R E V I S E D   D  R  A  F  T



NATIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD 
INDICATORS PARTNERSHIP (NNIP) -


SHARED INDICATORS SYSTEM
FRAMEWORK

Charlotte Kahn, Tom Kingsley, Garth Taylor
NNIP INDICATORS WORK GROUP

Revised July 2012
TABLE OF CONTENTS
I. INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE AND APPROACH
1
Introduction
1
Purpose and Implications
3
Approach to Structure Design and Indicator Selection
7
II. SYSTEM STRUCTURE
8
Overall Structure
8
NNIP Shared Indicators Domains
10
III. NNIP SHARED INDICATORS
14
1
Economic wellbeing
15
2.
Education
16
3.
Health
17
4.
Social Relationships and Challenges
18
5.
Housing
19
6.
Demographic Context
20
7.
Physical Environment
21
8.
Public Safety
22
9.
Arts and Culture
22
10.
Governance and Civic Vitality
23
11.
Community Economy
24
Derived Measures
24
References
26
ANNEX B1:  NATIONAL DATA SETS
ANNEX B2:  LOCAL DATASETS

Section 1
INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE

AND APPROACH
Coordinated by the Urban Institute, the National Neighborhood Indicators Partnership (NNIP) is a network of local civic groups and university institutes in 36 cities.  All operate neighborhood-level information systems and use them in action-oriented research working with stakeholders in their own communities.
 

Over the past few years, NNIP has been developing plans for a system of Shared Community Indicators.   Sessions on the development of the system have been held at semi-annual meetings, where all partners have had a chance to review and comment on the approach being taken and candidate indicators in various categories with respect to data availability.  This paper presents the framework for the proposed system. 
INTRODUCTION

When NNIP was founded in 1995, the participants talked about developing a set of shared community indicators.  This would include common definitions for all indicators selected.  Local partners would develop the data for local use but the indicators would also be submitted to NNIP-central so they could be compiled into an orderly system and shared and analyzed across sites.  It was recognized, however, that the vision was not feasible at that point, mostly because data holdings at most sites were not yet well developed and there were too few indicators with comparable definitions.
Since then, there have been important advances that make it possible to begin to implement this idea.  First, a number of national data sets with information for small geographies (e.g., census tracts, individual land parcels, zip codes) have become available and, for several years, the Urban Institute has recurrently cleaned and streamlined them so comparable data can now be made available to all local partners.  Second, the number of NNIP partners has grown (from 6 to 36 cities) and their own data holdings have expanded dramatically (now documented in a regularly updated survey).
  

NNIP partners believe a consistent and reliable system of shared indicators from many cities would have important benefits.  The lack of adequate local data has been a major problem for policy in the past.  National prescriptions have often been based on stereotypes rather than recognizing the diversity in conditions and key determinants of performance that exist across cities and metropolitan areas often even within the same region.  

NNIP data can highlight relevant differences between urban areas overall, but they offer even a more fundamental benefit: data at the neighborhood level.  Trends in city-wide averages are often misleading because of the stark contrasts that exist between different groups of neighborhoods in virtually all American cities.  NNIP indicators can show, for example, not only how conditions and trends in the poor neighborhoods of Atlanta compare with those of better-off neighborhoods in Atlanta, but also how those contrasts stack up against circumstances of similarly defined types of neighborhoods in Cleveland, Denver, Seattle, and other cities.  

Furthermore, an NNIP system of shared indicators would offer orderly guidance to those elsewhere who want to develop the capacity to assess changing patterns of neighborhood conditions reliably in their own cities.  Accordingly, NNIP plans are to:

1. Select a set of neighborhood indicators that NNIP experience across sites shown to reflect community wellbeing and to determine change; 

2. Assemble data on these shared indicators for multiple years (from both national and local data sources) and recurrently update them in the future;

3. Jointly analyze the indicators, within and across NNIP cities, in a manner that that highlights significant common themes and new insights relevant to community deliberation and public policy; and

4. Make relevant indicators publicly available through the NNIP web site; 

5. Widely disseminate materials describing the NNIP indicators, the results of the analyses using them, and guidance on their development and use to, groups in other locations interested in developing similar capacities.  

In this paper, we provide our framework for the system.  The remainder of this section explains our underlying purposes and our approach to structure design and indicator selection.  It also offers definitions that help clarify the approach.  

Section 2 sets forth the overall structure for the system and explains the reasoning behind it by identifying neighborhood level goals to which indicators can be related.  The structure is comprised of 10 topical domains (and 42 sub-domains) in which all indicators are to be classified.  This section also explains the potential of relating of indicators within domains to three basic themes now important in the field of indicator development: social progress, environmental quality and economic performance.

Section 3 provides a listing (and discussion of) all proposed indicators within that structure.  In each domain and sub-domain we: (a) restate applicable neighborhood goals; (b) discuss technical problems and opportunities related to developing appropriate indicators; and (c) list the indicators selected for the system.  

These lists include several indicators in each sub-domain, but we identify only one or two of these as “core indicators.”  It is intended that periodic assessment of the core indicators alone will provide a valid portrait of neighborhood wellbeing at any point in time.  The other indicators, however, are also important to keep in the broader system in that they can aid in the understanding of trends and the forces behind them. 

At the end of Section 3, we also note that we plan for the NNIP system to incorporate additional measures that are derived from the indicator values themselves.  Key examples are: indexes that summarize conditions and trends across a group of indicators or domains for individual neighborhoods; and explicit measures of variations across neighborhoods in the area (e.g., location indexes, segregation indexes, measures of inter-neighborhood disparity).

