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Public and Community Affairs 

Community-Campus Partnerships for Economic 
Development: Community Perspectives 

Anna Afshar 

2005 - 2 

Formal collaborations between community groups and academic institutions to promote 
economic development have increased substantially over the past 10 years. The bulk of research on 
community-campus partnerships has focused on the experiences of institutions of higher learning, 
leaving a gap in our understanding of cotntnunity experiences. This report draws on a variety of 
sources, including first-person interviews and acaden1ic literature, to bring out con1rnunity 
perspectives on what tnakes for successful cotnnmnity-can1pus partnerships. The conclusions are 
presented as practical suggestions for cotntnunity groups and catnpuses seeking to optimize 
partnerships. Four case studies describe lessons learned by participating cmntnunity groups. 

Anna Afshar is a senior research associate at the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston. 

This paper, published October 2005, may be revised. T tis available on the web site of the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston at 
l1np: I lwww.b<>S. frh.orv I commdcv lpcadpl200 5 I pcadp(J502.pd f. 

The views expressed in this paper do not necessarily reflect those of the Federal Reserve Bank of Bos1on or I' he l''eckral Reserve 
System. 
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Introduction 

\Xlhat are c0111111Unity representatives saying about the value of community-catnpus 

partnerships (CCPs) for pr01noting economic development? CCPs are playing an increasingly visible 

role in neighborhood revitalization. More and 1nore, we in the C01nmunity Affairs Unit of the 

Federal Rcsc1vc System find ourselves reporting on the outcomes of these collaborations. \X.'hile 

con1111unity-campus cngagc1nents offer potential benefits for both conu11unities and academic 

institutions, it has become clear to us that there is a shortage of narrative and analytical work 

clarifying how well these partnerships operate from the conu11utllty perspective. This paper ai1ns to 

help fill that gap. 

Early CCPs emerged for various reasons, including the need for son1e academic institutions to 

repair their tarnished image after aggressive real estate expansion into bordering neighborhoods. 

During the 1990s, growth in the number of partnerships was propelled by cuts in public fmding for 

cotnmunity developn1ent, the continued decline of 1nany urban areas, renewed emphasis on civic 

engagetnent by colleges and universities, and etnerging philanthropic support for prutnerships. 

Since 1995, he number of college and university presidents that are members of Catnpus 

Compact, an association of campus presidents seeking to advance higher education's civic mission, 

has grown from around 400 metnbers to over 900. TI1eir institutions currently engage in partnerships 

with more than 1,000 cot11111U1llty groups. At tl1e same tit11e, the number of government agencies and 

foundations that support d1ese collaborations tl1rough grants and other resources has also grown and 

includes institutions such as I::O'annie Mae, the I=<'ord Foundation, the Kellogg Foundation, the U.S. 

Department of !-lousing and Urban Development (HUD), and d1e U.S. Department of Education.1 

T'here has also been a corresponding increase in scholarship on the subject of CCPs. Research 

fron1 academic institutions has focused on identifying effective programn1atic features and 

discussions of how to successfully institutionalize comtnunity-campus engagement within an 

institution of higher 1eanllng.2 Grant funding for the partnerships is tnanaged ahnost exclusively by 

the institutions of higher learning, so foundations generally report fron1 the viev.rpoint of colleges and 

universities. 

Three common challenges cont1'ibute to the scarcity of literature on the con1111U1llty 

perspective, however} 1-=<:irst, the tnultiple definitions of "conununity" (geographic, relational) tnake it 

difficult to fonnulate part11ersbip-by-partnership c01nparisons. Second, it is hard to control for tl1e 

influence of other variables on cotnn1utllt:y outcomes. 'l11ird, it is difficult to measure the intant,tibles 

of cotnmunity outcomes, including cotrunutllty-builcling efforts. 
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'Illls knowledge gap limits the capacity of con1mwllties and campuses to leverage their 

partnerships for maxll11U111 llnpact. In atten1pting to bridge this gap, we examined a broad array of 

resow:ces that point to cot11111utlity perspectives on CCPs. T'hese resources included: 

• the limited volume of literature on CCPs from tl1e community perspective; 

• the wider body of work on cotnmmlity engagements with external resources for the 

purposes of C0111111tH1ity development; 

• research on CCPs fron1 the campus and funder perspectives; and 

• first-person interviews with c01nmunity and campus representatives involved .i11 CCPs. 

