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The 2013 Champion of Children report analyzes the relationship between Franklin County’s 
neighborhoods, local neighborhood revitalization efforts, and child health and development. 

infrastructure Changes and the Columbus education Commission

Franklin County has made great progress in battling trends of neighborhood disinvestment and opening new pathways to 
educational opportunity and development for its children. Exciting changes in the county’s educational infrastructure illustrate the 
emergence of new learning opportunities in the region. For example, in the past decade, Franklin County has launched a county-
wide sTEM high school (Metro Early College High school), two single gender schools (Columbus City Preparatory school for Girls and 
Columbus City Preparatory school for boys), established its first KIPP school (KIPP: Journey Academy), and the Columbus International 
and Downtown high schools. These new educational environments were accompanied by growing indicators of educational proficiency 
in many of the county’s schools and school districts. 

Renewed attention is currently focused on the needs of Columbus City schools and the performance of the city’s local charter schools 
by a 25-person Education Commission recruited by Mayor Michael Coleman and City Council President Andrew Ginther in late 
2012. The commission is composed of community leaders in business, law, education and public service. The Columbus Education 
Commission has been asked to examine the challenges and opportunities facing all children living within the Columbus City schools 
district, from preschool to career. Its stated goals include developing specific recommendations that will enable all of our children 
to succeed; positioning Columbus as a global leader in developing the skilled, creative, entrepreneurial workforce that will propel its 
future economic growth; and leveraging the resourcefulness of our entire community to meet those goals.

Introduction
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Despite these positive trends and the admirable level of community commitment, the educational success of many children living 
in Franklin County continues to be impaired by various factors, including rising poverty, illness, neighborhood distress and housing 
instability. These and other conditions have led to disparities in educational outcomes by race, class and geography. our schools, 
school districts, community development organizations and other systems that serve these children and their families have been 
burdened by a challenging fiscal environment as well. Deficits in resources occurring simultaneously with growing student needs 
have forced institutions to do more with less. 

neighborhoods and Child outcomes

our goal of providing excellent educational experiences for all of Franklin County’s children will require innovative, research-
based strategies grounded in an understanding of the powerful link between neighborhoods and child outcomes. opportunity-
rich neighborhoods support positive child development, while resource-challenged or opportunity-poor neighborhoods inhibit it. 
Decades of research have shown that neighborhood conditions and child development are intricately intertwined. In this report we 
seek to understand if past efforts to revitalize neighborhoods and communities in Franklin County have successfully integrated 
child development. 

•	 Have	neighborhoods	that	have	experienced	significant	reinvestment	produced	 
improved conditions for children and schools? 

•	 Have	we	sufficiently	invested	in	the	neighborhoods	that	need	revitalization	the	most?	

To answer these questions, we look at the past, present, and future to see what has worked, what is underway, and what still 
needs to be done.

We also attempt to identify promising models for integrating neighborhood development with child development. We focus on the 
highly regarded and successful Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ) developed by Geoffrey Canada, a model that inspired the federal 
government’s Promise Neighborhoods initiative. 

The Harlem Children’s Zone model promotes a neighborhood-focused and holistic approach that embraces all aspects of a child’s 
life. It deliberately enlists multiple stakeholders, including students, parents, teachers, the business community, social service 
providers, the faith community and others, all working together to provide continuity for child development in an attempt to 
move children successfully from “cradle to college” (Figure 1). We conclude by identifying core elements of the Harlem Children’s 
Zone model that Franklin County might replicate to improve the health of our own communities, including a list of recommended 
strategies to better integrate neighborhood and child development. 

?
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below, Figure 1 provides a timeline of the critical stepping stones or risk factors that impact children in the transition from “cradle 
to college” and current statistics for each.

Figure 1: Critical thinking along Cradle to College/Career path

Cradle to College/Career By the numbers

Elementary School Middle School High School College/CareerEarly Childhood
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preschool enrollment - In 2010, 
41.5% of 3- and 4-year-old children 
in Franklin County were enrolled in 
preschool.1

kindergarten readiness - About 
85% of a child’s capacity to learn is 
established by age 5.2

Child poverty - Fewer than 50% of 
low-income children are ready for 
kindergarten, compared to 76% of 
moderate- and high-income children.3

third Grade literacy - 1 in 6 children 
who read below grade level at the end 
of third grade do not graduate on time.4

elementary to Middle school transition 
students who can’t read on grade level 
by third grade are four times less likely to 
graduate by age 19 than those who can.5

Child poverty - Fourth and eighth 
graders who were economically 
disadvantaged had proficiency test 
passage rates up to 45 percentage 
points lower than their non-
disadvantaged peers.6

Zero tolerance policies - In the 
1970s the suspension rate was 6% 
for African American students and 
3% for white students. In 2006 those 
numbers had increased to 15% and 
5%, respectively.7

eighth Grade Math - In 2011-2012, 
only 54.4% of eighth grade students in 
Columbus City schools were considered 
proficient in math, compared to 79.6% 
statewide.8

Child poverty - In 2011, 20% of  
students in 11 of the 16 Franklin 
County suburban districts are 
economically disadvantaged.9

high school drop outs - Each day 
of school, about 120 of ohio’s young 
people drop out of school.10

ohio Graduation test - In 2010-2011, 
four of Franklin County’s 16 school 
districts failed to meet the state 
proficiency standard in at least  
one subject.11

Child poverty - High school students 
from low-income families are six times 
more likely to drop out of school than 
students from high-income families.12

College remediation - 41% of 
students entering a public college in 
ohio require remedial math or English.13

College degree - between 1973 and 
2008, the share of jobs in the U.s. 
economy requiring postsecondary 
education increased from 28% to 59%.14

employment - Even with an 
unemployment rate of 7%, ohio 
employers report that 107,000 high-
skilled jobs are unfilled due to lack of 
qualified applicants.15

Children represent our future, the 
next generation of skilled workers, 
entrepreneurs and community leaders. 
They are the most vulnerable and 
impressionable of our population, and 
the challenges they face today will 
impact their development and shape the 
vitality of our communities tomorrow. 
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Nationwide, the recession and housing crisis have threatened the futures of millions of our 
children. According to a report issued by the Children’s Defense Fund, The State of America’s 
Children 2011, the recession’s impact on the well-being of children has been catastrophic:

•	 Since	2000,	the	number	of	children	living	in	poverty	has	increased	by	four	million

•	 2008	to	2009	was	the	largest	single-year	increase	of	children	falling	into	poverty	ever	recorded

•	 From	2006	to	2009,	the	number	of	homeless	children	in	public	schools	increased	by	41%	

•	 Between	1999	and	2009,	the	average	number	of	children	relying	on	food	stamps	jumped	by	65%

•	 A	majority	of	children	in	all	racial	groups,	and	79%	or	more	of	black	and	Hispanic	children	in	 
public schools could not read or do math at grade level in the fourth, eighth or twelfth grades. 

The Recession Generation

!
These sobering numbers caused one pediatrician to warn: 

“We are seeing the emergence of what amounts to a ‘recession generation’.... Increases in child poverty,  
homelessness, and temporary relief indicate that children across the U.S. are experiencing ‘a quiet disaster’.”16
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Children in Franklin County have 
not been immune to the impacts of 
the recession. Nearly 1 in 3 children 
in the county receive food stamp 
assistance, and annually the families 
of approximately 1,600 children seek 
emergency housing.

Statewide, the number of homeless 
children increased by nearly 50% 
between 2006 and 2010.17

Child poverty is also an issue of 
growing local concern. The number of 
children living in poverty in Franklin 
County increased by more than 6 
percentage points in as many years, 
from 19% in 2004 to 25.5% in 2010.18

Child poverty has also not been evenly 
distributed among racial and ethnic 
groups. Approximately half of African 
American children and more than 
one-third of Latino children live in 
poverty (Figure 2), out of proportion to 
their share of the total child population 
(Figure 3).19

Infant Mortality Rates

Infant mortality has long been 
recognized as an important indicator 
of societal and community health, reflecting structural conditions that negatively impact maternal and infant well-being.20 In 
2011, Ohio had the seventh highest infant mortality rate in the nation (7.9 infant deaths per 1,000 live births). On the whole, Ohio 
fares poorly among the states on this indicator of community health. When race is factored in, the picture is even grimmer: Ohio’s 
African American infant mortality rate in 2011 was 15.8, double that for the state as a whole and on par with rates for Thailand 
(15.9), Colombia (15.9) the Gaza Strip (16.5) and Mexico (16.7).21, 22 

 

In 2011, Ohio had the seventh highest infant mortality rate 
in the nation (7.9 infant deaths per 1,000 live births).21, 22 

Figure 2: Percentage of Franklin County Children Living in Poverty by Race/Ethnicity

Figure 3: Percentage of Children Total and Poverty Populations  
by Race/Ethnicity in Franklin County
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Figure 3: Percent of Franklin County Youth 
Living in Poverty by Race/Ethnicity
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Figure 4: Percent of Youth Total and Poverty 
Populations by Race/Ethnicity in Franklin County
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The local picture is even more troubling. Most recent infant mortality data indicate a higher infant mortality here than across the rest 
of the state: between 2008 and 2010 the infant mortality rate in Franklin County was 8.2 deaths per 1,000 live births. In 2011, the 
Franklin County African American infant mortality rate stood at greater than 15 deaths per 1,000 live births, more than 2.5 times 
the county’s White infant mortality rate. While African American mothers represented just 26.8% of births in Franklin County, they 
experienced 34% of preterm births, 38% of low birth weight births and 47% of infant deaths.23 

understanding the Connection Between neighborhoods and Child development

A variety of factors impact the development of children, including family, peers, schools, environment and community. 
Neighborhood or “place” is an extremely important domain in which health and well-being are nourished or impeded. 