PURPOSE AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of the NNIP shared indicators approach is to support the comprehensive assessment of the wellbeing of neighborhoods in a manner that facilitates the design of effective interventions to address problems and opportunities that are identified.

This implies that we must first seek to identify a set of indicators that measure “outcomes” (“quality of life” measures) that relevant stakeholders care about and see as defining wellbeing comprehensively and in ways actionable at neighborhood scale (the Boston Indicators Project, 2009, uses the phrase, “measuring what we value”). 

Indicators 

NNIP partners collect a substantial amount of raw data.  For some purposes, these data are sufficient for local analyses; for example, to identify gaps in the pattern of home visiting or child care services based on the number small children by age cohort in each sub-neighborhood area, the location and capacity of health care and child care centers, and so on. .

For much of their work, however, raw data must be converted into “indicators.”  From the NNIP perspective, this involves: 
(1) selecting a number of specific measures that stakeholders care about from the vast amount of information in their data warehouses; and then, 
(2) expressing them in a form that allows them to be broadly understood and meaningfully compared across time and locations.  This requires creating some sort of a ratio.  For example, it means using “the number of violent crimes per 100,000 population” or “the percent of households paying more than 30% of their income for housing,” rather than absolute numbers such as “125 total crimes.”   Constructed indicators can also reveal important relationships such as that between “median-priced housing costs and median household income” over time,  disparities in a measure such as birth weight or school performance broken out by race/ethnicty or advantage/disadvantage in the distribution of assets and resources such as public transportation and quality schools.

The NNIP system will record the level of each indicator at each point in time, and it will also quantify the change in each indicator between points in time; most often by calculating both absolute and percent change per year. 
Comprehensiveness

The term “comprehensively” implies that to achieve our purpose we cannot look at only one or two areas of concern (e.g., income, education, housing) but must strive to develop indicators in all domains relevant to stakeholder interests at the neighborhood level.   Comprehensive indicators permit comparative assessment of trends across domains.  Stakeholders might find that over time, for example, the school performance of local students is improving but health measures show a precipitous decline, suggesting the need for a rebalancing in priorities.  

A system of comprehensive indicators is the only way to justifiably inform decisions about changes in priorities.  Furthermore, a comprehensive system is essential to support learning how trends in different domains affect each other; for example, how levels and disparities in physical and mental health for small children influence school readiness and 3rd grade reading proficiency. 

The Relationship of Neighborhood to City, Metropolitan and National Indicator Systems 
Some indicators recognized as important in national, regional, or city-wide indicator systems are not relevant or “actionable” at the neighborhood scale.  Examples include international relations or regional innovative capacity.  While these are important, no one expects to address them successfully by actions taken by neighborhood level institutions.  Similarly, it does not make sense to track “number of patents filed” or “number of PhDs in computer science” by neighborhood.

In other domains, however, linking neighborhood-scale indicators to citywide or regional indicators is required in order to track such key measures as racial/ethnic segregation (the Dissimilarity Index), income inequality across the region or the equitable distribution of assets such as high quality public transportation and schools.

In some cases, relevant indicators can be “nested,” with the same indicator calculated at several scales. For example, average household income is an important measure of well being at the national, state, metropolitan, city and neighborhood scales, and the data needed to calculate such measures at the neighborhood level allows for them to be calculated at the other scales as well.  Other indicators are not relevant or cannot be feasibly calculated at all scales, in which case separate data collection is required.  

While not explored further in this paper, NNIP recognizes that the ideal approach is to develop comprehensive systems of indicators at various scales that relate to each other.  (An excellent example of a project that incorporates city-level and neighborhood-level data in an integrated way is the Boston Indicators project, www.bostonindicators.org).

Using Neighborhood Indicators 

Almost all indicator practitioners, certainly the partners in NNIP, recognize that indicator systems do not have value in and of themselves.  Their value is inherent in the way contribute to societal improvement; to supporting the design of actions that lead to improvements in societal wellbeing.  The final purpose of neighborhood indicator systems, then, is to develop indicators “in a manner that facilitates the design of effective interventions to address problems and opportunities that are identified.”  

While a comprehensive system of neighborhood indicators can be used in a number of ways (see Kingsley and Pettit, 2011), two are most important: 

1. Making recurrent assessments of comparative changes in the wellbeing of all neighborhoods in a city or metropolitan area to support area-wide policy responses; and

2. Assessing trends in the conditions in individual neighborhoods and helping residents  use the information in strategic planning, deliberation, case-making and advocacy 

The existence of a local system of neighborhood indicators makes it possible to analyze disparities in wellbeing and opportunity across neighborhoods and different types of neighborhoods - a critical function that is not possible with systems that contain citywide or metropolitan indicators only.
Contextual or Explanatory Indicators

As the indicators field began to take shape, influential authors saw that indicators were needed not only to measure outcomes but to measure a host of other forces and conditions that might be said to influence change in outcomes or that are essential to interpreting the meaning of changing conditions and trends (we will call these “explanatory indicators”).  

A good example at the neighborhood scale is population turnover.  Within limits, neighborhood groups do not normally set a level of turnover as a goal or desired outcome.  However, suppose income goes up substantially in a neighborhood.  That could happen as a result of the original residents earning more (clearly a desired outcome) or, alternatively, as a result of original residents being displaced by higher-income households (gentrification).  One cannot understand which it is without some indication of the extent of population turnover – a contextual or explanatory measure.  

Another example is the percent of households with children (again, not normally a goal).  The interpretation of many outcomes would vary greatly depending on whether the share of children in the population is 10 percent or 50 percent – another contextual or explanatory measure.  Some indicators serve in both roles.  For example, the percent of adults with a college education is an outcome indicator in and of itself and can be an explanatory indicator when exploring the reasons behind increases in neighborhood income. 

