Neighborhod Indicators: Taking Advantage oF the New Potential

Table 1
ADMINISTRATIVE DATA MAINTAINED BY NNIP PARTNERS

SOURCE ATL BOS CLE DEN OAK PROV

VITAL STATISTICS AGENCIES
Births ! ! ! " " !
Deaths ! S ! " " !

POLICE DEPARTMENTS
Crimes : :
Child Abuse/Neglect S S ! ! S !
Police Calls S ! ! S " !

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AGENCIES
AFDC
Food Stamps
General Assistance
Medicaid
WIC
Subsidized Child Care

SCHOOL SYSTEM
Student Enrollment/Performance
Special Education S ! S " S !

HOSPITALS, HEALTH AGENCIES
Hospital Admissions S ! S S S S
Immunization ! S S S S S

TAX ASSESSOR/AUDITOR
Parcel Characteristics
Tax Deling. Parcels
Vacant Parcels

BUILDING/PLANNING DEPARTMENTS
Code Violations
Building Permits
Demolitions

PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORITIES
Public Housing Units

DEVELOPMENT/BUDGET DEPT.
CDBG Expenditures

BUSINESS DIRECTORIES
Employment/Economic Activity

n unnuon

| =Address-based, " =Tabular
Note: AFDC=Aid to Families with Dependent Children; CDBG=Community Development Block Grant Program;
WIC = Women, Infants, and Children
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Advances in Local Institutional Development. Finally, in some cities, new institutions have
been created to establish and operate neighborhood indicator data systems and make the data
available broadly to local groups that want to use them. These institutions include the partners in
NNIP, but similar entities have emerged in at least two other cities and important institutions in many
others are considering the idea.?

In some form, such “data intermediaries” are probably essential to the neighborhood
indicators concept. Substantial economies of scale are implicit in this work. The job is far from trivial.
It includes negotiating agreements with administrative data providers (police departments,
assessors, social service agencies, registrars of vital statistics, etc.), frequently collecting automated
records from those providers, cleaning and properly integrating and storing the files, and providing
the data to users in an efficient manner. Potential users who would benefit greatly from having the
data (for example, neighborhood associations and nonprofit service providers) could never afford
to build such systems for themselves for their own purposes alone. It would be extremely wasteful
if they tried. Instead, the only workable approach would be for a city to assign the system
building/operating job to one entity or partnership that can learn to do the job well as its primary
mission and then operate a “one-stop shop” to serve all interested users at a much reduced cost.
(More will be said about this below.)

THE USES OF NEIGHBORHOOD INDICATOR SYSTEMS

Monitoring Trends in Outcomes . Most advocates of social indicators since the 1960s have
seen the primary use of indicator systems in monitoring trends in societal outcomes: A broad group
of stakeholders jointly review their goals and select a set of clearly defined outcome indicators that
reflects those goals. The data are then collected and examined and, after the initial cut, recurrently
updated, probably on an annual basis. The indicators tell you in what areas, and to what extent,
things are getting better or worse, and that presumably tips you off as to where policy changes and
new action programs may be needed. The process also inherently supports accountability; the
indicators often have a great deal to say about how well public agencies and officials are performing
their jobs.

Spread of the Movement in the 1990s . Monitoring trends in outcomes is the basic idea
behind most of the substantially increased interest in indicators in this decade. While there is still no
official system of social accounts to parallel that for the economy, the 1990s have seen some
impressive efforts to improve social indicators at the national level, particularly those related to
outcomes for families and children (Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics, 1997).
And, although emerging from somewhat different (although overlapping) concerns, the indicators
movement has also been given a boost at the national level by the push for more effective
monitoring of environmental conditions (President’s Council on Sustainable Development, 1996) and
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the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA), which mandates substantially
expanded performance measurement and reporting by federal agencies.