Most of us look first to our neighborhoods and communities for access to opportunity. 
The desire to access opportunity to improve our own and our children’s lives can 
motivate us to move across town, across the country, or even across the world for a 
better job, a quality education and safety from violence. The ability to learn, dream 
and thrive is powerfully related to the strength and vibrancy of the opportunity 
structures that surround us.

opportunity structures

“Access to quality, nearby health care, routine police patrols, stores and 
businesses serving the neighborhood, nonprofit organizations that help people 
find work, help families find needed services, and take care of children after-
school, affordable modern housing and most importantly, safe, high-performing 
schools. These are the opportunity structures a neighborhood must have.”24

Fred Andrle, Associate, The ohio state Humanities Institute

There is power to that the old real estate adage, “location, location, location.” Good 
opportunities (and bad ones) often come bundled together in a place. Thus, location 
— and the bundle of opportunities it supplies — is important for everyone, but 
especially for our children.

the health of a neighborhood is directly tied to the health and well-being of 
its residents, and this relationship between community conditions and people 
is strongest for children.15 Neighborhoods play a powerful role in determining 
children’s peers, the conditions under which their family members live and work, 
the quality of the air they breathe, the strength of schools they attend, and the 
environments in which they move and play. Neighborhoods in distress erect 
formidable barriers to positive child development, producing stressors that can 
profoundly impair children’s social and skills growth, psychological and physiological 
health, and capacity to learn and thrive. 

“
“

 For years people 
have selected where 
they live based 
on where their 
children were going 
to school. That’s 
common practice, 
for example, 
in suburban 
neighborhoods, 
and it used to be 
common practice in 
urban areas.24

   Mark Real,  
President and CEo,  

Kidsohio.org  
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The connection between neighborhood and child development is supported by decades of research illustrating that isolated and 
economically poor neighborhoods narrow employment options for young people, contribute to poor health, expose children to high  
rates of crime and violence, and channel children into some of the lowest-performing schools. 

impact of poverty on Children’s health and education

High-poverty communities can negatively impact children’s health and educational outcomes. Nationwide, children living in high-
poverty urban communities exhibit levels of lead in their blood nine times the national average, a condition linked to attention 
deficit disorder and irreversible loss of cognitive functioning.25 It is estimated that six million children have lost an average of 
seven IQ points as a result.26

Health problems can also diminish a student’s attention span or cause the student to miss school and fall behind. The impact 
of health status on school achievement is so important that researchers estimate 25% of the achievement gap in education is 
attributable to differences in child and maternal health.27

A study by Harvard sociologist Robert sampson found that, by the third grade, the 
educational impact of living in a severely disadvantaged neighborhood is equivalent to 
having missed an entire year of school.28

 

 

stress

The cumulative effects of stress can also be toxic to child development. Children growing up in very poor families with low social 
status can experience unhealthy levels of stress hormones, which impair neural development.

Chronic stress can be a contributor to many health problems and the likelihood of disease. As described by the Centers for  
Disease Control: 

Intensive and prolonged stress can lead to a variety of short- and long-term negative health effects. It can disrupt early brain 
development and compromise functioning of the nervous and immune systems. In addition, childhood stress can lead to health 
problems later in life including alcoholism, depression, eating disorders, heart disease, cancer, and other chronic diseases.29

In short, place matters. The neighborhoods into which children are born powerfully impact their access (or lack of access) to 
preventative health care, safe streets and play spaces, high-performing schools, and freedom from toxic stress. All of these in 
combination deeply affect children’s health and well-being, and their opportunities to learn and grow.
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Franklin County and Columbus are blessed with an array of diverse neighborhoods, 
urban, suburban and exurban. Together these diverse neighborhoods make up the fabric 
of our community, and all play a role in the development and well-being of our children. 
Neighborhoods and communities are dynamic environments that experience periods of 
growth, decline and rebirth. 

Unfortunately, like many metropolitan regions in the United states, not all of our 
neighborhoods are thriving. As elsewhere, the geography of opportunity among our 
neighborhoods is uneven, with some communities doing well across many domains 
(education, housing, employment, health), while others struggle from the effects of 
decades of disinvestment, the loss of jobs, the redirection of public and private resources 
into other neighborhoods, fiscal challenges and decaying infrastructure. 

Neighborhood Revitalization: Understanding the Past
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The Federal 
Highway Act
In 1956, the United states 
government implemented 
the Interstate Highway Act. 
This legislation provided 
26 billion dollars to build 
interstate highways, linking 
the United states’ major 
cities. While interstate 
construction took several 
decades to complete, the 
roads had an immediate 
impact on American life. 
They contributed to the 
rise of suburbs, as workers 
could more easily commute 
to work via the interstates. 
Communities like Parma 
outside of Cleveland, ohio 
and Westerville outside of 
Columbus, ohio, grew quickly 
as workers moved from urban 
neighborhoods to suburbia.30

shaping our neighborhoods: Flight From the City and 
Growth of the suburbs

Like most urban areas in the United states, over the past 50 years Franklin County 
has experienced a pattern of urban decentralization. 

People, housing, jobs and infrastructure have moved outward from the city of 
Columbus’ core, producing population loss in many urban neighborhoods. Cultural 
trends favoring suburban development, reliance on automobiles and other factors 
have aided this outward movement, as our older urban communities began to 
experience decline. 

Highway and infrastructure investments favored suburban areas, and greenfield 
development became a priority for businesses looking to leave the city. Urban 
renewal initiatives and the development of interstate highway systems eliminated 
housing projects and other centers of urban life, causing further disruption to the 
fabric of the city’s core communities.
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Figure 4: total population Change: 1970-2009 

population Growth

Franklin County and the city of Columbus have experienced overall population growth 
since 1970, resulting in a 40% increase for Franklin County and 46% increase for 
the city of Columbus.

A substantial portion of Columbus’ growth was the result of annexation, which 
expanded the city’s geographical footprint within Franklin County. At the same time, 
many core neighborhoods lost population. 

surprisingly, even areas that have benefited from revitalization currently have fewer 
people living in them than in decades past. 

Population growth and development have continually pushed into 
Franklin County’s periphery and, more recently, into surrounding 
counties in the region as well (Figures 4 and 5). 

Figure 5: Franklin County development 
activity: pre-1950 to present
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Map Description: This map illustrates the spatial distribution of development throughout the county for the period that 
began prior to 1950 through the present.
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Figure 7: Average Household Size: 1980 & 2009

Figure 6: Columbus Neighborhood Population Trends: 1970 to 2010 Census tracts in neighborhoods 
that have experienced significant 
reinvestment still have smaller 
populations than in 1970 (Figure 6). 
The reason for this is complex. 

As seen in Figure 7, household 
size across Franklin County has 
decreased significantly since 1980. 
Several reinvestment neighborhoods 
experienced a shift in occupancy 
patterns due to the smaller 
household size thereby affecting the 
total units available.

Many historic homes, which at one 
point had been converted to multi-
family and rental units, were later 
converted back to single-family 
use and owner occupancy. This 
decreased the number of housing 
units in a number of neighborhoods 
even during a time of reinvestment 
and revitalization. 
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race, Class and neighborhoods in Franklin County: a history of  
segregation and Growing Concentrations of Wealth and poverty

Patterns of urban decline and urban sprawl in Franklin County cannot truly be understood without looking at patterns of racial 
and economic segregation in our region. Historically, patterns of segregation in Columbus’ neighborhoods were fostered by overt 
discrimination in the housing market, such as racial steering by real estate agents and the adoption of racially restrictive covenants 
that expressly barred home ownership to members of certain racial groups (and some religious groups) in certain neighborhoods. 

Additionally, redlining policies, which identified several poor or non-White urban neighborhoods as unfit (or hazardous) for 
investment, resulted in a drought of credit for mortgages and other home improvement loans to residents living in them (Figure 8).

Major investments, such as the Federal Highway Act construction, deepened that racial isolation by physically dividing 
communities of color, as still evidenced today by the structural divide separating African American neighborhoods from White 
neighborhoods along I-71. 

Consequently, while Franklin County’s African American families were being shut out of neighborhoods of high opportunity and 
growth, they were simultaneously being denied the resources needed to improve the conditions of the only neighborhoods available 
to them. 

Although restrictive covenants were struck down by the United states supreme Court in 1948, and the Fair Housing Act outlawing 
racial discrimination in housing was passed in 1968, the patterns of residential segregation set in motion in the first half of the 
twentieth century persist to the present day, particularly for African Americans. Although segregation is less drastic now than 
in 1970, African Americans remain concentrated in Near East side neighborhoods. In fact, the Columbus region’s dissimilarity 
index—a measure of the degree of White/African American residential segregation—was 59.9 in 2010, which placed the city in 
the top half of the nation’s 50 largest metropolitan areas. This means that nearly 60% of the county’s African American residents 
would have to move from their current homes to be evenly distributed with Whites across the county. 

Figure 9: african american population: 1970 & 2010

% African American  
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sources: Census 1970, American Community survey, 2006-2010
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Figure 8: 1936 redlining Map (Areas C and D were considered to be areas at high risk for mortgage insurance, often due to the racial or ethnic makeup of these 
neighborhoods, leading to higher mortgage rates and discouraging investment.)