Predictive Modeling: An Important but Elusive Goal

Some early contributors to the field saw systems of indicators ultimately populating models of societal change based on a data-driven understanding of how change occurs (see especially, Land, 1975).  In other words, they sought to construct a quantitative “theory of change” that would allow planners to forecast changes in outcomes that would result from differing strategies.  NNIP believes that we are still far away from being able to construct such a model, but that we should construct our shared indicators system in a way that would lead towards that goal.  In other words, we should build a system with both outcome indicators and explanatory indicators that, when analyzed together, increase our knowledge of the dynamics of neighborhood change. 

Defining Neighborhoods

The vast majority of cities do not have standard definitions of neighborhood boundaries used for multiple purposes.  Instead, public agencies, nonprofits and neighborhood groups typically use a variety of boundaries to define neighborhoods for their own purposes, and these often change over time.  

To deal with this reality, NNIP partners store their data at the lowest possible geographic level (e.g., address/parcel or block) so they can be aggregated to conform to differing neighborhood boundary definitions and serve a mix of uses and users.  (See discussion of neighborhood definition issues in Coulton, Chan and Mikelbank, 2009, and Kingsley, ed., 1999)

For NNIP’s Shared Indicators system to be fully functional as an instrument to measure change across neighborhoods and across cities, however, a commonly understood set of neighborhood boundaries within and across cities is essential.  The only boundaries available for this purpose are the block-groups or tracts defined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and zip codes defined by the U.S. Postal Service.  For its Shared System, NNIP believes it will be most cost-effective to rely on Census tract boundaries for as much data as possible, falling back to zip-code boundaries for some indicators where tract-level data area not available.

However, in some instances relevant data are available only in non-conforming boundaries and cannot be calculated at the Census Tract or Zip Code level; e.g., voter turnout by electoral precinct.  A supplemental approach would be to gather relevant data in whatever boundaries are currently available and overlay them with the Census geography to rationalize the system.  

APPROACH TO STRUCTURE DESIGN AND INDICATOR SELECTION

We have said that a good community indicators system should be based on the values and concerns of local stakeholders.  Local systems will certainly differ, in part because of variations in stakeholder values but also due to real differences in the comparative severity of conditions in different places.   The effort by NNIP to bring together key indicators across cities is, therefore, by definition, an amalgam.  

However, in our examination of various indicator systems we found more similarities than differences so we feel the structure and indicators we propose will generally be responsive to the needs of potential users in many urban areas.  We do not recommend that this system simply be accepted without change in new locations.  Rather, it should be useful as a starting point, and that  those trying to develop a new neighborhood indicators system use it as a guide and make adaptations to reflect local culture, language and environment.

To select the substantive realms and domains for inclusion (the basic structure) we examined the structure of domains used in the systems of all NNIP partners who have them.  We also looked at the structures of a number of Quality of Life Indicator systems operating at the city-wide and even national scales.  The results at this level were surprisingly similar.  (A summary of the analysis appears in Appendix A).  Although the actual labels given to domains often do not match, underlying objectives and content are much more frequently the same.

The selection of indicators was a more complicated process.  As noted earlier, it was the consensus of the partnership that the overall system should include indicators the partners feel reflect important values and interests in their communities comprehensively. This implies that the proposed list of indicators will include some for which data to implement them are not yet available. What follows is a work in process that will evolve with available data, technology and lessons learned in the process of implementation.

Section 2

SYSTEM STRUCTURE

This section describes the structure of the NNIP Shared Community Indicators System.  It begins by introducing the overall structure.  It then offers more information on each of the 11 domains selected, noting the neighborhood goals that motivate their selection and the topical sub-domains used to categorize indicators within them.

OVERALL STRUCTURE

In the development of national and international indicators in recent years, a convergence has formed to support the organizing indicators in relation to three basic themes (see, importantly, Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi, 2009):

1.   Social progress

2.   Environmental quality
3.   Economic performance

These, however, take on different meanings when they are used as a means of organizing indicators at the neighborhood level. 

Social Progress.  At the neighborhood level, indicators related to this theme are mostly direct measures of the wellbeing of the neighborhood’s residents; e.g., family income and wealth, numbers that are employed, their level of education, income and racial diversity, measures of comparative health.  However, they also include several that are important factors bearing on resident wellbeing; e.g., access to good jobs, schools, and health services.  
Environmental Quality.  While national and regional indicators under this theme focus more on physical sustainability, measurement at the neighborhood level needs to consider indicators related to the institutional environment that affect resident wellbeing as well as the purely physical.  Examples include: levels of crime, richness of available arts and cultural experiences, and civic vitality as well as the character of the built environment and pollution.
Economic Performance.  While this theme is often dominant in assessments at the regional, state and national levels, it may be less important for neighborhoods. Many residential neighborhoods function quite successfully without any internal economic activity.  Where there is an internal economy, however, this realm contains indicators related to its strength; e.g., growth in jobs located in the neighborhood, new business licenses, rehabilitation and vacancies of commercial properties.  Indicators relevant here may also include those relating to the strength of the neighborhood housing market.
To be understandable to potential users, however, indicators need first to be grouped into a series of topical domains.  The three basic themes cut across these domains; i.e., there will often be indicators pertaining to all three themes within a single domain.  A good example is the topical domain “Housing.”    Within this domain there need to be indicators that relate to the wellbeing of the residents (social progress theme) such as the share that are overcrowded or pay more than 30 percent of their income for rent.  There are also indicators that relate to environmental quality, principally measures of the physical quality and appearance of the structures.  Finally, as noted, there are measures that pertain to economic performance such as the rate of housing sales and mortgage lending and changes in sales prices.