The indicators idea is making progress and gaining adherents at other levels as well.
Probably the most prominent model among states is Oregon’s benchmarking effort (Oregon
Progress Board, 1992), although the consistent state- and county-level monitoring across the country
by the Kids Cowsgdtem may well be having more impact in spreading the word (Annie E. Casey
Foundation, 1996). At the city level, a noteworthy example is the involvement of many urban areas
in the Hea 1 thy @Gickément promoted by the National Civic League.®

Monitoring Trends at the Neighborho  od Level . And finally, though in fewer places so far,
there is monitoring of changing neighborhood conditions within cities, predominantly by the partners
in NNIP. The NNIP Partners’ first work for this purpose was completed in the early 1990s, well before
many other indicator initiatives that still maintain data only at the city level were even
established—see in particular Coulton, Chow, and Pandey (1990) and Bailey (1991). As noted
earlier, institutions in a number of other cities are now at various stages of developing similar
capacities.

“What is your recommended list of neighborhood indicators?” This is a question participants
in NNIP are asked frequently. The response is normally that there is no one “correct” list.
Stakeholders in each city ought to get together and devise a list based on their own local goals and
the issues that are critical to them at the time. They should also expect that the list of indicators to
be monitored should change over time, with shifts in observed conditions and policy priorities.

Table 2 offers an illustrative list. It was prepared by neighborhood groups participating in the
Cleveland Community Building Initiative in a process facilitated by NNIP’s Cleveland partner
(Milligan, Nario-Redmond, and Coulton, 1997). This list highlights an important issue in this field at
this point. It identifies 110 individual indicators the group would like to monitor, but only about half
of them can be derived from existing data sources (census and local administrative files). If the rest
are to be monitored, they will require special surveys—always expensive. Clearly, even with the
advances noted earlier, many of the possible indicators that are likely to interest local stakeholders
cannot as yet be incorporated at low cost.*

Using Neighborhood Indicators to Change Things . Although monitoring trends in
outcomes is the application most discussed in the literature on indicators, that is not the most
important use of the systems of NNIP partners or others who have developed them. Instead, the
partners have focused much more on getting their data used directly in policy change and action
program initiatives, particularly in poor neighborhoods.
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Table 2
LONG-TERM OUTCOME INDICATORS
CLEVELAND COMMUNITY BUILDING INITIATIVE

Benchmarks

Measures

Data Sources

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

Household income

Families below poverty line

Census Poverty estimates

Median household income Census
Total neighborhood income Census
Public assistance households DHS data
Total public assistance payments DHS data
Household assets | Homeownership Census

Median housing values

County auditor

Automobile registration

State license bureau

Resident Unemployment rate Census

employment Labor force participation rate Census
Residents with full-time year-round employment Census
Youth employment Census

Job accessibility Number of jobs within average commute times by skill level and | ES-202
quality RTA routes

Residents’ perceptions of job accessibility and quality

Resident survey

Employer perceptions of residents

Business survey

Availability of information about jobs in region

Institutional survey

Availability of transportation to jobs throughout region

Resident survey
Institutional survey

Neighborhood
business activity

Jobs in neighborhood by industry ES-202
Business survey
Births and deaths of firms ES-202

Business survey

Perception of business vitality

Resident survey
Business survey

Access to capital

Types of amounts of mortgage lending

HMDA data

Sources of capital and credit for local businesses

Business survey

Availability of banking services

Resident survey
Institutional survey

Supports for
human capital

Numbers and types of job training programs

Resident survey
Institutional survey

Number of training slots per unemployed and out-of-labor force
residents

Institutional survey
Census

Numbers of residents in publicly supported training

Training program data

Education attainment of adults

Census

Education attainment of youth

Census

High school graduation rates

Public schools database

Residents’ perceptions of employment and education programs

Resident survey
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Table 2 (continued)
LONG-TERM OUTCOME INDICATORS