The Highway Revolt
 
When the Interstate Highway Act was first passed, most Americans supported it. soon, however, the unpleasant consequences of all that  
road building began to show. Most unpleasant of all was the damage the roads were inflicting on the city neighborhoods in their path. They  
displaced people from their homes, sliced communities in half and led to abandonment and decay in city after city across the United states.31
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Map Description: This map illustrates the spatial mismatch between the county's households below the 
20th percentile of income and those above the 80th percentile of income.
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Figures 11 & 12: Franklin County income disparity Maps

on the positive side, Columbus 
has experienced a gradual decline 
in dissimilarity in recent decades, 
dropping from a 72.9 index score in 
1980 to the 59.9 index score in 2010.32 
However, as seen in Figure 10, while 
residential dissimilarity index scores for 
the region’s Asian and African American 
populations have declined, they have 
increased for its Latino populations. 

Economic segregation has also occurred 
in Franklin County, with Columbus 
following a national trend of more 
residents concentrated in very poor 
or very affluent neighborhoods, and a 
decline in the number of residents living 
in middle income neighborhoods  
(Figures 11 and 12). 

Residential economic segregation patterns also correlate with segregation by class 
in many neighborhoods. Areas of concentrated poverty are the sites of multiple types 
of cumulative disadvantage. As seen in Figure 13, on average, higher vacancy and 
poverty rates, and lower educational attainment persist in African American and 
Latino neighborhoods compared to White and Asian neighborhoods in the Columbus 
Metropolitan statistical Area.

270

70

71

670

270

70

670

71

33

62

42

4040

23

62

62

33

161

3

104

317

710

736

317

317

315

257

161

Franklin County Income Disparity

Franklin County Household Income

% below 20th percentile

Under 12.5%

12.5% - 24.9%

25.0% - 37.4%

37.5% - 49.9%

50% and Over

Sources: American Community Survey, 2006-2010

Map Description: This map illustrates the spatial mismatch between the county's households below the 
20th percentile of income and those above the 80th percentile of income.

270

70

71

670

270

70

670

71

33

62

42

4040

23

62

62

33

161

3

104

317

710

317

317

315

257

161

% of Households Below 20th Percentile

% of Households Above 80th Percentile

Franklin County Household Income

% above 80th percentile

Under 12.5%

12.5% - 24.9%

25.0% - 37.4%

37.5% - 49.9%

50% and Over

Figure 10: racial dissimilarity index scores for Columbus Msa.

Figure 13: differences in key economic 
indicators for Columbus region 
neighborhoods 

sources: American Community survey, 2006-2010
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Children and schools in Columbus: separate and unequal

Race, school segregation and shifting educational policies have deeply impacted Columbus’ neighborhoods and opportunities 
for children. The Columbus City school district, with a peak enrollment in 1971 of 110,000 students, has experienced substantial 
decline in student enrollment. This decline is directly tied to the response to desegregation efforts in the late 1970s and the Win/Win 
legislation, which enabled suburban areas to annex to Columbus without joining the city school district. 

Current enrollment in Columbus City schools stands at 49,000 students, giving the District between 2005/2006 and 2009/2010 
the 4th highest percentage decline (-10.4%) in enrollment among the nation’s 100 largest school districts.33 

As elsewhere in the nation, Columbus was slow to respond to the U.s. supreme Court’s landmark 1954 decision in brown v. board 
of Education mandating the desegregation of the public schools so that White and African American children could begin to learn 
and grow together. 

More than two decades after brown’s mandate that the nation integrate its schools, the Columbus school system remained 
stubbornly segregated by race. This led the late Honorable Robert M. Duncan in 1979 to order a busing-based strategy to 
desegregate the city’s schools, in Pennick v. Columbus board of Education. The resulting interaction between Judge Duncan’s 
desegregation order and the region’s Win/Win legislation is captured by Gregory s. Jacobs in his book, Getting Around Brown: 
Desegregation, Development and the Columbus Public Schools, where he writes: 

…the desegregation of the Columbus, Ohio, public school system failed to ensure equal educational opportunity not because 
it was inherently detrimental to learning, but because it was intrinsically incompatible with the city’s steady geographic and 
economic growth. Even before the first buses rolled in 1979, the threat of desegregation had redefined the parameters of 
single-family home building in the city, essentially turning the boundaries of the Columbus school district into a residential 
development redline. The myriad resources that typically follow new housing were both exiting and avoiding the city schools 
by desegregation’s implementation; busing simply solidified and intensified this already extant process... 

Moreover, because the borders of the city school district and the borders of the city had been diverging since 1965, suburban 
school systems had come to serve a major portion of Columbus by 1979. For the powerful, business-led “growth consensus” 
that had long shaped political and economic activity in the city, the existence of these “common areas”—the sections of 
Columbus served by suburban school systems—provided a development safety valve, disengaging Columbus’ growth from 
the growth of the Columbus schools. In essence, the health of the city school district was sacrificed to preserve the expansion 
of the city itself.34 The gradual abandonment of urban education in Columbus has resulted in both the concentration of poor 
and African American students within the central city school district… 
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Win/Win was beneficial to suburban jurisdictions seeking to maintain the integrity of their school district boundaries and it aided 
the proactive annexation policy that has expanded Columbus’ tax base, thus supporting the city’s economic vibrancy. Win-Win has 
been an important component of suburban district boundary management, stabilizing tax bases and laying to rest the divisive 
boundary battles that predated its inception. However, it also frustrated desegregation efforts.

The concentrated pooling of poor and African American students in the Columbus City school district continues to this day as the 
district’s neighborhoods have grown more racially and economically segregated in the past two decades (Figure 14). 

Figure 14 shows the concentration of African American children and percentage of children living in poverty.

Figure 14: Concentration of african american Children and percent of Children living in poverty
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Battling Neighborhood 
Distress: A History of 
Revitalization

Despite these challenges in our 
communities, a number of stakeholders 
have worked for decades to bring 
opportunity and revitalization to our 
neighborhoods. These passionate 
community residents, institutions and 
community leaders have produced 
numerous success stories, sparking 
revitalization in many neighborhoods 
throughout the city and moving other 
communities toward better days of 
opportunity and stability. 

The Short North, Victorian Village, 
Italian Village, Merion Village, Old 
Towne East and other historical 
neighborhoods have been revitalization 
success stories, processes that began 
many decades ago. 

German Village is one of the oldest 
neighborhoods in the city to have 
experienced urban revitalization. 
Grassroots efforts to preserve the 
neighborhood began in the 1960s 
in response to threats posed by 
urban renewal era plans. Similarly, 
efforts to revitalize the Short North 
and Victorian Village began decades 
ago. The resulting changes in these 
neighborhoods have been profound. 
Currently the Brewery District/German 
Village area has a median household 
income of more than $72,000, a poverty 
rate of 7% and a median home value of 
$293,000.35 
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Revitalization efforts in Victorian 
Village have produced similar economic 
improvements in the neighborhood. 
Poverty rates in census tracts along the 
west side of High Street in the Short 
North have declined from 30% in 1970 
to 14% in 2009, while poverty rates on 
the east side of High Street declined 
from 31% to 19% during this same 
time.36 Similar shifts in income, poverty 
and property values have occurred in 
the many Columbus neighborhoods 
that have experienced a rebirth in 
recent decades. 

As seen in Figures 15 and 16, several 
of Franklin County’s core urban census 
tracts experienced increases in gross 
rents and median home value between 
2000 and 2009. These gains come at 
a time of national, state and regional 
housing market decline. 

As energy costs rise, household 
formation is delayed and baby boomers 
retire, new opportunities to expand and 
capitalize on the desirability of urban 
living have emerged. In the past year, 
housing investments in downtown 
Columbus and several other urban 
neighborhoods have exploded. As 
described by The Columbus Dispatch: 

Today, the tide has turned. A 
few short years after naysayers 
proclaimed the death of Downtown 
as Columbus City Center mall 
was shuttered and the real-estate 
crash brought condominium sales 
Downtown to a virtual standstill, 
developers can’t build upscale 
Downtown apartments fast enough 
to keep up with demand.37 

Figure 16: Change in Median Home Value: 2000-2009
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Map Description: This map illustrates the percent change in median rent by census tract between 2000 and 2009.
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neighborhood 
revitalization and Child 
Flight

As incomes and housing conditions 
in Columbus’ neighborhoods have 
changed, particularly in those 
that have experienced significant 
redevelopment, the demographics of 
these neighborhoods have shifted. 
Household size has decreased and 
family composition has changed, 
resulting in fewer people living in many 
of these neighborhoods. one notable 
change, which has been documented 
in many first-generation redeveloped 
neighborhoods, is the decline in the 
numbers of children. 

The short North, German Village, 
Victorian Village, Italian Village, Merion 
Village and olde Towne East have been 
revitalization success stories, but 
they have also been characterized by 
gentrification and child flight. Many of 
these “first-generation” neighborhoods 
tend to attract younger singles and 
families without children. Due to 
concerns about public school quality, 
newcomers with children often leave 
the neighborhood when their children 
reach school age. In some cases, 
housing stock that used to be multi-
family has been converted back to its 
original single-family use.

Figures 17 and 18 illustrate the deep 
decline in the number of children in the 
city of Columbus’ core neighborhoods. 
As illustrated in the maps, many core 
urban neighborhoods have lost more 
than two-thirds of their population 
under age 18 since 1970. 