(In the remainder of this paper, we focus on the structure of the topical domains and the selection of indicators within them.  We believe that further analysis to relate indicators within domains to the three overarching themes and explore the synergies this matrix approach implies can be valuable for our work, but we leave this to the next stage of the work on the system).  

The results of the review process on structure discussed in Section 1 (with back-up documentation in Appendix A) was based on NNIP experience using indicators at the neighborhood level.  It yielded a structure with 10 topical domains, as follows: 

1. Demographic context

2. Economy

3. Education

4. Health

5. Social relationships

6. Housing

7. Physical environment 

8. Public safety

9. Arts and culture

10. Governance and civic vitality

The first of these domains includes “explanatory” indicators that define the neighborhood’s demographic context; variables like total population and households, composition by race and other characteristics; and population turnover.  
All of the remaining domains, however, are meant to include outcome indicators for the most part – indicators of the extent to which neighborhood goals are being achieved.  Under the headings the remaining topical domains, then, we include a statement of the neighborhood goals that are intended to drive indicator selection and use.  Below that, we identify the sub-domains that have been selected for grouping all indicators. 

NNIP SHARED INDICATORS DOMAINS

1.   Demographic Context
1.1  Levels of population and households

1.2  Population and household composition by race/ethnicity and household type

1.3  Population turnover

2.   Economy
Neighborhood goals pertaining to the wellbeing of residents are for all residents to achieve a good standard of living and improved economic prospects for the future for all residents.  This entails increasing family incomes and wealth and reducing unreasonably high levels of family debt.  It also entails adequate employment to support families in jobs that are satisfying and offer good benefits and opportunities for career advancement.  A final goal is good physical access to a sizeable array of employment opportunities.
Goals pertaining to the performance of the neighborhood economy are to expand and sustain profitable economic activity in the community, including increasing the number and diversity of business establishments and employment opportunities and revenue yields to support neighborhood improvement.  Subdomains include:

2.1   Resident economic status

2.11  Resident income

2.12  Resident wealth

2.13  Resident employment 

2.14  Resident access to employment opportunities and supports

2.2   Neighborhood economy

2.21  Community business establishments

2.22  Community employment
2.23  Strength of the community economy
3.   Education
Neighborhood goals are to assure that young children are well prepared to succeed in school, that older students achieve high levels of proficiency in their subjects and stay in school through graduation, and that adults advance in education over time.  Other goals include improving the quality of schools within and near the neighborhoods boundaries.  Sub-domains include:

3.1  School readiness of young children

3.2  Performance of school students

3.3  Education levels of adults

3.4  Access to high-quality education services and support
4.   Health
Neighborhood goals include improving the health of all residents and reducing incidence of health threats and disease.  Goals also include assuring that residents have easy access to high quality health care facilities and services.  Sub-domains include:

4.1  Maternal and child health 

4.2  General public health

4.3  Access to health related facilities and services

5.   Social Relationships
Neighborhood goals are to develop and sustain strong and supportive social networks and relationships among residents, to enhance a sense of neighborhood identity and to expand the diversity of the resident population.  Goals also include helping neighbors address special challenges.
5.1   Social networks and relationships

5.2   Income diversity and racial/ethnic diversity   

5.3   Social challenges

6.   Housing
Neighborhood goals focus on providing a sufficient supply of good quality housing to residents at prices and rents they can afford.  However, goals also include maintaining a stable and well functioning housing market within the neighborhood.   Sub-domains include:

6.1  Housing supply

6.2  Housing quality

6.3  Housing affordability

6.4  Housing market functioning 

6.5  Mortgage market functioning

6.6  Publicly assisted housing
7.   Physical environment

Neighborhood goals are to develop and sustain a pleasant living environment; one that is functionally efficient, physically attractive and free from pollution.  An additional goal is to enhance general accessibility via improved connection to the local transportation system.  Subdomains include:

7.1  Character of the built environment
7.2  Parks, open space, tree cover

7.3  Pollution levels
7.4  General accessibility

8.   Public Safety
Neighborhood goals are to reduce the levels of all forms of criminal activity and other threats to safety and to operate government response services expeditiously and effectively.   Sub-domains include: 

8.1  Reported crime and arrests
8.2  Other threats to safety
8.3  Service response

9.   Arts and Culture
Neighborhood goals are to develop and sustain a rich culture with residents having access to a broad array of cultural events and forms of artistic expression (as direct participants and as “audience”).  Subdomains include:
9.1  Opportunities for arts and culture participation

9.2  Arts and culture participation

9.3  Support for arts and culture

10.  Governance and Civic Vitality

Neighborhood goals are to develop and sustain stable institutions and mechanisms, allowing and encouraging active participation by residents in civic life and in decision making about policies, programs activities that affect neighborhood well-being.  Subdomains include:

10.1   Neighborhood institutions and activities
10.2   Resident participation and representativeness of leadership

10.3   Voter registration and voting
Section 3
NNIP SHARED INDICATORS
Section 2 pointed out that the partners’ decision to reflect important community values and interests comprehensively implies the selection of indicators that differ with respect to current data availability.  In the listings below, indicators in all domains are identified and classified as to availability in four categories as follows

· A – indicator that is now available at the tract level from the decennial census and/or the American Community Survey (ACS) (ACS data are based on small samples and often have wide margins of error at the tract level)
· N – indicator that is now available at the tract or zip-code level nationwide from national datasets provided by the Urban Institute (e.g., Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data)

· L – indicator that is available in the systems of many local partners now and will be submitted for incorporation in the NNIP central system over the next several years as funding permits 
· D – desired indicator for which data to implement in the near term are not available 
All of the N indicators will be available in the central NNIP system for cross-site analysis by the partners in 2011.  We hope most of the L indicators can be incorporated for analysis in 2013.  The A indicators will be available in the central system in 2012 and explorative testing will be done but, as noted it may take some time before it makes sense to try to interpret them.  NNIP as a partnership, and individual partners, will be working to develop the D indicators over the coming years and they will be incorporated as they shift into the L category.

