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Data Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 1993-2006
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HMDA_INCOMELOANTABLES


			SCGroup						1993			1994			1995			1996			1997			1998			1999			2000			2001			2002			2003			2004			2005			2006			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1993			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1994			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1995			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1996			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1997			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1998			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1999			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2000			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2001			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2002			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2003			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2004			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2005			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2006


			1			Group 1 Income Owner			49191.2381			43984.3743			46784.614			46182.1268			54090.6984			51910.1679			54621.6269			62459.7353			65581.8247			68628.032			70766.9383			76484.5449			86033.3646			93724.6693			69715.9016			87988.7397			82507.1736			83954.7861			79191.8503			78580.174			96690.6583			104075.493			119003.5407			111198.3961			116260.2365			122818.2279			141852.1671			137422.1086


			2			Group 2 Income Owner			40496.6011			40670.2428			44900.7287			41910.8808			45520.3031			45667.6599			50524.6352			54757.3757			60321.8832			63929.5384			66060.5569			68340.7025			80461.0291			84923.522			82575.1092			60926.0539			76170.2915			75173.2867			71919.8733			73296.0273			79487.3968			91035.4079			94390.1915			139930.478			132721.5045			115703.7327			133187.9809			136760.195


			3			Group 3 Income Owner			39773.3928			36364.3194			32832.1808			38334.0663			36804.3432			39237.1368			37433.2593			44822.9298			42610.1368			43642.0693			50082.7185			55073.9044			53470.7594			57078.2248			43444.166			65919.4648			58714.5306			74894.8683			53610.7045			73154.0758			59584.16			75311.6996			70189.6871			88503.0421			94799.2063			112905.2993			96573.3225			105689.6368


			4			Group 4 Income Owner			29915.9896			29165.6347			34697.9578			32724.8319			33870.6211			33256.1673			33463.4167			37304.9645			40200.5211			50955.184			40733.7845			40781.3336			43902.133			43377.4541			70043.2454			59404.1312			58361.3267			59732.8161			54460.6132			71608.5804			134449.4247			100410.6082			74366.0886			83162.2126			76492.3744			79298.3261			86252.7078			86581.1423


			5			Group 5 Income Owner			36545.1913			32077.5782			33765.2635			34589.7652			34268.5242			37363.863			39312.8042			40911.6898			42269.1365			45627.2639			49459.1406			50627.4473			51502.6765			53351.9918			58286.7266			65060.1882			57928.0458			61758.5027			74051.3742			77595.4718			61069.5661			110989.5597			82383.1275			82102.035			90500.8031			91666.6212			86131.7075			100865.8774


			SCGroup						1993			1994			1995			1996			1997			1998			1999			2000			2001			2002			2003			2004			2005			2006			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1993			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1994			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1995			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1996			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1997			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1998			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor1999			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2000			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2001			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2002			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2003			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2004			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2005			AvgMeanIncomeInvestor2006


			1			Group 1 Mean Income Investor			69715.9016			87988.7397			82507.1736			83954.7861			79191.8503			78580.174			96690.6583			104075.493			119003.5407			111198.3961			116260.2365			122818.2279			141852.1671			137422.1086


			2			Group 2 Mean Income Investor			82575.1092			60926.0539			76170.2915			75173.2867			71919.8733			73296.0273			79487.3968			91035.4079			94390.1915			139930.478			132721.5045			115703.7327			133187.9809			136760.195


			3			Group 3 Mean Income Investor			43444.166			65919.4648			58714.5306			74894.8683			53610.7045			73154.0758			59584.16			75311.6996			70189.6871			88503.0421			94799.2063			112905.2993			96573.3225			105689.6368


			4			Group 4 Mean Income Investor			70043.2454			59404.1312			58361.3267			59732.8161			54460.6132			71608.5804			134449.4247			100410.6082			74366.0886			83162.2126			76492.3744			79298.3261			86252.7078			86581.1423


			5			Group 5 Mean Income Investor			58286.7266			65060.1882			57928.0458			61758.5027			74051.3742			77595.4718			61069.5661			110989.5597			82383.1275			82102.035			90500.8031			91666.6212			86131.7075			100865.8774