Otu· resulting guidebook can be employed by botl1 comt11tuUty and higher-education 

representatives seeking to begin a CCP or to itnprove upon an existing partnership. In particular, we 

are concerned with CCPs engaged in c01nmunity economic development (CEO), given the centralit-y 

of these efforts 111 promoting neighborhood revitalization. The paper is orgatlized as follows: 

Part 1 describes how partnerships undertake CED. We begin by defining community 

economic developtnent and discussing two of its core cotnponents, con1murllty building and 

c01nprehensiveness. \Xle then present the types of activities that partnerships undertake 111 order to 

promote CED. 

Part 2 draws upon the experiences of CCPs to identify elements of effective partnerships. \Xle 

discuss the n1erits of various partnership sttuctures and then develop a set of components of 

effective partnerships. Next we elaborate on some inter-partner issues that are of pru_ticular 

1tnportance to conunmllty groups. 

Part 3 presents summary observations from the fu·st two parts of the paper and provides a 

list of reco1nn1ended reading. 

Finally, in the appendix we present four case studies of partnerships that are engaged in 

CED. These cases were formulated fron1 first-person int:etvie\vs and offer lessons learned from the 

con1mmllty perspective. 'I11e cases were chosen to provide a broad spect:run1 of partnerships in terms 

of the t)'pes of commwlity groups involved and the scope of activities of the engagements. 
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Part 1: Community Economic Development 

What is Community Economic Development? 

Conununity ccononllc development is the process by which a cotrunwllty, through its 

institutions, ll11provcs the cconoJnic well-being of its residents. These efforts include economic 

activities and cotrununity building initiatives aimed at strengthening residents' _partiCipation in and 

oJJmenbip and control of ccononllc activity. Corrununity groups engaged in CED also seek to influence 

the external institutions and public policy that affect the economic reality oflocal residents, primarily 

by forging alliances with others. Comn1unity-campus engagernents can be strategic alliances 

community groups use to effect cotrununity change. 

Economic Activities 

In their 1999 study that examines the experiences of the first 90 CCPs funded by BUD, 

Richard Schramm and Nancy Nye explain that CEO works to improve the economic well-being of 

residents by engaging in three categories of strategies: 

• Increasing employment and incomes, through activities such as 

o i1nproving access to the setvices that workers need, such as childcare 

o providing en1ployment training 

o stllnulating business development 

• Providing greater access to capita~ through activities such as 

o encouraging the development of credit unions and loan funds 

o tnaking use of the Com1nmllty Reinvestment Act 

• Lowering the cost of living, through activities such as 

o increasing the supply of affordable housing or introducing health cooperatives 

o holding conununity taxes to a minitnutn 

o increasing public services 

Commwlity-based orgarlizations (::BOs) are increasingly engaging in CEO as part of their 

wider con1111unity development agenda. This is because n1ost neighborhood revitalization efforts 

cannot be sustained unless residents also have en1ployn1ent with incomes that cover the cost of 

li·ving. The centrality of economic activities to cotrunutllty development is the motivation for 

focusing our research on prutnerslllps engaged in CED. 
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CED and Community Building 

A core principle of CEO is the belief that residents can be agents of change in their 

cotnn1utlities. As such, CED involves efforts to foster the local economy as well as bolster residents' 

ability to sustain change beyond the life of particular initiatives. These latter efforts are defined as 

comm11ni(y building. More broadly, conm1utllty building is "the process of strengthening the abilit-y of 

neighborhood residents, organizations, and institutions to foste1· and sustain neighborhood change, 

both individually and collectively." ·1 

Conununity building efforts center ru-ound three goals. The fu:st is strengthening residents' 

influence on, or participation in, the process of their cormnunity's development. Tills includes efforts 

to increase the involvetnent of a broad representation of the conununity in the planning, 

ilnplernentation, and leadership of neighborhood revitalization. T'he second goal is strengthening 

residents' rights to receive benefits fr01n, or OJJJ!teJ:rbip of, the comn1unity development pmcess. Tllls 

can involve the ownerslllp of real estate develop1nent or new businesses. 'T'he third goal is 

strengthening residents' ability to decide priorities and the flow of benefits, or mntro/, of con1111mllty 

development. Tllls can include, for example, the ability of residents to decide which local companies 

will receive contracts to relocate to a newly renovated retail district. 