Annex B1 lists sources for the local (L) indicators documented in the Urban Institute’s NNIP inventory along with the percentage of sites that now collect them, with sources and frequency provided after the name of each measure (e.g., L1/89 means the measure can be derived from local source; number 1 in the Annex and that 89% of our sites report that they have that source).

Annex B2 lists the national datasets (N) prepared by the Urban Institute, excerpts of which are also being made available to the public.  In the listing below, codes identify the particular data source.  For example, N7/100 refers to national data source 7 in the Annex, Zip Business Patterns, and the 100 refers to the fact that 100% of sites have access to this measure, by definition. 
The desired indicators for which data are not presently available (D) are also identified.  In some cases, however, these relate to a topic not covered by our inventory but available in at least one site.  In these cases the entry is followed by the site name (e.g., D, Cleveland).  
For some measures the designation (Zip) follows the name, showing that it is available only at the Zip Code level.  All other measures are available for Census tracts and, in some cases, smaller areas. 
1.  DEMOGRAPHIC CONTEXT
1.1  Levels of population and households

· Population (A)

· Households (A) 
(Supplementary)
· School enrollment (N2/100)
· No. of tax returns filed (N7/100) (Zip)

· No. of exemptions on tax returns filed (N7/100) (Zip) 
1.2  Population and household composition by race/ethnicity and household type
· % distribution of population by age/gender (A)
· % distribution of population by race/ethnicity (A) 
·  % of population by foreign born (A) 
· Average household size (A)
· % distribution of households by household type (A) 
(Supplementary)
· % distribution of students in neighborhood primary schools by race (N2/100)

· % distribution of home purchase borrowers by race (N1/100) 

1.3  Population turnover

· % households moved in last five years (A)
2.  ECONOMY
Neighborhood goals are for all residents to achieve a good standard of living and improved economic prospects for the future for all residents.  This entails increasing family incomes and wealth and reducing unreasonably high levels of family debt.  It also entails adequate employment to support families in jobs that are satisfying and offer good benefits and opportunities for career development.  

2.11  Resident income

· Median household income (A) 

· % of persons below poverty (A) 
· % of children below poverty (A)
· % of persons below 200% of poverty (A)

· % employed residents by wage level (N, LED)

· % of households receiving public assistance (A) 
· % public primary students in neighborhood schools with lunch subsidy (N2/100)
· % families receiving TANF (L4/54)

· % families receiving Food Stamps (L4/57)

· % families enrolled in Medicaid (L4/39)
(Supplementary)
· Ave. adjusted gross income on tax returns (N7/100) (Zip)
2.12  Resident wealth
· Homeowners as % of households (A)
· Average value of owner occupied units (A)
· % of households with interest, dividend, and or rent al income (A)
(Supplementary)

· % of tax returns with interest and dividend income (N7/100) (Zip)

2.13   Resident employment
· % working residents 16 and over employed (A)

· % working male residents 16 and over employed (A)

· % working female residents 16 and over employed (A)

· Unemployment rate (A)
(Supplementary)

· No. of employed residents (N, LED)

· % of tax returns with wage and salary income (N 7/100) (Zip)

2.14  Resident access to employment opportunities and supports
· % of households with a car (A) 

· No. of jobs at associate degree level within 5 mile radius (N, see Been et al, 2010) 
(Supplementary)
· No. of low-wage jobs within 5 mile radius (N, LED)

Neighborhood goals are to expand and sustain profitable economic activity in the community including increasing the number and diversity of business establishments and employment opportunities and revenue yields to support neighborhood improvement.  

2.21  Community Business Establishments

· No. of business establishments (by industry group) (L8/46) or (N8/100) 
· No. of full and limited service bank branches (N5/100)

2.22  Community Employment

· No. of employees (by industry group) (N LED)

2.23  Strength of the Community Economy
· % of  business addresses vacant 3 mo. or more (N6/100)

· No. of business licenses (L8/18)

· % commercial properties rehab >$5,000 authorized by permit (D, Baltimore)
3.  EDUCATION

Neighborhood goals are to assure that young children are well prepared to succeed in school, that older students achieve high levels of proficiency in their subjects and and stay in school through graduation, and that adults advance in education over time.  Other goals include improving the quality of schools within and near the neighborhoods boundaries.  
3.1  School readiness of young children
· % 3-4 yr. olds in Head Start or other pre-school (L2/32) (L2/29)

· Kindergarten school readiness assessment rates (L2/29)

· % 0-3 yr. olds enrolled in home visit program (D, Cleveland)

3.2  Performance of school students

· % population 18-64, speak English not well or at all (A)
· % population 16-19 not HS graduate and not enrolled (A)
· % public primary students proficient reading (by grade level) (L2/93)

· % public primary students proficient math (by grade level) (L2/93) 

· % public primary students chronically absent (by grade level) (L2/75)

· Youth after-school program engagement rates (D, Boston)

· High school graduation rate (D, Cleveland)

3.3  Education levels of adults

· % of population over 25 with high school degree (A)

· % of population over 25 with college degree (A)

3.4  Access to high-quality education services and supports 
· Subsidized childcare slots/1,000 children age 3-5 (L4/18)

· No. of childcare centers/1,000 children age 3-5 (L4/18)

· % public primary students neigh. schools proficient in reading, 3rd grade (N2/100) 

· % public primary students neigh. schools proficient in math, 3rd grade (N2/100)

· Student/teacher ratio in neighborhood schools (N2/100)
4.   HEALTH

Neighborhood goals include improving the health of all residents and reducing incidence of disease and other threats to health threats.  They also include assuring that residents have easy access to high quality health care facilities and services.  