Figure 17: percent Change in Child population: 1970-2010    
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Figure 18: percent Change in Child population: 2000-2010 
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More recent data illustrates this trend has continued, with many neighborhoods along the High street corridor losing 25% or more of 
their child population between 2000 and 2010. school closures throughout neighborhoods of redevelopment also illustrate this pattern. 

response to Child Flight

This exodus of children has been such a prominent trend, that a parent group, Southside STAY, was recently formed on the 
southside of Columbus to support efforts to keep families with children in the neighborhood. A similar organization, Clintonville 
Go Public, has been established in the Clintonville neighborhood to support families sending their children to local public schools. 
As revitalization reaches the next generation of neighborhoods, efforts must be made to assure that these oases of redevelopment 
remain communities that are accessible areas of opportunity for our local children. Parent-led efforts, such as the aforementioned, 
may need to become more common to ensure these historical patterns of “child flight” do not occur in the next generation of 
neighborhoods to revitalize in Franklin County. 
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revitalization vs. Gentrification

As Franklin County has experienced substantial neighborhood reinvestment in many formerly distressed neighborhoods, concerns 
about displacement and gentrification have been raised. Gentrification is a complicated topic and the term is often mistakenly 
intermixed with urban revitalization or used to describe any physical investment within a neighborhood. Gentrification is not 
simply reinvestment into the neighborhood, but it is a process that extensively dislocates traditional low-income residents (usually 
residents of color) and changes the social fabric of the neighborhood. Without defining gentrification, it becomes impossible to 
determine if it is occurring within a neighborhood.

 Research by the brookings Institute provides the best working definition of gentrification38: 

The process by which higher income households displace significant numbers of lower income residents of a neighborhood, thus 
changing the essential character and flavor of the neighborhood. Based on this definition, three specific conditions must be met: 
displacement of original residents, physical upgrading of most of the housing stock and change in neighborhood character. 

Gentrification (by this definition) is not a healthy phenomenon for a community. The displacement caused by gentrification falls 
most heavily on disenfranchised low-income residents. Gentrification also does little to address concentrated poverty, instead 
shifting the low-income population into neighboring communities, further concentrating poverty in nearby areas.39 

Neighborhood improvement (or revitalization) is not synonymous with gentrification. Neighborhood reinvestment can occur and 
improve the quality of life for existing residents without the widespread displacement associated with gentrification. 

Gentrification Revitalization

Replacement of existing housing stock with less affordable, 
higher value housing. 

Mixed income housing development. 

Existing residents unable to accrue wealth, remain highly 
susceptible to displacement. 

Wealth building strategies for existing residents implemented, 
residents stabilized from displacement pressure. 

Existing social networks, neighborhood services and local 
businesses disrupted in the community. 

social networks, neighborhood services and businesses 
reinforced in the community. Additional new business and 
services expand options for all residents. 

Community transitions to one that is inaccessible to  
low-income households. 

Community transitions to a mixed income, mixed wealth and 
diverse community. 

Research organizations, social equity advocates and community development practitioners have been pushing for a new model of 
development that does not gentrify the community. These new development models have been labeled as “equitable development” 
or “community revitalization.” All of these new models of development share certain characteristics: 

•	 The	distressed	community	transitions	into	a	mixed	income,	mixed	wealth	and	diverse	community.

•	 The	social	networks	and	services	utilized	by	traditional	residents	are	maintained	and	improved.	

•	 Existing	neighborhood	businesses	are	supported	while	additional	viable	businesses	are	created	in	the	community.	

•	 Neighborhood	improvement	includes	improving	the	physical	environment	and	creating	wealth	and	opportunities	(such	as	
employment and education) to existing residents.
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the impact of Gentrification on Columbus neighborhoods 

Many Columbus neighborhoods that have experienced long-term reinvestment have also experienced tremendous growth in wealth 
and housing costs. Data and anecdotal evidence also support the conclusion that the demographics have shifted considerably in 
neighborhoods like German and Victorian villages. These community transitions did not occur quickly; but instead they represent 
decades of reinvestment and neighborhood socioeconomic change.

Widespread displacement is not a sustainable model of neighborhood redevelopment. Many mitigation methods exist to offset 
the pressures for gentrification and to support more equitable community revitalization. Locally, we see this conceptual shift in 
our recent revitalization activities. For example, revitalization efforts in Weinland Park have emphasized a holistic neighborhood 
revitalization approach. Various strategies have been employed to prevent displacement, such as grants targeted to existing 
homeowners to maintain properties and proposals to utilize a housing advocate to work on behalf of community members who may 
face displacement due to rising rents. 

other neighborhoods are looking to maintain affordable home ownership and exploring Community Land Trust programs as a 
viable option to avoid displacement, while supporting wealth building and housing stability for existing residents. These more 
recent efforts present a positive shift in redevelopment efforts here in Columbus, hopefully avoiding the long-term socioeconomic 
changes related to reinvestment that have occurred in other neighborhoods. 
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Today, neighborhoods like Weinland Park, the South Side, King-Lincoln, Franklinton and 
others have been the focus of neighborhood reinvestment. These neighborhoods have 
been targeted by various funders and organizations with a focus on stabilizing housing, 
creating opportunities for good education and childcare, supporting infrastructure and 
assisting with revitalization planning activities.

Through efforts ranging from grassroots organizing and community building to large 
institutional investments, stakeholders throughout Franklin County are working diligently 
to bring vitality and opportunity back to urban neighborhoods. With the continued societal 
trend of movement back to the city, ever increasing auto fuel costs and other macro level 
trends, we can expect these communities to see continued long-term investment. 

Neighborhood Revitalization: Acknowledging the Present
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revitalization in Franklin County: neighborhoods to Watch

Collaborative reinvestment is the hallmark of current revitalization plans as public, private, nonprofit and philanthropic 
partners have joined together to lead revitalization efforts. Plans have intentionally included existing residents to 
prevent displacement and loss of neighborhood integrity. Mixed-income housing, sustained cultural identity, social 
networks and diverse wealth building opportunities have been included as stable revitalization strategies.

Weinland Park

Weinland Park represents collaborative reinvestment as revitalization efforts have included partners such as the City of Columbus, 
Columbus City schools, JPMorgan Chase, The Columbus Foundation, United Way of Central ohio, Campus Partners, The ohio state 
University, Wagenbrenner Development Co., Community Properties of ohio, Habitat for Humanity, Cardinal Health and others. 

The Weinland Park Collaborative is a partnership of the public, nonprofit, private and philanthropic sectors involved in a 
holistic strategy to revitalize Weinland Park and to improve the quality of life for existing residents. Central to this strategy 
has been the engagement and empowerment of residents in planning and implementation. 

The approach has been organic in that it has emphasized communication and collaboration among existing organizations, 
including the neighborhood civic association, rather than creating or funding a new entity. This approach has fostered greater 
cooperation, flexibility and leveraging of resources. We have made significant progress in improving the housing stock, public 
safety and engaging residents, while also investing in employment, education and health.

Michael Wilkos, senior Community Research and Grants Management officer, The Columbus Foundation,  
       Weinland Park Collaborative member

In Weinland Park, resident involvement has played a central role in the improvement of the neighborhood. Key to that process has 
been the Weinland Park Community Civic Association (WPCCA). In recent years the WPCCA has grown into one of the most active 
and well attended resident groups in the city of Columbus. With separate subcommittees that cover issues such as beautification, 
food and wellness, communications, safety and mobility, housing, land use, and business development, the group has contributed 
to each step of the neighborhood transformation process in the community.

The neighborhood has attracted millions of additional dollars in infrastructure improvement, state and federal grants, a new Kroger 
grocery store, and most recently, an Annie E. Casey grant to design, pilot and plan programs and strategies geared toward families 
with young children. The Annie E. Casey Foundation plans to provide additional support ranging from $750,000 to $1 million 
annually to implement and evaluate these child-focused services. As the Casey Foundation notes of the Weinland Park investment: 

These partners are committed to adopting a two-generation approach—a key component of the Foundation’s work—by 
providing programs for children that focus on healthy development, growth and education, as well as services for adults 
that concentrate on parenting, job skills and financial security. “After more than two decades of community change work 
throughout the country, the Casey Foundation strongly believes that children do well when their families do well, and that 
families thrive when they live in supportive communities,” said Ryan Chao, the Foundation’s vice president for civic sites 
and community change. “We are excited to work with like-minded partners in these cities to develop a more family-focused 
approach to community development.”
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“
The south side

The south side has also benefited from the development of several local 
neighborhood organizations; the local CDC, Community Development for All People; 
and investments made by Nationwide Children’s Hospital. 

Columbus’ south side neighborhood has seen tremendous movement toward 
revitalization over the past several years. The south side has a rich history that 
dates back to the mid-19th century when the iron and steel industries were at the 
center of daily life for its residents. Eventually, the large employers of that era left 
and as a result the neighborhood has experienced deteriorating conditions in its 
housing stock, the educational attainment of residents and access to affordable 
social services for those in need. 

In recent times, key stakeholders (including Nationwide Children’s Hospital, the 
City of Columbus, Community Development for All People, United Way of Central 
ohio, The Columbus Foundation, Donatos, The Crane Group, MoRPC, Habitat for 
Humanity, individual champions and many other organizations) have joined together 
to revitalize the south side. 

The Healthy Neighborhoods Healthy Families Realty Collaborative (HNHF) — 
spearheaded by Nationwide Children’s Hospital, Community Development for All 
People, the City of Columbus, United Way of Central ohio, and many other partners  
— is a collaborative approach to improve housing conditions in a 31-block area 
on Columbus’ Near south side. The housing stock is primarily from the 1920s and 
has fallen into a state of disrepair over time. Through the contributions of HNHF 
funders and partners, many of the homes in this area were rehabilitated, repaired 
or redeveloped. When the initiative began in 2009, the vacancy rate for the target 
area was 25%. by the end of 2012, through the actions of the HNHF initiative, the 
vacancy rate is only 12.6%, nearly half of what it was only three years earlier. 