In thell· cport based on the experience of veteran c01rununity developtnent practitioners, 

Patricia Auspos et al. note that cotnmunity buildti1g efforts encon1pass the following four core 

activities: 

• building the knowledge and abilities of individuals through leadership training, 

se1vices and support, skills developtnent, and employn1cnt; 

• creating relationships an1ong residents through wlllch the residents share emotional, 

psychological, and tnaterial support and cantnobilize for collective action; 

• strengthening cotntnunity institutions, fron1 formal public institutions and private 

entetvrises to infornul networks-so they can respond to local concerns and pron1ote 

general well-being; and 

• creating links between institutions so they can \Vork collectively to improve the 

corrunmllty. 

The interrelationships between CED and cotnmmllty building are con1plex. Both activities can 

be mutually reinforcing. The process of convening comtnunity groups to develop a1 economic 

revitalization plan, for exatnple, can strengthen the interaction between these groups. Or buildti1g a 

netvmrk of conununity developtnent corporations may prompt them to organize and advocate 

around econonUc issues such as increasing access to public transportation. It is important for 
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comtnunity groups to develop an understanding about how economic and c01nmunity building 

activities can be mutually reinforcing in their local context. This understanding <an help CBOs 

develop robust programs and evaluation systems that not only attend to economic activities but also 

to cl1e assets inherent in conununity residents, comtnunlty institutions, and tl1e networks and 

relationships between residents and institutions, 

CED and Comprehensiveness 

The literature on commwllty development suggests that a comprehensive approach to 

community change is more effectual than a series of individual programs. CoJJJprebensiwness includes 

forging horizontal links within sectors such as between a tomn1unity's housing developn1ent 

organizations. It also includes vertical linkages between agents at the grass-roots, municipal, regional, 

and national levels. Two justifications are given for the value of cotnprehensive approaches to 

cotnmutllty developtnent First, as tnentioned above, the combined results will produce larger 

impacts than the programs would independently. Second, solutions to neighborhood problems 

emerge from institutions and policies at all levels and in all sectors. 

T'herefore, lnw the problem is framed matters. Looking at a conununity problem fr01n the 

geographic boundaries of the neighborhood approaches urban poverty as a problem for 

neighborhoods and their residents and does not address the external institutions and public policies 

that shape and affect local conditions. This can be particularly tJue for concerns surrow1ding the 

economic well-being of residents because etnplopnent opportunities, access to financial services, and 

housing affordability are influenced by local, national, :1nd even global circumstances . .Auspos et aL 

suggest that comprehensive approaches have several main principles that correct for the problem of 

localism. They identify two 1,'1liding principles: 

1. Broadening the analysis of the problem -· communities can start by considering the 

historical, institutional, and stluctural origins of problems. 

2. Forging effective alliances - ronununities are then in a position to identify sources of 

power outside the neighborhood that can be tapped for change. The following are examples 

of these types of alliances: 

• nationa~ state, and local policy groups that advocate change; 

• coalitions across neighborhoods that seek to influence public policy; 

• engaging the public sector to affect policy issues; and 

• utilizing pdvate funding sources. 
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CED and Community-Campus Partnerships 

Community-crunpus engagements can be particularly effective alliances for con1111unity groups 

seeking to engage in con1prehensive CED efforts. Colleges and universities possess research 

capabilities that can contribute to a rigorous assessment of the roots of cotnmunity probletns. They 

can also leverage their own political and economic influence to help cotru11unity groups achieve 

change, or they can effect change dixectly. For this reason, CBOs across the nation and even globally 

are increasingly forging relationships with their local academic institutions to promote CED. In order 

to further the goals of increasing etnployment, incomes, and wealth of residents willie lowering their 

cost of living, conununities and catnpuses can partner togctl1er in a nun1ber of different activities. 

Partnerships for Community Economic Development 

Schramm and Nye have con1piled a list of activities that partnerships can undertake for CED. 

'l11ese activities fall into four broad categories, discussed more fully below: (1) building up the 

organizational capacity of community groups, (2) developing workers, (3) developing work, and (4) 

targeting campus investment, etnployn1ent, and purchasing. For each acti'vity cited, an exan1ple of a 

conmmnity-can1pus engagement is provided. 