4.1  Maternal and child health 

· % children age 5-15 with disability (A)

· Births to teens/1,000 teen age women (L1/89)

· % births, low birth-weight (L1/89)
· Infant mortality rate (deaths/1,000 live births) (L1/89)

· Child death rate (age 1-14)/100,000 children age 1-14 (L1/89) 

· % births, adequate prenatal care (L1/75)
· % children positive lead tests (L3/36)

· % children with timely immunizations (L3/46)

· % medicaid kids with adequate well child visits (D, Cleveland)


4.2  General public health

· % population 16-64 with any disability (A)

· Incidences of communicable disease/1,000 residents (L3/25)

· Asthma hospitalizations/1000 residents (L3/36)

· Incidences of sexually transmitted diseases/1,000 residents (L3/46)

· Other hospital admissions/1,000 residents (by cause) (L3/39)
4.3  Access to health related facilities and services

· % of households with health insurance (A) 
· No. Community Health Centers within 3 mile radius (D)

· No. full service supermarkets within 3 mile radius (D)
· No. doctors offices within 3 mile radius (D)
5.  SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS

Neighborhood goals are to develop and sustain strong and supportive social networks and relationships among residents, to enhance a sense of neighborhood identity and to expand the diversity of the resident population.  Goals also include helping neighbors address special challenges.

5.1  Social networks and relationships

· (So far no indicators identified that do not require special surveys)
5.2   Income diversity and racial/ethnic diversity   

· Income diversity index of residents (calculated from A or N7)

· Income diversity index of borrowers (calculated from N1)

· Racial/ethnic diversity index (calculated from A)

· Racial/ethnic diversity index of borrowers (calculated from N1)

· Racial/ethnic diversity index of school children (calculated from  N2)  

5.3  Social challenges

· Child maltreatment rate (abuse, neglect) (L6/61)

· Foster care placement rate (L4/25)

· % of teens 16-19 not attending school and not working (A) 

· % of children in families with single parent (A)

· % of children in families with no working parent (A) 

· Ex-offenders returning from prison/1,000 population (L7/43)

· Persons on probation/parole/1,000 population (L7/43)

6.  HOUSING
Neighborhood goals focus on providing a sufficient supply of good quality housing to residents at prices and rents they can afford.  However, goals also include maintaining a stable and well functioning housing market within the neighborhood.   Sub-domains include:

6.1  Housing supply

· No. new units authorized by permit/1,000 existing units (L9/71)

· % residential properties, rehab >$5,000 auth. by permit (L9/71)

· Rental vacancy rate (A)
· Homeowner vacancy rate (A)

· % of residential properties vacant for 3 mo. or more (N6/100)

· % of households overcrowded (A)

6.2  Housing quality

· Median sales price single family homes (L9/82)
· % of housing units without complete kitchen (A) 
· % of housing units built before 1960 (A) 
· % residential properties serious housing code violations (L9/43)

· Lead paint abatements/1,000 existing units (L9/11) 
· Assessed value/square foot (L9/71)
6.3  Housing affordability

· % of renters paying more than 30% of income for rent (A)
· % of renters paying more than 50% of income for rent (A)

· % of owners paying more than 30% of income for housing (A)

· % of owners paying more than 30% of income for housing (A)

6.4  Housing market functioning 

· No. sales single family homes/1,000 existing units (L9/82)

· Ave. months single family home on market (D, Washington)

· % residential properties in foreclosure process (L9/71)

· % residential properties tax delinquency (L9/39)

· % residential properties no water usage (L9/14) 

· % residential properties with water shutoffs (L9/7)

· % residential properties with electricity shutoffs (L9/4)


· No. of rental evictions/1,000 renters (D, Baltimore)
6.5   Mortage market functioning 

· No. home purchase mortgages originated/1,000 existing units (N1/100)

· Median loan value home purchase mortgages (N1/100)

· % home purchase loans to owner occupants (N1/100)

· % of home purchase mortgages, high cost loans (N1/100) 
6.6   Publicly assisted housing 

· % total units, public housing (N3/100) (L5/57)

· % total units, privately owned assisted projects (N3/100) (L5/39)

· % total units, housing choice vouchers (N3/100) (L5/39)

· % total units, LIHTC (N4/100)

7.  PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

Neighborhood goals are to develop and sustain a pleasant living environment; one that is functionally efficient, physically attractive and free from pollution.  An additional goal is to enhance general accessibility via improved connection to the local transportation system.
7.1 Character of the built environment 
· Density (housing units per square mile) (A)

· % housing units in single-family structures (A) 

· No. of census blocks per square mile (A) 

7.2  Parks, open space, tree cover

· Acres of park and recreation land inside the neighborhood per 1,000 residents (D, Boston, Washington)
· Acres of park and recreation land within a 3 mile radius (D)
· Acres of tree canopy inside the neighborhood per 1,000 residents (D, Boston, Washington)

· No. community gardens per 1,000 residents (D, Boston, Baltimore) 
7.3  Pollution levels 

· No. hazardous waste sites/1,000 residents (D, Baltimore)
· % of days the air quality index is good (D)

· Toxic release level (N – from Toxic Release Inventory, see Been et al 2010)

7.4 General accessibility

· No. of bus stops per acre (D)

· Distance neighborhood centroid to rail transit stop (D)

· Average travel time to work (minutes) (A)

· % of commute trips by car, truck or van (A)

· % of commute trips by public transport (A)

8.  PUBLIC SAFETY
Neighborhood goals are to reduce the levels of all forms of criminal activity and other threats to safety and to operate government response services expeditiously and effectively. 