The southern Gateway Revitalization Collaborative is another important part of 
the south side revitalization process. This collaborative has come together in 
response to the closure of the south side settlement House, which provided critical 
social service needs to south side residents for decades. This collaborative group 
consisting of many partners is committed to the development and implementation 
of a plan that will ensure that the housing, social service, educational, health care, 
employment and economic development needs of south side residents are met. 

success can be found 
by staying and working 
in your neighborhood 
to make it better than 
it has been for you. We 
need to teach them 
(children) the history 
of where they live and 
the resources that exist 
there. 

...We also need to 
give them a sense of 
community so that when 
they become successful, 
they’ll want to stay 
here and build up their 
neighborhoods.

Felicia Robin sinkler,  
Marion Franklin/southfield resident,  

United Way of Central ohio’s 
Neighborhood Leadership Academy 

Graduate

“
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The King-Lincoln District

Various public sector, neighborhood-based partners and nonprofit organizations such 
as Homeport, have collaborated to guide redevelopment of the King-Lincoln district, 
focusing on the revitalization of the key commercial areas and landmarks such as the 
Lincoln Theater, but also housing stabilization and support of home ownership programs. 

The King-Lincoln District, located just east of Downtown Columbus on the Near 
East side, was populated in the early 1900s by African American residents moving 
away from the flood-prone scioto River, as well as new arrivals from the south. The 
neighborhood was once recognized as the cultural and commercial heart of Columbus 
for African Americans. over time however, the neighborhood experienced decades of 
neglect and the quality of life for its residents has declined. 

In 2001, Mayor Michael Coleman and the City of Columbus initiated the King-Lincoln 
planning process that led to the implementation of revitalization efforts such as 
the Lincoln Theatre renovation, development of Zanzibar brews, Whitney Condos 
and the King Lincoln Gateway building, as well as the North of broad neighborhood 
revitalization initiative, among others. 

building on this momentum, a partnership called Partners Achieving Community 
Transformation (PACT) consisting of The ohio state University, the Columbus 
Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA) and Near East side stakeholders, is leading 
the way in King-Lincoln and other Near East side neighborhoods. The goal of PACT 
is to create a healthy, financially and environmentally sustainable community where 
residents have access to safe and affordable housing, quality health care and 
education, and employment opportunities. 

In 2011, PACT was awarded a United states Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
Choice Neighborhoods Planning Grant to create a redevelopment plan for Poindexter 
Village and the surrounding near east neighborhoods. 
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Today, these 
neighborhood 
revitalization efforts 
have created an 
environment ripe 
for renewal, an 
environment where 
continued investment 
will be catalytic in 
the rebirth for these 
communities. 

Franklinton

Franklinton, recognized as one of the first communities settled in central ohio, has a 
proud history that dates back to 1797, when Lucas sullivant settled along the banks 
of the scioto River. 

Throughout the history of the neighborhood, its fate and development pattern 
have been inextricably tied to issues surrounding the scioto. Floods in 1798, 1913 
and 1959 destroyed many of the existing houses and structures that occupied the 
neighborhood. In 1983 strict flood plain regulations prohibited new development 
that was not elevated, as well as housing rehabilitation that exceeded 50% of the 
home value. 

In 2003, the Franklinton Floodwall was completed and with it a new wave of 
redevelopment possibilities emerged. Today’s revitalization in the neighborhood has 
been seeded by the extensive efforts of the Franklinton Development Association 
(FDA), as well as other major planning efforts and housing investment. The efforts 
of FDA, coupled with the activities of the Columbus Downtown Development 
Association and the recently established Next Generation Development Corporation, 
will catalyze new growth and opportunity in Franklinton.

In the 2011 state of the City address, Mayor Michael b. Coleman announced the 
goal of nurturing an organic character that promotes creative energy, arts and 
innovation in East Franklinton by attracting creative businesses and residents. As a 
result of the support from city hall, Franklinton is in the midst of a transformation to 
a creative community, where artists, innovators and entrepreneurs are expected to 
lead Franklinton to its renaissance.
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There is a clear 
commitment from 
government entities to 
support the needs of 
our neighborhoods and 
children. Franklin County 
has focused investment 
in holistic efforts 
including infant mortality 
prevention, early childhood 
education and after school 
programming. The City of 
Columbus has provided 
significant funding for 
economic, infrastructure 
and housing development. 
both Franklin County and 
the City of Columbus 
continue to invest in 
affordable housing and 
workforce development 
programs for adults 
and youth. Altogether, 
this represents a strong 
dedication from the public 
sector to neighborhood 
revitalization and the 
advancement of our 
community.

“next-Generation” neighborhoods

Weinland Park, the south side, King-Lincoln and Franklinton are the “next- 
generation”neighborhoods that represent a unique and different perspective and 
approach to redevelopment. Efforts in these communities have a holistic focus 
with special attention to the needs of existing families and children living in the 
community. The improvement approach includes physical redevelopment, but also 
efforts to provide opportunities for existing residents and the creation of diverse, 
mixed-income, opportunity-rich neighborhoods.  

As these revitalization efforts begin inspiring plans for Hilltop or Milo Grogan, community 
stakeholders understand that the process of revitalization doesn’t happen overnight. 

“It took 25, 40, 50 years for some of these neighborhoods to get into the 
condition that they’re in now, so they’re not going to just change overnight. It’s a 
very difficult process. It’s very difficult work and it’s going to take a long time.” 24 

Lisa Courtice, Executive Vice President, Community Research  
and Grants Management, The Columbus Foundation
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the Geography of 
opportunity for Franklin 
County’s Children

Race, poverty and geography intersect 
to restrict opportunities for some of 
Franklin County’s most vulnerable 
children. Children who live in high-
poverty neighborhoods can suffer the 
cumulative effects of a neighborhood 
at risk, including poorer health and 
educational outcomes. 

The Opportunity Map of Franklin County 
(Figure 19) visually portrays the county’s 
opportunity structures. The map is 
based on structures that represent four 
categories: Housing & Neighborhood, 
Transportation & Employment, Health & 
safety, and Education. 

Each is formed using a set of indicators 
at the neighborhood level (see Figure 
20). The values of these indicators and 
categories have been indexed to create 
a composite opportunity rating from 
Very Low to Very High in relation to how 
they performed on numerous indicators.

 
Figure 20: Franklin County opportunity structure indicators 

Figure 21: Franklin County opportunity index Map
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Figure 19: Franklin County opportunity index Map
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While 41% of all children in Franklin County live in very high or high opportunity areas (which are made up of approximately 35% of 
the County’s census tracts), 72% of Asian children and 54% of White children are found in high opportunity areas. In contrast, only 
27% of Hispanic or Latino children and 13% of African American children are located in these high opportunity neighborhoods. 

The mirror image of this pattern is seen in the racial breakdown of children living in very low and low opportunity neighborhoods. For 
African American children, nearly 2 out of 3 (63%) and nearly 1 in 2 (51%) Hispanic or Latino children live in these low opportunity 
neighborhoods. In contrast, only 14% of Asian children and 26% of White children live in the county’s low opportunity neighborhoods. 
While Franklin County has changed significantly in recent decades, one thing remains clear, many low-income children of color 
(primarily African American and Latino) are concentrated in the neighborhoods that are the most opportunity poor in the county.

Many low-income children of color (primarily African American and Latino) are concentrated in the 
neighborhoods that are the most opportunity poor.
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Map Description: This map illustrates child population by race in relation to neighborhood opportunity.
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Figure 21: Franklin County opportunity and Children population by race 

These maps show the distribution of children across the county by race or ethnicity, overlaid on the neighborhood opportunity index.  
Dot sizes on each map reflect the relative numbers of children in that race/ethnic group rather than actual counts.

Figure 21 illustrates the location of children in relation to this neighborhood opportunity map. As seen in the map, children are located 
across Franklin County, but the distribution of children in different racial categories varies by a wide margin between certain groups.

 
 
sources: ohio Department of Education, 2010-2011; Americn Community survey, 2006-2010, 2007-2011; Justice Atlas, 2008;  
EsRI business Analyst, 2010; Us Dept of Health & Human services, 2010; County business Patterns, 2006-2009; CoTA, 2010,  
HUD User, 2010
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Recent investments in urban neighborhoods by businesses, philanthropic organizations 
and other stakeholders in the city point to a shared sense of optimism about, and 
commitment to, the city’s future. 

our neighborhoods continue to face significant challenges, often without the resources 
needed to address them. We must implement strategic action and targeted investment, 
so that these challenges will not inhibit the health and well-being of our children. 
We identify below some of the principal challenges our children, neighborhoods and 
communities face on the road ahead. 

the aftermath of housing Crisis and recession

The foreclosure crisis and the recession have had, and continue to have, a very strong effect on our nation’s children, many of 
whom were already vulnerable. The act of foreclosure has been identified as a critical life stress event that can contribute to 
health problems in individuals, and high foreclosure neighborhoods have been found to report higher rates of post-traumatic stress 
disorder. Widespread displacement, stripping of assets and loss of social capital in high foreclosure activity neighborhoods has 
been identified as deteriorating both individual and community level health outcomes.40 

Neighborhood Revitalization: Looking Toward the Future
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Neighborhood Revitalization: Looking Toward the Future

Families dealing with unemployment and reduced income struggle to provide adequate nutrition, health care and stable housing, 
all of which have been shown to affect academic achievement. A report by the Partnership for America’s Economic success shows 
that children who go hungry in kindergarten are noticeably behind their peers in reading and math by third grade.41 The impact of 
the recession on children has already been severe and can potentially be long-lasting. other potential impacts include childhood 
obesity as parents rely on less costly, and often less healthy, food options; behavioral problems due to lack of employment for 
adolescents who are not in school; and academic challenges beginning in kindergarten as state and local budget cuts limit the 
availability of pre-kindergarten programs. 