Building up Organizational Capacity 

Most partnerships engaged in CED under~ake some form of capacity building for community 

residents and organizations. Activities depend upon the organizational needs of the cotrunrmity as 

well as the goals of tl1cir economic developn1cnt program. Activities include the following: 

Augmenting C]30 .rtq.ff and research capact!Y· The resources of aHrununity organizations are often 

stretched thin. In such cases, colleges and universities can supplement CBO staff and research 

capacity tl1rough furnishing student interns or by taking on particular research questions as 

class/ student projects. These activities augtnent the CBO capacity and provide students and faculty 

with real-world experience. Yale University's Professional Schools Neighborhood Clinic and L .. aw 

School Clinic provide staff to some projects undertaken by local cotnmunity development 

co.1.1)orations. 

Li11king cotJJJJJum!y groups to other organizations. Community groups and campus partners can also 

work together to convene multiple pru_·ties involved in CED. Often a CBO will leverage its links to 

other con11nunity groups while campuses provide the venue and use tl1eir political influence to bring 

in business and political leaders. The Los Angeles Trade Technical College has organized a job 

collaborative to help CBOs get into the job development arena. The collaborative also provides 

111arketing, outreach, screening, and referral support for a one-stop workforce center. 
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DetJeloping and coordinating neighborhood p!atlJ. Comrnunity groups and campuses can partner to 

formulate and/ or llnplement a comprehensive neighborhood economic developn1ent prograt11. Ow: 

case study on the Fairview-Rutgers pattnership describes how residents of Fairview, New Jersey, 

consulted with Rutgers University to develop a neighborhood revitalization plan. Rutgers law faculty 

and students have also worked with neighborhood residents to establish the Fallview Village 

Association, which has oversight responsibility for the economic plan. 

Spotlight: Augmenting Research Capacity at EBALDC 

The Partners 

The East Bay Asian Local Development Corporation (EBALDC) is dedicated to the betterment of the_ East Bay 
community in Oakland, California, through the development of physical, human, and economic assets; The University' 
of California at Berkeley is a public institution of higher education whose mission involves teaching, research, and 
'public service. 

The Program 

Through its internship program with UC~Berkeley, EBALDC provides real· world work _experience for Berkeley students 
who, in return, provide tcp·quality research on Such topics_ as affordable housing and .small business development. 
EBALDC 'also partners with Berkeley on class projects where faculty and students spend a semester deVeloping 
feasibility studies and recommendations for capacity building. 

Lessons Learned 

EBALDC says that the internship and ctass research projects are strongest when there is an equal exchange between 
what each partner gains. For example, students and teachers must be able to provide the professional expertise 
needed and be in the position where they value the particular real· world experience that the internship offers. 

Sources: Heather Hood (director for community partnerships, Institute of Urban and Regional Development, University of California at 
Berkeley), June 2005; Joshua Simon (director of real estate development, East Bay Asian Local Development corporation), June 2005, 

Supporting the Development of Workers 

Comtnunities and campuses can partner to prepare the local labor force for employn1ent in 

several ways. They can provide training and services that support residents': 

Abilzfy to JlJork. Partnerships can work with residents to secure the housing, social services, 

health insw·ance, childcare, and transportation they need to be able to take a job. At Yale University, 

students worked with New Haven conununity groups to publish infonnation on comtnuting options 

to help residents find work in the swTounding subw·bs. 

Readine.r.r to JJJork. Partnerships can also l~lp residents gain job readiness skills; meet basic 

literacy, English language skills, and GED requirements; and receive needed job and career 

coru1seling. At the Robinson Con1munity Center li1 South Bend, Indiana, nletnbers of the Northeast 

Neighborhood and Notre Dame University offer local residents GED preparation, job counseling, 

and job referrals. 
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,Qtial~ficatiott.r for JPork. Comtnunity groups can also work with campuses to provide assistance 

for sectu:ing specific types of employment, including counseling about job opportunities and access 

to school-to-work programs. Child-Care Circuit, a nonprofit that trains cady-care providers in 

Lawrence, Massachusetts, partners with local colleges--most recently Cambridge College---to offer 

classes that help providers 1neet the new, 1nore stringent state certification requirements. 