8.1  Reported crimes and arrests
· Violent crimes/100,000 residents (L6/79)

· Property crimes/100,000 residents (L6/79)
· 911 calls for domestic abuse/1,000 population (L6/21)
· Juvenile arrests/1,000 youth age 10-17 (L6/43)

8.2  Other threats to safety

· 911 calls total emergencies/1,000 residents (L6/21)
· Motor vehicle accidents/1,000 residents (D) 
8.3   Service response

· % rescue-call response times under 4 minutes (D)
· % fire-call response times under 4 minutes (D)
· % police-call response times under 4 minutes (D)
9.  ARTS AND CULTURE
Neighborhood goals are to develop and sustain a rich culture with residents having access to a broad array of cultural events and forms of artistic expression, as direct participants and as “audience” or consumers.  

9.1  Opportunities for arts and culture participation
· Arts establishments per 1,000 population (nonprofit and commercial) (N)
· Nonprofit arts organizations per 1,000 population (N)
· Nonprofit community celebrations, festivals, fairs and parades per 1,000 population (N)
· No. restaurants within 3 mile radius (D)
· Hours of arts instruction per week in school curricula (D)  

· No. designated historic buildings/1000 residents (D, Baltimore) 
· No. of library books in circulation/1,000 residents (D, Boston)

9.2  Arts and culture participation

· Employment in nonprofit and commercial arts establishments as percent of all employment (N)
· Incidence of informal active arts activity (D - Chicago)
· Incidence of arts participation (active and audience) (D - Seattle) 

9.3  Support for arts and culture

· Nonprofit art expenditures per capita (D)
· Nonprofit arts contributions per capita (D)
10.  GOVERNANCE AND CIVIC VITALITY
Neighborhood goals are to develop and sustain stable institutions and mechanisms, allowing and encouraging active participation by residents in civic life and in decision making about policies, programs activities that affect neighborhood well-being. 
10.1   Neighborhood institutions and activities

· No. of neighborhood associations and block clubs/1,000 residents (D, Baltimore)

· No. of community development corporations/1,000 residents (D, Baltimore) 

· No. of community newspapers serving neighborhood (D)
· No. of community serving nonprofits within 3 mile radius (N - NCCS)

10.2   Resident participation and representativeness of leadership

· (So far no indicators identified that do not require special surveys)

10.3   Voter registration and voting

· % population 18 & over, registered to vote (L10/64)

· % population 18 & over, voted in last general election (L10/64)

DERIVED MEASURES
The NNIP Shared Indicators System will also incorporate measures that are derived from the values of all of the above indicators; either across topics and domains for individual neighborhoods, or comparing values across neighborhoods for individual topics.  At the time of this writing, these measures have not been designed, but our approach to them is as follows: 

REFERENCES
Been, Vicki, Mary Cunningham, Ingrid Gould Ellen, Adam Gordon, Joe Parilla, Margery Austin Turner, Sheryl Verlaine Whitnes, Aaron Yowell and Ken Zimmerman.  2010.  Building Environmentally Sustainable Communities; A Framework for Inclusivity.  Washington DC: What Works Collaborative.  April
The Boston Foundation.  2009.  A Great Reckoning: Healing the Growing Divide – A Summary of the Boston Indicators Report, 2009.  Boston: The Boston Foundation 
Coulton, Claudia J., Tsui Chan and Kristen Mikelbank.  2009.  Finding Place in Making Connections Communities: Applying GIS to Residents’ Perceptions of their Neighborhoods.   Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, November.
Jackson, Maria Rosario, Florence Kabwasa-Green, and Joaquin Herranz.  2006.  Cultural Vitality in Communities: Interpretation and Indicators.  Washington DC: The Urban Institute
Jacksonville Community Council, Inc.  2005.  2004 Quality of Life Report: A Guide for Building a Better Community.  Jacksonville: Jacksonville Community Council, Inc.

Kingsley, G. Thomas, ed.  1999.  Building and Operating Neighborhood Indicator Systems.  Washington DC: The Urban Institute.

Kingsley, G. Thomas, and Kathryn L.S. Pettit.  2011.  “Quality of Life at a Finer Grain: The National Neighborhood Indicators Partnership,” in Joseph M. Sirgy, Rhonda Phillips, and D.R. Rahtz, Community Quality of Life Indicators; Best Cases V.  New York: Springer.
Kirk, Kaydee, et al.  2010. Framework for Measuring Sustainable Regional Development for the Twin Cities Region.  Minneapolis MN: Center for Urban and Regional Affairs and the Center for Transportation Studies, University of Minnesota.  January.

Reece, Jason, Samir Gambhir and Craig Ratchford.  2010.  The Geography of Opportunity: Mapping to Promote Equitable Community Development and Fair Housing in King County WA.  Columbus OH: Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnicity, Ohio State University. 