			2			Bayview Hunters Point			51318.3567			53721.6046			51547.4241			54098.9907			55863.34			65563.3326			71550.2607			87943.4924			93246.2146			97725.3318			104280.9917			115092.4092			148527.2727			171484.0989			98116.3423			86164.8728			62357.2415			82287.7858			119503.6849			106511.5			87207.7646			180341.2545			150024.5201			180985.5761			154535.7143			184333.3333			209279.0698			257450


			4			Blue Hills North			24000			21000			26444.4444			22090.9091			22266.6667			26200			23277.7778			29823.5294			36388.8889			31000			31812.5			40440			43482.7586			39459.4595			65000						83750			37000			71000			95833.3333			509428.5714			67454.5455			56500			126352.9412			63500			95433.3333			91847.8261			98774.1935


			5			Central Hillside			37879.007			35659.4944			34528.7352			41597.4175			33772.3624			51056.1785			47959.2715			41751.412			47802.3539			47893.41			60870.9677			71222.2222			62483.871			59625						72091.3242			68896.7742			65363.1912			40876.113			110107.4723			65738.3554			82059.0808			112932.6627			81179.4807			98782.6087			90941.1765			80285.7143			137888.8889


			2			Central Woodward			49276.1328			47254.3297			114473.8033			55254.3218			60955.8824			56816.9014			59468.75			60162.4348			64859.86			57622.1174			62777.2512			57655.0388			59546.7836			58452.1452			81000			46165.4135			104696.2963			61900			59235.2941			54000			72304.3478			66312.5			63267.735			90164.8081			113894.1176			80592.8144			85276.1905			104487.5


			3			Congress Heights			39375			40000			41444.4444			56333.3333			46923.0769			53111.1111			39916.6667			44952.381			44230.7692			57046.5116			61338.0282			66980.7692			67176.4706			65584.2697			47000									64000			45000									90000			54000			77333.3333			90500			107238.0952			104687.5			136846.1538


			3			Connellsville			38430.7222			30492.6498			35425.6167			38375.9643			35114.6173			41158.2905			39439.7235			41183.6807			38010.6401			43932.6875			43214.2857			48580			38876.9231			40518.5185			39935.1157			59552.8593			59580.3445			80997.0687			34110.6654			69842.6364			71439.8477			81364.7098			28035.1629			59875			89900			51125			99333.3333			69125


			1			Dayton's Bluff			29854.8031			30194.5347			31088.0295			30614.6009			33554.5201			36930.4625			37392.7663			45181.5739			46616.0467			51592.1753			52078.0911			51804.9383			58554.9242			62389.6396			28000			74706.9332			87789.8859			126618.7418			67316.8161			98035.99			83133.2264			71943.0775			88698.2085			113015.7405			103157.8947			90328			115736.8421			137166.6667


			3			Douglass-Sumner									13000			31500			30333.3333			35000			32250			43307.6923			40636.3636			34600			33800			38500			44600			33000																		60600									70000												57500


			2			Downtown Kansas City			22888.8889			35166.6667			35933.3333			32428.5714			32750			25947.3684			29037.037			37478.2609			37500			39521.7391			37571.4286			32827.5862			37952.381			41866.6667			32500			46333.3333			43500			57000			40000			54600			128428.5714			55000			71600			64800			246631.5789			97000			111384.6154			106714.2857


			5			East Hillside			42889.2155			31272.8634			37735.5321			37894.3552			38798.963			38103.5417			45643.3049			45582.8441			46570.623			50823.2294			51594.9367			48940.4762			50692.3077			77176.4706			51931.9042			48294.0167			47000			74473.9395			67802.2954			57288.523			59036.6766			258124.9702			86177.0647			103580.3578			101512.8205			100121.2121			95487.8049			129233.3333


			2			East Regional			62648.7985			57937.9043			59121.1268			60601.7699			64364.1975			71734.2144			72972.9381			74255.291			71659.919			74816.0315			71049.6536			71752.8438			68832.5449			72390.5146			170400			61142.8571			92205.1282			89333.3333			67772.4551			115825.3968			98232.8767			114752.9412			89370			84425.7426			104407.1856			88583.0389			95832.9519			92033.3333


			2			Eastlake			48200			61028.5714			42666.6667			45263.1579			55875			58820			68074.6269			74450			100964.9123			106847.8261			100320			94770.2703			153851.3514			126525.2525			28500			84444.4444			66333.3333			123500			94500						87750			143000			101750			171777.7778			191400			161944.4444			172266.6667			167428.5714