Securing work. Partnerships are also lclping residents find and secure good jobs by establishing 

job banks and placcn1ent services. Ohio State University in Colun1bus works with Godtnan Guild 

Association to put on job fairs, publish a monthly jobs newsletter, coordinate with city employment 

progratns, and provide an extension agent to help wid1 job readiness, employment trairllng, literacy 

education, and substance abuse issues. 

Spotlight: The I Can Self-Sufficiency Program 

The Partners 

The San Diego Housing Commission is a public agency that helps low-income families) seniors, and people with 
disabilities afford housing in the City of San Diego. The San Diego Community College District (SDCCD) provides 
learning experiences to meet the educational needs of the San Diego community. 

The Program 

The I Can Self·Sufficiency Program offers resources for public housing or rental assistance residents to help them 
attain self -sufficiency. Th_e Housing Commission recruits residents from its housing programs and the SDCCD provides 
job training, career planning, and acc:ess to educational opportunities. In additionJ several community-based 
organizations provide support services for project participants such as job coaching for new employees. 

Lessons Learned 

The Housing Commission credits its success, 'in part, to partners' commitment to power-sharing and dividing 
responsibilities along the Lines of partner assets. The SDCCD also attributes the success of the program to the fact 
that all partners are fully committed to the agenda and fulfill their responsibilities. 

Sources: lois Bruhn (COPC project director, San Diego Community College District), June 2005; Ralene Friend (assistant director for 
resident services, San Diego Housing Commission), June 2005. 

Supporting the Development of Work 
Con1munit:ies can also partner with campuses to develop jobs for residents by working to 

itnport, create, retain, or redistribute jobs in ways that 1neet the etnploytnent and income needs of 

neighborhood residents. These pm·tnerships draw deeply on the technical expertise and local 

knowledge of the partners but can differ in scale, from a focus on developit1g sn1all businesses in a 

few blocks of a downtown area to rnarketing local products around the country and even abroad. 
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Job creation initiatives generally involve several of the following pw:suits: 

• conducting regional labor market analyses and indusu-y studies to support 

employment linkages beyond the neighborhood; 

• training in business planning, fmance, marketing, operations, and other business skills; 

• providing technical assistance for small businesses; 

• developing credit for businesses by connecting thetn to local lenders and creating 

lending progran1s and co!lllnunity credit unions; 

• providing land, facilities, and related support through small business incubators, 

industrial parks, and other conu11crcial real estate projects; 

• bolstering local control and retention of profits through assistance in developing or 

changing business ownership to local, cooperative, or community ownership fonns; 

• developing business associations and other collaboratives that provide linkages to the 

regional labor tnarket and make it easier for businesses to help one another; and 

• creating demand for local business products. 

Spotlight; The Small Business Development Loan Fund 

The Partners 

The Main South CDC operates in Worcester, Massachusetts. SEEDCO is an economic development corporation serving 
southeastern Massachusetts. The Worcester Community Foundation works_ to increase local philanthropy._ Clark 
University is a teaching and research institution also located in Worcester. 

The Program 

Together the partners established a $300,000 small business fund. Loans are .made to businesses' that have the 
potential to beneficially impact the neighborhood and are generally short term, intended to help make the business 
bankable within four years. The Main South CDC provides business plan development and ongoing support. 

Lessons Learned 

Main South believes that the economic growth that has been stimulated through this project has helped foster 
neighborhood pride. In addition, the partners' commitment to this initiative has catalyzed their involvement in more 
expansive community revitalization efforts. 

Source: Yary Jaen (program coordinator, Main South CDC), July 2005. 

Targeting Campus Investment, Employment, and Purchasing 
Institutions of higher learning arc large economic entities, some with multimillion dollar 

budgets. 111ey can retain thousands of c111ployecs and pm·chasc goods and services fron1 hundreds of 

suppliers. Schools also often manage large real estate holdings and investments. And students and 

their families provide substantial revenue to the institutions as well as the businesses in surrounding 
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neighborhoods. The economic decisions that colleges and universities make can have a significant 

itnpact on their neighbors. T'he box below identifies s01ne of the direct and indirect irnpacts of 

Boston's eight research universities on the city's economy. 5 \X1hile the university research conununity 

in Boston is larger than those found in most other cities, the figures below provide a helpful 

indication of the scale and scope of impact that institutions of higher learning can have on local 

cormnunities. 