CLEVELAND COMMUNITY BUILDING INITIATIVE

Benchmarks

Measures

Data Sources

INSTITUTIONS AND SERVICES

Quiality of services
and institutions

Accessibility of:
health care
child care
employment training
recreation
transportation
counseling/family support
education
police
fire
city services
libraries/museums
other

Resident survey
Institutional survey

Perceived quality of above services

Resident survey

Perceived quality of facilities

Resident survey
Observation

Influence over
service agencies
and local
institutions

Resident participation on governance and advisory bodies

Resident survey
Institutional survey

Perceived responsiveness of service providers to
neighborhood needs

Resident survey

Support for local
services and
institutions

Volunteer involvement in local institutions and service agencies

Resident survey
Institutional survey

Attendance at public meeting and agency/institution events

Resident survey
Institutional survey

FAMILY, CHILD, AND YOUTH DEVELOPMENT

Mobility of families
with children

Turnover in schools

Board of Education

Evictions

Resident survey
Key informant interviews

Residents’ neighborhood tenure

Census
Resident survey

Participation in
cultural and
recreational
resources

Residents’ perceptions of quality and convenience

Resident survey

Number of slots in recreations programs by age

Institutional survey

Proportion of youth involved in sports or other recreational
activities

Resident survey

Youth involvement in church and service activities

Resident survey
Institutional survey

Need for child
welfare
intervention

Substantiated child maltreatment reports per 1,000 children

Cuyahoga County
Department of Family and
Children’s Services

Children in foster care

Cuyahoga County
Department of Family and
Children’s Services

Maternal and child
health

Low birth-weight births per 1,000 births

Ohio Department of Health

Percent of births with adequate prenatal care

Ohio Department of Health
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Table 2 (continued)
LONG-TERM OUTCOME INDICATORS

CLEVELAND COMMUNITY BUILDING INITIATIVE

achievement

Benchmarks Measures Data Sources
FAMILY, CHILD, AND YOUTH DEVELOPMENT (continued)
Youth High school graduation rate Cleveland Public Schools

Post-high school education

Cleveland Public Schools
Key informant interviews

population

School Percent of children entering kindergarten who are school Cleveland Public Schools
performance ready
Percent of children who are in the age-appropriate grade Cleveland Public Schools
School attendance Cleveland Public Schools
Adult-child Parent involvement in monitoring their children’s behavior Resident survey
involvement Parental involvement in children’s school work Resident survey
Adult monitoring of neighborhood children Resident survey
Parent involvement with school activities Resident survey
Cleveland Public Schools
Adult volunteerism with children and youth Resident survey
Key informant interviews
SAFETY AND SECURITY
Violent crime Rate of violent incidents reported to police per 1,000 Cleveland police, VIN

Number of incidents in which residents (children, adults,
elderly) are victims of violent crime

Cleveland police, VIN

Number of incidents in which residents are perpetrators of
violent crime

Cleveland police, VIN

Number of incidents in which outsiders are victims of violent
crime

Cleveland police, VIN

Number of incidents in which outsiders are perpetrators of
violent crime

Cleveland police, VIN

Residents’ fear of neighborhood violence

Resident survey

Business fear of neighborhood violence

Business survey

Domestic violence

Number of calls for domestic disputes

911 calls, VIN

Child maltreatment reports per 1,000 children

Cuyahoga County
Department of Family and
Children’s Services, VIN

Property crime

Rate of incidents of property crimes per 1,000 residents

Cleveland police, VIN

Number of incidents of crimes against residential property

Cleveland police, VIN

Number of incidents of crimes against commercial property

Cleveland police, VIN

Juvenile crime

Rate of delinquency filings per 1,000 population ages 10-18

Cuyahoga County Juvenile
Court, VIN

Number of delinquency filings for violent acts

Cuyahoga County Juvenile
Court, VIN

Gang activity

Residents’ perceptions of gang activity

Resident survey

Incidence of gang activity in schools

Cleveland Public Schools,
Security Department

Symbols of gangs

Observation