			1			Excelsior			59710.6178			67749.4045			63431.7042			67280.2894			98855.3643			98032.4734			86461.6325			110111.082			112444.0626			110984.8457			121609.6386			134578.9474			161350.7973			187833.8192			113079.4034			83971.3342			87524.2956			83230.2166			121017.1418			93922.1833			124991.7219			169779.6621			240381.9155			201563.8533			151320			162083.3333			326000			191875


			5			Fairmount/Constitution Hill			53062.5			37920			40468.75			37264.7059			37153.8462			36926.8293			40060.6061			40566.0377			46904.7619			57132.3529			61000			62267.3267			65469.5652			60973.3333			63000			43000			67000			73166.6667			51333.3333			55600			53500			75500			73250			75230.7692			115666.6667			144909.0909			105642.8571			72733.3333


			2			Fruitvale			39940.4363			43769.6994			37732.4385			51620.6334			37569.324			49951.1508			52917.6229			61449.0672			68893.0017			82387.6826			88714.2857			108058.8235			130803.7975			127985.9155			70045.5412			78169.2473			128011.3265			57061.1608			57438.3053			63687.6416			89571.334			86066.6594			100426.8613			152070.5498			203375			160250			151888.8889			181714.2857


			4			Harambee			26973.6842			26531.25			27911.7647			41621.6216			32692.3077			29250			31910.7143			38000			38500			114080.4598			41564.5161			42469.1358			40085.7143			44404.0404			75500			50312.5			48875			84769.2308			51480			51097.561			55656.25			66071.4286			66260.8696			63452.8302			67127.2727			80065.4206			84055.5556			71842.8571


			2			Ivanhoe Northwest			28857.1429			24200			32285.7143			38000			65200			24428.5714			44666.6667			39590.9091			39714.2857			52928.5714			55500			51846.1538			41250			50923.0769			22000			51500			48000						90500			58000			39333.3333			54666.6667			92875			96000			91666.6667			91727.2727			64785.7143			82000


			3			Ivy City			59000						36500			41666.6667			39000			37625			50615.3846			64923.0769			51000			45000			75500			84294.1176			77875			104857.1429			49000						51000									113500			56400			73600			81800			157923.0769			122428.5714			141000			114166.6667			158375


			5			Lincoln Park			27577.8821			30905.9104			28702.165			28961.6324			28743.5062			32820.2775			33489.6524			39271.7626			32641.4206			38432.7795			38053.5714			41808.6957			40454.5455			40920			45415.3822			90951.6604			39204.0271			44876.389			85995.9893			34453.2821			52153.0408			82437.0386			65057.8663			83166.5251			80724.1379			75750			88520			122030.303


			3			Lower Bernon			41222.2222			59578.9474			45636.3636			36750			38400			36692.3077			42450			49948.7179			52071.4286			51547.1698			62686.2745			68128.5714			64833.3333			69071.4286						37500			65500			84500			63142.8571			52800			62714.2857			78125			114375			104736.8421			114266.6667			103954.5455			115242.4242			103333.3333


			1			Lower San Antonio			40079.068			40267.6967			41869.9521			39413.386			40889.6521			45221.2673			50271.5514			60792.664			74269.3845			88219.0055			85569.6203			95222.2222			125180.8874			137029.5567			78482.0432			77159.9945			102092.5206			73467.9004			93758.1984			88668.0119			84492.4241			112190.2541			132003.6235			106425.4918			131466.6667			163689.6552			184410.2564			150583.3333


			1			Main Street Riverfront			40428.5714			41666.6667			42750			36500			52857.1429			33875			41000			36363.6364			55000			47000			57600			64464.2857			61379.3103			69218.75									26500						34000						101000			50000			59000			108333.3333			146500			109500			93571.4286			75500


			2			Morgan Park			31333.3333			34615.3846			37277.7778			33960			32913.0435			40421.0526			43160			34952.381			44833.3333			34125			44565.2174			37315.7895			37906.25			41655.1724			40000			48500			47333.3333						49000						59000			54500						77666.6667			61250			121333.3333			86000			91500