A report by the Partnership for America’s Economic success shows that children who go hungry  
in kindergarten are noticeably behind their peers in reading and math by third grade.41

Vacant properties in neighborhoods

Concentrations of vacant properties add considerable stress to neighborhoods across Columbus. Recent research has identified 
more direct impacts on public health from vacant property proliferation, most notably for areas with high foreclosure activity. 
These concentrations are detrimental to community development and also directly impact health outcomes for many vulnerable 
Columbus residents. Vacant properties also contribute to increased perceptions of crime and neighborhood disorder, factors which 
have been associated with reduced walking, even in physically walkable neighborhoods.42 

Research has identified vacant properties as a contributor to decreasing community property 
values and tax base, increasing crime and perceptions of neighborhood crime and disorder, 
increasing public expenditures for public safety services and having high susceptibility to arson.43 

The negative impacts associated with vacant and abandoned property have motivated many cities, including Columbus, to 
address vacant properties through land banking and other property rehabilitation efforts. The City of Columbus has begun an 
aggressive campaign to eliminate 900 abandoned properties between 2012 and 2016.44 

New vacant property mitigation initiatives must be coordinated with ongoing community development efforts. specifically, 
attention should be paid to safeguarding the health and housing stability of children in these communities, leveraging these 
efforts to support better outcomes for children. 

Balancing Choice and Community-Centered neighborhood schools

several communities in Franklin County are attempting to strike a balance between school choice programs and neighborhood 
schools. Traditional public schools are important neighborhood assets that can help strengthen community cohesion and identity. 
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At the same time, school choice programs can create new options and access to educational opportunities sometimes unavailable 
through nearby public schools, especially for children living in marginalized neighborhoods. school choice is exercised in a variety 
of ways such as through a move made permissible by No Child Left behind, by enrollment in a charter school or by participation in 
a voucher program or magnet schools. 

Choice programs like charter schools, voucher access to private schools and quality magnet schools have seen consistent growth 
in recent years (Figure 22). 

While school choice has the potential to expand access to opportunity and provide options for lower income children, it can be 
severely restricted by caps on enrollment and the cost of transportation. Additionally, differing quality levels of charter schools can 
impact long-term educational outcomes. Figure 23 shows the performance trends for Charter schools in Franklin County. While the 
majority of charters were rated Effective, Continuous Improvement or Academic Watch in 2012, fewer than 5% were rated Excellent 
and more than 15% were listed as in Academic Emergency. 

Figure 22: trends in Franklin County Charter school openings and enrollment
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Choice programs can also undermine 
enrollments in traditional neighborhood 
schools, deepening disinvestment 
and leading to closures. The move 
away from neighborhood schools is 
evidenced by the fact that in 2010, 
less than one-quarter of the ZIP Codes 
in the Columbus City schools district 
had 50% or more students attending 
a school in the same ZIP code in which 
they lived (Figure 24). 

Research shows that these programs 
can also exacerbate school segregation 
on multiple axes such as income, 
English language learner status 
special needs status, and race, leaving 
learning environments even more 
socially stratified than before. 

Finally, choice programs can fuel, 
mask or contribute to student mobility, 
thus creating high rates of “churn” 
in classrooms and lower educational 
performance (Figure 25). In short, 
school choice is complicated; it can 
expand educational opportunity 
and strengthen communities, but 
it can also contribute to mobility 
and instability issues that can be 
detrimental to child development.

Figure 24: percentage of Columbus City schools 
students attending school in their home Zip Code
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Figure 25: Franklin County school district Churn rates

school district oct. 2010 
enrollment admits Withdrawals Churn rate  

(%)

Grandview Hts 1,103 11 18 2.6
bexley 2,097 34 29 3.0
Upper Arlington 5,171 90 76 3.0
New Albany-Plain 4,290 129 123 5.9
Hilliard 15,049 455 520 6.5
Worthington 9,041 267 378 7.1
Dublin 13,991 505 502 7.2
Gahanna-Jefferson 7,035 232 278 7.2
Westerville 14,480 550 650 8.3
Canal Winchester 3,504 149 183 9.5
Licking Hts 3,371 171 236 12.1
Reynoldsburg 5,894 407 496 15.3
south-Western 19,987 1,392 1,740 15.7
Columbus 48,899 4,487 5,254 19.9
Whitehall 2,772 270 320 21.3
Groveport Madison 5,418 569 615 21.9
Hamilton 2,966 288 371 22.2
total Franklin County districts 165,068 10,006 11,789 13.2
Charter school totals 15,329 2,813 3,188 39.1

...less than one-quarter 
of the ZIP Codes in 
the Columbus City 
schools District had 
50% or more students 
attending a school in 
the same zip code in 
which they lived.



36  |  2013 Franklin County Children’s Report: Why Neighborhoods Matter to Education

Zero tolerance and the school to prison pipeline

A final challenge to improving student outcomes in Franklin County involves the 
so-called “School to Prison” pipeline. In the late 1980s, zero tolerance policies 
were instituted in districts across the country as policy makers sought to ensure 
consistent discipline for students who engaged in dangerous or violent behavior 
in schools. In 1998, all boards of education in ohio were required to adopt “a 
policy of zero tolerance for violent, disruptive, or inappropriate behavior.” While the 
impetus for zero tolerance policies may have been laudable, significant unintended 
consequences have occurred. 

A recent report by the Children’s Defense Fund of ohio discusses the problems 
that have been created by zero tolerance school discipline policies implemented by 
ohio schools.45 The report explains that harsh, inflexible discipline procedures have 
pushed children out of schools rather than creating mechanisms to ensure their 
continued progress. 

black, poor and special needs children in ohio public schools have been 
disproportionately affected by these policies; black children are over five times more 
likely to be suspended than their White peers, and economically disadvantaged 
students are over four times more likely to be suspended than children with 
no economic disadvantage. In addition, students suffering from “emotional 
disturbance,” one of several disability categories under federal law, are over seven 
times more likely to be suspended than children with no disabilities. 

While the direct effects of zero tolerance policies include separation of children 
from the safety of and learning opportunities provided by schools, suspensions and 
expulsions can lead to undesirable results.

As the report explains, 

These policies are a problem for all children, regardless of background or home 
life. But for vulnerable children who do not have a stable, nurturing home 
environment, being removed from the safe haven of school exacerbates rather 
than counteracts the trauma occurring at home.45 

Additionally, the cost to taxpayers for incarceration is much higher than the cost of 
education. According to the ohio Department of Juvenile services, the cost to house, 
care for and treat incarcerated juveniles is $84,903 compared the state’s average 
cost per pupil of $10,508. This means that the state of ohio spends eight times more 
to imprison a student than to educate a student during a full school year. 

The report includes a call to action to ohio policy makers, educators, school 
administrators, parents, students, and community members and proposes a series 
of steps that could be taken to halt the overuse of exclusionary school discipline 
and implement positive, preventive approaches to discipline that have been proven 
nationally to improve school climate and decrease disciplinary incidents. 

Children who 
are suspended 
often must 
stay at home 
unsupervised, 
increasing the 
chances of 
behavior that 
can lead children 
into the juvenile 
delinquency 
system—or into 
becoming the 
victims of crime.45
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national Models of success:  
holistic Community Based approaches

The historic look taken in the previous section, Neighborhood Revitilization: Understanding the Past and the assessment set out in 
Neighborhood Revitilization: The Present explain some of the conditions that currently challenge a number of our neighborhoods. 
They also provide reason to think about the ways that Franklin County might attempt to expand education opportunity for its 
children in a broadly holistic way. Innovative new models from around the nation, including the holistic approach of the Harlem 
Children’s Zone, offer ideas for how Franklin County might strategically employ its resources to build opportunity-rich, sustainable 
neighborhoods and expanded opportunity for all of its children and their families.

The Harlem Children’s Zone: The Cradle-to-College Model 

In 1994, Geoffrey Canada launched a holistic neighborhood-based system of education, social services and community-building 
programs in central Harlem, now famously known as the Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ), designed to combat the negative influences 
of poverty that hamper children’s success. 

In the beginning, the focus of HCZ’s work was limited to improving the lives and academic outcomes of children living in a one-
block area of Central Harlem, home to a community profoundly weakened by multigenerational poverty. Good schools, useable 
playgrounds, and safe streets were scarce, and the pull of negative forces was so strong that only a small fraction of the children 
living in these neighborhoods were able to overcome them. The idea of the HCZ was to rely upon a web of social services and 
programs all working in tandem to insulate children and their families from the disadvantaged conditions that surrounded and 
sometimes even threatened their lives. 
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Aimed at disrupting the destructive school-to-prison pipeline that entrapped too 
many children, the HCZ set a goal of diverting children into a more empowering 
pipeline, from cradle to college, steering them from infancy, into school, through high 
school graduation and onward to college. 