Stiglitz, Joseph E., Amartya Sen and Jean-Paul Fitoussi.  2009.  Report by the Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress.  New York: Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress
U.S, Government Accountability Office (GAO).  2011.  Key Indicator Systems: Experiences of Other National and Subnational Systems Offer Insights for the United States.  GA)-11-396.  Washington DC: U.S, Government Accountability Office
ANNEX B1
NATIONAL DATA SETS
The following are the national datasets that have been acquired and cleaned, streamlined and restructured by the Urban Institute.  All have been, and will continue to be, released to NNIP partners. 

All (except for the Picture of Subsidized Households) are updated annually.  The first group provides point data or census tract level data.

· N1 - Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA).  Originally established to monitor discrimination in the mortgage market, this file contains data that can provide a broader understanding of neighborhood change:  for example, on mortgage origination rates, changes in median loan amounts, share of loans by investors (rather than owners), share of owner loans by race and income of borrowers, and share of loans that are sub-prime and high cost, as well as denial rates by race/ethnicity of applicants.
  (http://www.ffiec.org/hmda).

· N2 - National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  Data for individual public schools (point-locations) with measures on topics such as level of enrollment, racial composition of enrollment, student/staff ratios, eligibility for free and reduced-price lunches.  (http://www.nces.ed.gov/surveys/SurveyGroups.asp?)

· N3 - A Picture of Subsidized Households (APSH).  Data from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on characteristics of households that receive HUD subsidies, by program.  Point-locations are provided for project data (so one can add across projects to create summaries at any geographic level), and data on households assisted by housing vouchers are aggregated at the tract level.  (latest data available for 2000) 

· N4 - LIHTC and Section 8.  Data on number of units and some characteristics of projects supported via the Low Income Housing Tax Credit and Section 8 Project Based programs.  As with APSH, point-locations are provided for project data (so one can add across projects to create summaries at any geographic level)

· N5 - FDIC Insured Institutions.  Information on the point-locations of full-service and limited-service bank branches.  (http://www2.fdic.gov/idasp/main.asp)

· N6 - USPS (United States Postal Service) Vacancy Survey.  Data on vacant properties by length of time vacant.

Two additional files (also updated annually and available from UI) should be valuable here even though they provide data at the zip-code level (census tracts can be aggregated to ZCTAs – areas that approximate zip code boundaries).
· N7 - Internal Revenue Service (IRS).  Data aggregated to the zip-code level from income tax returns on a number of variables including, for example, income level, income by category (wages and salaries, interest, etc.), EITC status, number of exemptions.  (http://www.irs.gov/taxstata/indtaxstats/article)

· N8 - Zip Business Patterns.  Number of business establishments and employment by establishment size and industry type categories at zip code level. (http://www.census.gov/epcd/www/zbp_base.html)
ANNEX B2
LOCAL DATASETS
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Table 2

LOCAL DATA SOURCES - HOLDINGS OF NNIP PARTNERS, DECEMBER 2007

Have or Have or

Have  want Have  want

L1 - Vital Statistics L6 - Crime

Total births 89          100        Reported crime (Part I) 79             96            

Births by prenatal care level 75          89          Reported crime (Part II) 64             93            

Births by birth weight 86          100        Child abuse/neglect 61             93            

Deaths by cause 61          89          Arrests 54             89            

Arrests (juvenile) 43             93            

L2 - Education Emergency (911) calls 21             75            

Student enrollment 93          96         

Student proficiency 93          96          L7 - Prisoner Reentry 

Student absences 75          96          Ex-offenders return from prison 43             89            

Free/reduced price lunch 86          100        Ex-offenders returning from jail 29             82            

Special education 71          96          Persons on probation/parole 43             86            

Kindergarten readiness assess. 29          89         

Head Start enrollment 32          89          L8 - Business/Economy

Other pre-school enrollment 29          86          ES-202 employ./establ. 46             93            

Business inventory (Other) 43             89            

L3 - Health Business licenses 18             86            

Communicable diseases 25          82          Liquor licenses/stores 43             75            

Asthma hospitalizations 36          86         

Child blood-lead level 36          89          L9 - Property Transactions/Characteristics

Sexually transmitted diseases 46          82          Building permits 71             89            

Hospital admissions by cause 39          86          Housing code violations 43             89            

Immunizations 46          89          Demolitions 54             79            

Lead paint abatements 11             79            

L4 - Public Assistance

Property sales (no., prices) 82             93            

TANF 54          100        Property characteristics 68             82            

Food stamps 57          100        Vacant parcels 61             86            

Medicaid 39          93          Property tax assessments 71             96            

S-Chip 29          82          Tax delinquencies 39             82            

WIC 29          93          Foreclosures 71             96            

Foster care 25          82          Water shuts offs 7               75            

Subsidized child care 18          93          Electric shutoffs 4               71            

Water usage 14             61            

L5 - Housing Assistance

Public housing units 57          93          L10 - Voting

Housing choice vouchers 39          93          Voting Records 64             89            

Other subsidized housing 39          89         

Source: NNIP Data Inventory 2007: A Picture of Local Data Collection Across the Country

by Elizabeth H. Guernsey and Kathryn L.S. Pettit, December 2007

% of Partners % of Partners


� The NNIP website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.neighborhoodindicators.org" �http://www.neighborhoodindicators.org�) describes each of the 36 local partner organizations (and provides links to their websites), but also documents the work of the partnership overall. 


� NNIP Data Inventory 2007: A Picture of Local Data Collection Across the Country, by Elizabeth H. Guernsey and Kathryn L.S. Pettit, December 2007


� A comprehensive review of HMDA data and its uses is provided in Pettit and Droesch (2007). 