			5			Near East			30515.9011			30124.1611			30104.4776			32806.3584			32657.1429			36578.8114			39877.5056			38381.3131			39284.0237			38171.2329			44000			42306.6667			44028.169			43611.1111			91190.4762			63916.6667			109929.5775			91740.2597			139892.8571			82044.9438			64045.045			65648.6486			71163.0901			78625.5507			74783.6735			69631.2849			74947.7612			99275.6264


			4			Near West			29600			30883.5616			27578.9474			28315.7895			30768.2119			31122.3022			30100.6289			32398.8095			32720.2797			33830.5085			33938.6503			33823.5294			38159.7222			35917.2414			49700			59400			64080			60206.8966			56333.3333			65416.6667			84653.8462			60164.1791			70696.0784			76250			79494.7368			76155.2795			70136.3636			92970.5882


			1			Northeast			68819.1489			65611.898			78621.9512			70587.8963			73254.0107			74088.6918			82139.4799			95953.9642			81627.907			97164.0798			95418.1818			94022.9358			87353.3191			99981.1321			112857.1429			56555.5556			101266.6667			125080			118853.6585			80687.5			136500			143684.2105			207307.6923			113785.7143			138620.6897			126470.5882			154518.5185			121181.8182


			2			Northeast Regional			29228.6689			29970.8995			31452.7473			33053.4188			29809.7561			34143.7908			35383.6978			38054.1082			38717.7122			40685.259			42789.2473			41642.8571			41961.4148			42810			129200			42375			71461.5385			68933.3333			42112.1495			62309.0909			62611.1111			70637.5			99781.6092			110425.3731			109577.7778			75455.8824			81707.0707			98728.3951


			1			Northwest			63003.8835			52748.7002			54564.4599			53788.8563			63234.0426			63379.5732			57239.1304			58988.8712			60589.9654			61350.7014			56869.338			56348.199			54886.8661			71097.9532			77000			86571.4286			82384.6154			75491.5254			66714.2857			100611.1111			86095.2381			113880			130500			160023.2558			114133.3333			92628.2051			110705.1282			138191.1765


			4			Northwest			39542.2535			35813.3616			37065.7769			37842.1525			38287.7493			42225.677			42332.766			45319.3069			46306.8006			48808.8235			48224.2618			47856.5271			49957.1505			51383.2402			66705.8824			74315.7895			50206.8966			72940			43719.5767			102720.5882			72739.1304			90398.4962			77956.25			89834.1709			87332.2368			95609.8361			84324.7283			100119.2146


			1			Olneyville			37219.592			31127.809			33099.7516			30687.7411			37262.1524			33078.4832			33406.6125			36349.1887			41325.7125			43758.8223			51416.6667			60270.7692			68110.664			74969.1877			60819.1184			117562.6465			78878.1641			51568.5986			62972.8219			42251.3707			61998.1797			67343.768			55969.8118			91436.7946			82773.3333			104971.0145			92000			134017.5439


			1			Payne-Phalen			33065.9341			33030.7692			30994.4751			35597.4684			36247.3684			36265.6904			40317.3278			44306.867			48847.8702			50021.0526			52092.9752			59404.2553			61088.2779			61213.2353			40500			75733.3333			74200			60052.6316			61000			92928.5714			80842.1053			71510.2041			97489.3617			96111.8421			116268.75			107413.0435			116331.5508			128057.1429


			2			Phillips			27668.9251			29471.5644			29389.5726			27570.5515			29518.011			37814.0637			41167.2986			44827.7629			48281.3388			56307.2713			56889.7059			62572.0721			76461.2403			75971.9626			119027.192			63177.2757			109667.7008			79196.72			106451.4271			76607.0252			76362.0028			79634.2053			109481.1218			157001.3551			128863.6364			141753.6232			219278.6885			172389.6104


			1			Portola			75178.205			65686.8507			65030.4859			66325.7763			70486.1423			73036.2619			83033.0293			102725.9304			112859.3539			116242.6439			114637.1681			126175.6757			163575.7576			173150.7937			60526.4789			100986.8524			108800			92474.0471			107726.2812			82454.0036			129769.6621			208308.3868			132618.7695			107445.9223			128571.4286			183916.6667			153625			136500


			2			Richmond			48179.2655			37955.3737			34462.9762			38292.8886			43943.6335			42502.3024			44499.7148			52746.6794			59570.3092			71767.2751			74168.1416			83030.9677			99436.1568			118534.7594			85279.2841			65013.7477			77561.5509			75570.8113			96109.527			79823.6331			93920.7946			86767.8569			110336.9713			134844.0088			98900			137787.5			150782.0513			180681.8182