Parent Engagement and Community support 

The project enrolled expectant parents living within the HCZ in Baby College, a nine-
weekend workshop that developed parenting skills, conveyed discipline strategies, 
and stressed the importance of reading aloud and providing other early-childhood 
enrichments. 

To ensure that the children’s households remained stable as they grew, adults living 
within the Zone were given access to other resources as well. The city agreed to 
transfer more than two dozen properties for conversion into tenant-owned co-ops;  
HCZ provided residents with tax guidance; local hospital resources provided 
residents with medical, dental and mental health services and resources to combat 
asthma and obesity; and residents received job training and placement support. 

older teens in the HCZ were supported as well, through truancy prevention efforts, 
job and technology workshops, and after-school and fitness programs. Donated funds 
paid for a community and teen center. The HCZ placed over 190 AmeriCorps-funded 
teaching assistants in classrooms and after-school programs in elementary schools 
located within the HCZ to enrich children’s educational and recreational experiences.

Education: Pre-K and beyond

At the start, the HCZ had no plan to operate its own K-12 schools; the model almost 
entirely focused on coordinating and bolstering the system of social services families 
needed to improve the stability and health of children’s households. 

Early childhood learning was another focus. HCZ preschool programs aimed to ready 
participating children for kindergarten starting at age 3. The HCZ later launched an 
all-day Harlem Gems Pre-K program, and then opened its now well-known extended-
day K-12 Promise Academies: three public charter schools whose enrollment is 
decided by lottery. Every year the schools have had to turn away hundreds of children 
desiring a seat. About 1,200 children now attend the Promise Academy charter 
schools, and the HCZ provides supports for children who attend other public schools 
within the Zone as well.

school days at HCZ are intentionally long, as is the school year. beginning in 
september and ending in early August, the HCZ school year is almost 60% longer 
than the average public school year. Per pupil expenditures are significantly higher 
as well. In 2008, the HCZ devoted roughly $19,000 per child, versus $14,500 in the 
city’s public, open-enrollment schools. 
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During an interview at United Way of Central ohio’s 2013 Champion of Children 
signature Event, Canada noted,

“If you look at our cost structure, outside of the classroom, we’re spending an 
additional five thousand dollars per child. People think that’s expensive. I have a 
map in my office that charts the incarceration rates in Manhattan. The same way 
you were looking at those maps and seeing that yellow, you would see all of these 
children going to jails and prisons. And I tell people, ‘That’s 40,000 dollars a 
year. No one blinks an eye.’ People don’t blink an eye. We have created a system 
in this country where we are totally prepared to go to scale on failure. Let that 
kid fail, I’ll pay any amount of money without blinking an eye and that part of the 
budget can’t be cut. But then people begin to focus on what we can’t provide to 
get children to succeed. These costs are minimum costs. Understand that this is 
shocking to people, that it actually costs money to save these children, right. But 
we’re spending the money.”

A Look at the Results

The Harlem Children’s Zone’s reported results have been impressive. According to 
outcomes posted on its website, in 2009-2010, a total of 190 4-year olds entered 
the Harlem Gems, 16.5% of them with a school readiness classification of “delayed 
or very delayed.” by the end of the year, no student had that classification; the 
percentage of students classified as “advanced” had jumped from 21.3% to 41.6%, 
with another 6.8% ranked as “very advanced,” up from 2.1%. As they headed 
into kindergarten, 99.5% of the Harlem Gems had attained a school readiness 
classification of average or above. 

one hundred percent of third graders at Promise Academies I and II tested at or 
above grade level on the math exam in 2009-2010, outperforming their peers in New 
York state, New York City and District 5. over 98% of Promise Academy II’s students 
scored at or above grade level on the math exam. In English and Language Arts 
(ELA), over 93% of Promise Academy I third graders tested at or above grade level, 
and over 84% of Promise Academy II’s students scored at or above grade level in ELA, 
outperforming on average their counterparts in New York state, New York City and 
District 5. In 2008, 93% of Promise Academy High school ninth graders passed the 
statewide Algebra Regents exam.

College has also become a viable and regularly taken path for students within the 
HCZ. In 2009, 626 HCZ after-school program participants were enrolled in college, 
and another 254 Promise Academy students had been accepted into college for the 
2010-2011 year. This represented 90% of HCZ’s high school seniors.

When first launched as a pilot in the early 1990s, the HCZ encompassed 1 square 
block. Following a 10-year business plan it quickly grew to 24 blocks, then 60. by 
2012 its service area encompassed 97 blocks.46 
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taking the hCZ Model national: the Federal Choice 
neighborhoods initiative

Inspired by the HCZ model, the obama administration has launched two large-scale 
nationwide programs to combat poverty and improve the educational outcomes of 
children living in distressed neighborhoods—Promise Neighborhoods and Choice 
Neighborhoods. The Promise Neighborhood initiative run by the U.s. Department of 
Education seeks to reverse the effects of generations of accumulated disadvantage 
by taking a comprehensive approach to poverty and racial disparity. 

The Choice Neighborhood program operated by the U.s. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) works to transform distressed neighborhoods into viable and 
sustainable mixed-income communities by holistically linking housing improvements 
with social services, community assets, transportation, access to jobs, and access to 
high-quality academic opportunities, including early childhood education. 

HUD has adopted the opportunity Communities framework of The ohio state 
University’s Kirwan Institute to guide its sustainable Communities work and enlisted 
Kirwan’s help as a technical adviser for that work currently underway in regions 
across the nation.

Bringing the hCZ Model to Franklin County

Would a model (or features of it) designed for the unique needs of Central Harlem be 
relevant to a city like Columbus? If so, is it possible to export the HCZ model? Must 
a community have a person with the leadership skills and charisma of a Geoffrey 
Canada to enact change? What level of public and private funding would be required? 

Given the differences between Central Harlem and Franklin County in size, 
population, housing stock, social services and more, a wholesale emulation of the 
HCZ would make little sense. Rather, it is the holistic approach of the HCZ model 
that is worthy of study and application here and elsewhere. The strength of the HCZ 
approach is its recognition that educational outcomes, both good and bad, are the 
result of more than the number of dollars dedicated to shoring up school facilities, 
updating technologies and hiring good teachers. 

Certainly schools and districts are not fairly held accountable for disappointing 
student outcomes when they have not been provided adequate resources to address 
the challenges they differentially face. student achievement is influenced by more than 
what occurs within the walls of a schoolhouse. It is connected to student preparedness, 
which begins long before the first day of kindergarten. It is linked to the frame of 
students’ minds when they walk through the schoolhouse doors, which is in turn 
impacted by the nature of the conditions at their home and the safety of the community. 
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Upon analyzing the success of HCZ and other similar programs, the following lessons 
learned are essential to guide our efforts in Franklin County. 

Improve Early Education 

safety net programs are essential to the health and well-being of our children, but 
more investment is needed in initiatives that will help to transform the environments 
that surround our children. Research-based opportunity-oriented interventions 
are those that help to create the healthy environments in which children grow and 
learn. Gabriella Conti and James Heckman describe the importance of evidence-
based interventions in Investing in What Works for America’s Communities, citing 
investment in early education as one of the most powerful steps a community can 
take to improve the educational experiences and academic outcomes of its children:

Careful studies establish that education is a causal factor for producing better 
health. But the traits shaped before children enter school produce success in 
school and have independent effects of their own. Important early traits include 
health and socio-emotional or character development that enhances cognitive 
development and generates achievement in school, career, community, and life. 
These findings suggest that those looking to build healthier communities should 
incorporate early interventions as an important part of the strategy to catalyze 
greater returns.47 

Unfortunately, opportunity-oriented programs are often not funded to the scale of 
safety net programs, and in challenging economic times, when communities and 
institutions are forced to make tough budget cuts, badly needed innovative programs 
are often the first victims. ohio’s budget cuts to early childhood education and 
preschool follow this pattern. As noted by the Columbus Dispatch: 

Once regarded as a national leader in educating preschoolers, Ohio now owns a 
more dubious distinction: No other state has slashed preschool funding like the 
Buckeye State.48 

one example of this phenomenon involved the ohio Learning Initiative which offered 
full-day child care and education to children in low-income working families until 
it lost its funding in 2010.49 In April 2012, Action for Children issued a study of 
child care supply and demand locally available: Progress Made. Ground Lost. A 
Comprehensive Report on Early Child Care in Franklin County. The Report provides 
an important baseline for future action to expand and improve early education 
opportunities for our youngest learners. 
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Think beyond the Classroom and Recognize  
that Families and Neighborhoods Matter 

Parental involvement and family support matters a great deal to educational 
outcomes. When families are securely connected to their homes, neighborhoods 
and schools, children thrive. Moreover, when parents are equipped and able 
to supplement in their homes the learning that takes place at school, positive 
educational outcomes are promoted. This makes the recent decline of two parent 
families in ohio troubling. (ohio recorded one of the largest declines in two parent 
families in the nation, a six percent decrease in the past decade).49 It also points to 
the importance of helping families in order to help children.

The sources of influence on children and their learning reach far beyond parents, 
however. Friends, neighbors, schools, and churches can all enhance the opportunities 
children have to learn beyond the normal school day. 

All of the environments to which children are exposed on a daily basis have lasting 
effects on their well-being. After-school community-based programs can be a 
critical intervention site for investment, as can attention to the physical condition 
of the neighborhoods in which low-income children live. Children who have access 
to helpful role models, small classrooms with qualified teachers, safe and walkable 
neighborhoods, grocery stores with fresh food, parks and museums have advantages 
that last a lifetime. We must look at the continuum of a child’s life experience, and 
seek to understand where conditions and support structures break down, to target 
investment where it is needed most. 

bridge Community Development with Child Development

Neighborhood revitalization is about more than brick and mortar investments. As 
important as these are, there are many promising ways to open up the pathways of 
opportunity for more children, with respect to employment, education and health 
care as well. Children who are born to mothers who receive prenatal care and 
children who are under the care of a primary care physician start out with a distinct 
advantage. Those who have access to early education and positive, encouraging role 
models can thrive despite depressed material circumstances. 