Some of the Direct and Indirect Impacts on the Boston Economy of the 
Eight Major Research Universities 

o Research spending at the eight universities was more than $1.5 billion in 2000. 
o In fiscal year 2000, the eight universities spent approximately $1.3 billion on the purchase of goods and 

services from Boston area vendors. 
o During the next four years, construction spending at the eight universities' may average $850 million annually. 
o In October 2002, the eight universities employed approximately 50,750 people. The universities spending on 

payroll and on purchases of goods and services within the region supported more than 37,000 fult-time 
equivalent jobs in industries throughout the region in 2002. 

o The universities were granted 264patents in 2000, signed 250commerciallicensing agreements, and helped 
form 41 start-up companies. 

Some of the Community Economic Development Efforts of the Eight Major 
Research Institutions 

o The universities offer their employees a wide range of opportunities to upgrade their skills. 
o The universities also participate in local community development efforts such as Boston University's 

involvement in the revitalization of Kenmore Square and Tuft University's support of the clean-up of the Mystic 
River watershed. 

o The universities are also involved in addressing the problems of housing affordability by building residence halls 
and directly financing development of affordable housing for community residents, such as Harvard's 
20/20/2000 program which provides financing for nonprofit housing developers. 

Source: Appleseed, Inc. 

Programs to target university investment, hiring, and purchasing to local areas can have 

significant payoff for the cotnmunity but require significant resources on the part of corrununity

catnpus partners. This is especially the case where the partnership is engaged in prcparit1g residents 

and small businesses to apply for en1ployment and busit1ess oppoHutllties with the it1stit:ution of 

higher learning. Our case study on the partnership benveen Florence Crittenton Services and the 

University of California at San Francisco takes a bok at the resources both partners have invested in 

preparing local residents for university employrncnt opportunities. 
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Part 2: Building Effective Partnerships 

Characteristics of Effective Partnerships 
C01nmunity groups and campuses partnerti1g for the pwvose of c01rununity developrnent have 

learned a significant amount about what does and does not make for successful partnerships. Certain 

partnership structures, for example, are tnore empowering of conununit:y groups than others. As a 

result, CBOs are more likely to f1nd these collaborations worth sustaining. ·rbcrc arc also core 

components of partnerships that communities and campuses agree are necessary for CCPs to be 

effective and mutually rewarding. The conclusions drawn in this part of the paper apply to 

partnerships for a broad range of purposes, including CED. 

Partnership Structures 

Partnerships between con1mutllties and campuses can take on nun1erous forms. T11e evaluation 

undertaken by Schratnm and Nyc reveals that not all partnership structures are equally beneficial to 

com1nunities and their residents. Specifically, his study examines nUtnerous partnerships funded 

through HUD's Community Outreach Partnership Centers (COPC) and Joint Community 

Development QCD) programs. Schramm and Nye cluster the partnerships into different categories, 

each of which, they suggest, have different prospects for long-term sustainability. 

'l11ey call rl1e first cluster rl1e paternalistic/ theOI)'-te.rting modeL Here, the academic institution poses 

questions about the neighborhood and d1en proceeds to use the community as a "laboratory" to test 

its theories. The campus partners wid1 the comtnUtllty to gad1er data and/ or provide students with 

real-\vorld learning experience. The study found that cotnt11Utllties generally perceive these 

relationships as exploitative and feel disrespected by the school---which, in the instances examined, 

often acted as if it knew what was best for the cotntnunity but lacked an understanding of local 

issues. Conununity groups rarely find these partnerslllps worth sustaining. 

'l11e second cluster is the profts.riona!/ e:'<jJerti.re pm1ttet:rbip, where the institution of higher learning 

works with the community to identify critical problen1s and then develops responses to these 

problems. 'I'llls type of collaboration generates few new skills for the commUtllty' and often evokes a 

teacher-student tone, neither of wlllch provides much incentive to the cotntnU1llty for continued 

partnership. A third cluster is a more commU1llty-oriented version of tl1e professional/ expertise 

partnerslllp. In this version, the school sees itself as respondj11g to concrete community needs and 

d1e c01rununity sets tl1e research and action agenda. As such, the community generally has a more 

positive response to the relationship. However, there is little reason to sustain the collaboration after 

the particular assignment has ended. 
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The fourth and final cluster is the empmlJe1"1Jtent/ capact(J'-building pmtnenhip, which Schratnm and 

Nyc identify as the most community-oriented model. Here the can1pus works with cotrununity 

leaders to analyze problen1s, develop agendas, and take action This model cn1phasizes building the 

capacity and power of CBOs and residents in order to help them formulate and carry out their own 

planning, research, and itnplementation of community development initiatives-all of which provide 

incentive within the conununity to sustain these relationships over the long-term. 