			1			Scarritt Rennaissance			39937.5			21500			34750			37375			44739.1304			32304.3478			38612.9032			51085.7143			43884.6154			40945.9459			43911.7647			50354.8387			55586.2069			50615.3846						161000			105500			67600			83333.3333			51333.3333			82000			59333.3333			86000			60923.0769			80272.7273			128500			116769.2308			167916.6667


			5			Southeast			27346.6422			31660.6181			31051.921			31956.8279			30603.8487			34907.5566			35659.2889			40559.228			37291.8839			42812.8426			41326.087			42068.9655			47367.0213			44300.885			39895.8702			72107.461			54465.9421			60689.0729			46459.0316			70007.4149			78013.8445			70490.5132			58351.2088			76502.9904			77660.7143			83063.5838			77537.8151			85990.566


			3			Southwest			35040.9836			28861.1111			32818.8406			31562.5			37859.375			36573.2484			31949.2754			34217.6871			37671.7557			36234.7826			39602.9412			37377.6224			41037.037			40028.4091			46285.7143			63625			58777.7778			75727.2727			74800			62181.8182			62866.6667			66780.4878			82117.6471			66483.3333			88700			71780.8219			81750			80236.1111


			2			Southwest Detroit Regional			45154.9121			31804.782			31748.0063			33400.4855			33800.5925			36877.3031			35819.2327			37387.572			38745.8338			41022.3117			38673.2348			41021.6138			43226.3907			44615.4776			54444.4444			56500			55533.3333			51962.963			47004.8324			55100			54210.5263			62933.3333			91651.1628			73633.9286			77414.2012			72855.7214			75332.0463			98154.9296


			3			St. Peter-Waterway			25571.4286			22888.8889			25000			32150			30000			34500			25411.7647			35227.2727			34650			37133.3333			34437.5			41656.25			39896.5517			46487.8049			35000			103000						69250			51000			80000			44500			62000			61000			64666.6667			63000			202333.3333			103333.3333			86222.2222


			5			Susquehanna						27000						31647.0588			38150			31153.8462			32500			40269.2308			45388.8889			44125			49368.4211			45777.7778			50023.2558			46857.1429									19000			22000			86000			133666.6667			55000			142666.6667			109750			76428.5714			84375			77250			80500			58909.0909


			4			Tamaqua			28000						39615.3846			34518.5185			38923.0769			38800			36982.1429			39921.0526			46222.2222			39673.0769			47226.4151			37657.1429			44258.0645			42285.7143												51250			35000			48750			28000			263500			97200			66750			92500			62100			102066.6667			87400


			1			Uniontown			53806.2956			34243.7876			38429.9447			39832.3798			43618.156			44799.5955			50963.4625			45197.5962			43935.1536			47629.0798			47232.8767			48682.9268			49300			43471.9101			56178.9275			45639.3184			52642.7612			83964.1994			54417.816			54909.6649			92774.6843			76857.5268			79069.5647			64117.3319			85777.7778			81500			96705.8824			130653.8462


			2			Visitacion Valley			53941.1765			53825.2427			58430.7692			51802.4691			60662.6506			58137.2549			74294.5736			85842.7673			96480.3922			100584.1584			104287.7698			117294.5205			142936.7089			164562.9139			184000			83857.1429			101000			111000			93666.6667			73000			101700			155500			84000			142375			199000			139000			215777.7778			185000


			4			Washington Park			31380			31600			49571.4286			31960			40285.7143			31939.0244			36176.4706			38367.0886			41064.9351			38338.2353			41636.3636			42441.6667			47469.3878			46815.0289			93310.3448			53588.2353			44894.7368			52230.7692			69230.7692			65833.3333			56218.75			54875			77583.3333			76333.3333			69000			66426.087			85085.1064			68380


			2			West Duluth			28316.3782			28661.3758			32087.8452			31405.0719			34058.812			36189.9327			34332.4724			37462.5337			41039.2519			38672.9628			43260.8696			41888.8889			43762.1145			51151.3514			41538.7251			39621.4192			58723.2982			44333.3333			43583.8844			80088.0399			62190.8926			64382.7929			62507.5086			422855.9059			77185.1852			67235.2941			145040			96360
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