Impoverished students do better in school if they live in middle-class neighborhoods 
or attend more affluent schools.50 Children who move to lower poverty areas see 
reductions in obesity, positive increases in mental health and improved safety.51 
Mentoring programs, paid training and counseling are other efforts that can bolster 
the youth workforce to ensure they remain part of the labor force. This is particularly 
important for low-income minority youth whose unemployment rates are consistently 
the highest. summer jobs, although temporary, offer wages, but more importantly, 
they provide valuable work experience that “can lay the groundwork for future 
employment”52 In short, children who have access to quality, reliable, affordable 
supports and services have more chances to live out their dreams.

“

“

Children need nurturing 
environments for growth 
and development to 
be best prepared for 
kindergarten, to allow 
them to meet the 
third grade reading 
requirement, to put 
them on the path to 
high school graduation, 
to prepare them to enter 
the skilled workforce 
and to perhaps 
ultimately, become the 
parents who seek the 
same opportunities for 
their children.   

Anthony s. Trotman,  
Director, Franklin County  

Dept. of Job and Family services
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build Robust Parent and Community Engagement 

An essential aspect of the success of the HCZ is its sustained and deep community and parental engagement. Expanding 
opportunity for all of our children requires that community development efforts encourage and be genuinely open to the diverse 
engagement of the people whose lives will be most directly affected. Communities need to be involved in the design and 
implementation of decisions and policies that impact their lives.

Engagement must not just be limited to adults, but must also work to build social capital among children. Children involved with 
engagement activities are more likely to become community leaders, adopt productive attitudes about the community, avoid risky 
behaviors and have better educational outcomes. Absences of household and community resources and trust limit engagement 
by disadvantaged children, but faith-based institutions have been shown to have the highest rates of engagement among 
disadvantaged children. Faith-based organizations and other institutions (such as educational entities) provide excellent entry 
ways into engaging with children in disadvantaged communities. Volunteer opportunities, especially those coordinated by trusted 
institutions, can enhance engagement with children in the community.

Although parental and community engagement is critical, it is not necessarily easy. For low-income or other disadvantaged 
communities, barriers to engagement can be profound. Time or resource constraints, as well as stressors related to living in 
poverty can severely impede the ability to engage. Access to “social capital” (often defined as networks of social relationships and 
the benefits they provide) is also frequently constricted in many disadvantaged communities. 

Robert Putnam’s ground-breaking book Bowling Alone has documented this diminishing pool of social capital in our nation.53 
This decline is due to a variety of factors ranging from our contemporary lifestyle, changing family structures, technology and 
the effects of urban sprawl: physical isolation and its accompanying lack of community cohesiveness.54 To support effective 
engagement we must look to creative, targeted and varied processes to connect with children, parents and the community.55 
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Like any community in our nation, Franklin County has many successes to trumpet and 
many challenges to overcome to improve positive educational outcomes for all of our 
community’s children. 

The magnitude of the challenges we face must not paralyze us in our efforts to champion for the best futures for our children. Franklin 
County has tremendous community capacity, strong institutions and an engaged private sector. These assets are the essential 
building blocks to opening pathways to opportunity for our children. As described in this report, innovative, holistic, coordinated and 
collaborative approaches to supporting our most vulnerable children can succeed. As demonstrated by the Harlem Children’s Zone 
experience, even the most distressed communities can become beacons of hope for children living in poverty and far removed from 
opportunity. Franklin County can learn from such models of success. 

The number of children diverted from our educational pipeline and lost to the criminal justice system, renders the status quo 
unacceptable if our community is going to be sustainable and economically vibrant in the future. A sound education is essential 
for communities hoping to succeed in the hyper-competitive and innovation-based modern global economy. 

The schools alone cannot solve all of the conditions of disadvantage faced by our children. our urban neighborhood revitalization 
efforts should include research-based strategies that incorporate child development to create plans that will produce better 
environments and opportunities for children in these communities. Columbus’ community revitalization efforts cannot afford to 
ignore the needs of children in their communities. If we embrace new approaches and cultivate our communities’ rich assets, we 
have the capacity, especially in neighborhoods identified as potential areas of revitalization, to forge transformative collaborations 
and put into motion innovative strategies to improve the life outcomes for our children. 

Conclusion: A Call to Action



45

Where do We Begin? 

by tapping our collective strengths we can identify the innovative solutions that our 
children, families and neighborhoods need. Considering the efforts of the Harlem 
Children’s Zone and the Columbus Education Commission recommendations, we can 
implement the following keys to success:

Improve early education opportunities
•	 Promote	community	investment	policies	that	support	high-quality	early	childhood	education	for	all	children
•	 Develop	public-private	partnerships	to	expand	neighborhood	access	to	excellent	early	childhood	education	and	care	
•	 Build	strong	neighborhood-based	networks	that	provide	information	and	support	for	parents	of	young	children
•	 Work	with	nonprofits	and	faith-based	organizations	to	build	strong	early	learning	and	parent	education	programs

Think beyond the classroom
•	 Invest	in	and	support	programs	that	provide	quality	neighborhood	resources	for	children	such	as	after-school	programs	

and recreation centers
•	 Support	and	take	part	in	mentoring	programs	in	“next-generation”	neighborhoods
•	 Help	young	people	get	involved	in	community	service,	internships	and	safe	and	supportive	extra-curricular	activities	
•	 Identify	ways	to	build	stronger,	mutually	beneficial	relationships	between	neighborhoods	and	schools	

bridge community development and child development efforts
•	 Work	with	community	organizations	to	develop	strong	neighborhood	programs	and	opportunities	for	children	and	youth
•	 Provide	workforce	development	opportunities	for	youth	and	adults	in	their	neighborhoods	
•	 Participate	in	neighborhood	revitalization	efforts	by	volunteering	on	committees	and	neighborhood	groups
•	 Encourage	the	growth	of	neighborhood	organizations	that	advocate	for	quality	public	schools

build robust parent and community engagement efforts 
•	 Implement	workplace	policies	that	encourage	parent	engagement	in	their	children’s	education	and	activities
•	 Help	create	strong	neighborhood-based	parent	and	youth	engagement	programs	
•	 Identify	and	participate	in	corporate	volunteer	activities	that	strengthen	neighborhoods	and	communities
•	 Develop	and	support	the	growth	of	parent-led	neighborhood	groups

We all play a role in improving the lives of our children and strengthening our community. Through a collaborative and holistic 
approach we can implement community recommendations, such as those provided by the Columbus Education Commission, and 
proven practices from around the nation that work to create thriving neighborhoods that support every aspect of a child’s well-being.

by providing the necessary support services and pathways to opportunity, we will provide an environment where all children 
can flourish and reach their full potential. our commitment to working together to strengthen neighborhoods for Franklin County’s 
children will benefit the entire community. 
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Champion of Children, a united Way of Central ohio initiative

Champion of Children’s mission is to promote awareness of education issues, mobilize individuals to support education efforts and 
inspire individuals to invest in work that helps children in central ohio succeed. Champion of Children supports and promotes  
United Way of Central ohio’s community results and bold goals:

kindergarten readiness result: Children will enter kindergarten physically, emotionally, socially and cognitively ready to succeed. 
Bold Goal: Increase the percentage of young children entering kindergarten in Franklin County public school districts who score in 
the top two screening categories of the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment – Literacy (KRA-L) from 71% to 85%.

high school Graduation result: Youth graduate from high school well-prepared for additional learning and productive careers. Bold 
Goal: Increase the percentage of students who graduate from high school in Franklin County public school districts from 87% to 95%.

since 1994, Champion of Children has been a leading voice of advocacy for quality education for children in central ohio. In 2010, 
United Way of Central ohio expanded its efforts to include the Champion of Children initiative to continue helping children succeed in 
school, from birth through graduation. For more information, please visit: liveunitedcentralohio.org/champion-of-children.

the kirwan institute for the study of race and ethnicity

The Kirwan Institute for the study of Race and Ethnicity was established in 2003 as a center for interdisciplinary research at The 
ohio state University. The Kirwan Institute works to create a just and inclusive society where all people and communities have 
opportunity to succeed. For more information, go to kirwaninstitute.osu.edu.

Community research partners

Community Research Partners was formed to comprehensively address community data and information needs, primarily in central 
ohio. brian Gallagher, then president of United Way of Central ohio, envisioned a new nonprofit that could undertake cutting-edge 
research, evaluation, and community data work to support human services and community development programs and policy, with 
a goal of measuring the community impact of grantmaking. He secured commitments from the City of Columbus and the newly-
formed John Glenn Institute at The ohio state University, and this unique partnership was incorporated in 2000. In 2001, CRP hired 
an executive director and became an independent 501(c)(3). In 2006, Franklin County joined the partnership.

since 2000, CRP’s professional staff, working in collaboration with a network of university and consultant partners, has undertaken 
over 230 projects and programs for public sector, philanthropic, and nonprofit organizations within and outside of central ohio. 
In doing this work, CRP has built a reputation for high-quality, highly usable work that supports planning, policy, and action. For 
more information, go to communityresearchpartners.org.
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