Components of Effective Partnerships 

Below we have drawn on the experiences of cormnunity groups and institutions of higher 

educat1on to distinguish a set of con1ponents necessary for effective partnerships. The cot11111unity 

perspectives are extracted frotn tl1e Engaging Conununitics and Can1puscs Sumn'lit of con1111m1it:y 

leaders partnered with colleges and universities patticipating in the Engat_.,ri.ng Con11nm1ities and 

Can1puses grant program.6 The college and rn'liversity perspective is drawn from the experiences of 

the institutions participating in I--IUD grant programs as recorded by Schranun and Nye. 

Interestingly, the comtnunity and campus experiences exatnined in these two studies indicate similar 

conclusions about the essential principles for effective partnerships. Notwithstanding, conunll11ity 

groups often had different understandings about how these principles should be applied practically. 

Below we share the core cotnponents of effective partnerships, willie l'lighlighting where cotnmm'lity 

t,rt·oups' perspectives differed from tl1ose of campuses. 

1. Shared philosophy of cotnmunity development - Partnersl'lip success recp.llres !hat 

cotnmurlity and catnpus partners share the same understanding about what they are: trying to 

achieve for the comtnut'lity and the principles for how they will work together. The plannjng, 

design, and implcn1cntation involved in partnerships should support the larger vision of 

conununity development. 

Commll11ity groups specify two points of philosophy that they desire to see from acaden'lic 

institutions: the encouragement of self -detennination by communities and a genuine passion for 

cotnmrn1ity developtnent. The first point reflects a desire on the part of community groups to be 

seen as ec1ual pmtners and the second poi11t addresses the desire that the partnership not be 

artificial or forced. 

2. Ongoing collaboration by partners - Effective partnerships also require full input and 

participation from each partner. T11e level of co111111itn1ent to tl1is principle is reflected i11 tl1e 

stiuctw_·e of the partnership, with the empowern1ent/ capacit-y-building n10del understandably 

being the most conducive for a fully collaborative process. A strong cormnitment to a 
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collaborative process at all points n the relationship-from determining partners' interests to 

establishing partnership goals and processes-is particularly important for keeping the 

partnership community-oriented where there are significant power or resource differences 

between the partners. 

Community groups express a desire to be involved in all stages of partnership develop1nent, 

especially decisions that will directly affect their activities. For example, they wish to have a say 

over the selection of college and university students and faculty who work with d1e1n. 

3. Creation of a mutually rewarding agenda - Another essential component of effective 

pru.tnerships is recognition of the need for each partner to benefit from the relationship, a 

component requiring careful crafting of the partnership agenda. Some interests will overlap. But 

often it 'Will be necessary for the agenda to include interests that do not overlap, and for each 

pa1tner to honor these. The process of creating a mutually rewarding agenda involves having 

each party educate the ether about theil: interests. It is also ctucial to aclmowledge where 

interests conflict and will not be served by cooperation between specific partners, allowing for 

the fact that this does not preclude cooperation in other areas. 

Commilllit:y groups emphasize the necessity that all interests be made explicit, as hidden 

agendas setve only to breed misttust. In addition, the ttust that is built between partners through 

the candid sharing of interests and goals can setve the collaboration well when, inevitably, it is 

necessary to realign certain goals. 

4. Focus on the strengths and assets of each partner and develop a thorough understanding 

of local issues - This component rests on tl1e premise that c01nmunity assets, not community 

deficiencies, are key building blocks in sustainable revitalization effortsJ It requires a thorough 

inventory of the assets of each partner, including the skills and knowledge of cotntnunity 

residents, tl1e resources of con1111unity institutions, and tl1e networks and relationships between 

community residents and organizations. 

Campuses need to understand the full local context. Comt11unity partners say that 

pru.·tnership goals are more likely to be met when catnpus partners have a comprehensive 

understanding of how problcn1s arc played out in the local context. 

5. Focus on capacity building and two-way learning- Effective partnerships focus on building 

up the organizational capacity of CBOs to effect change in tl1e community. The second part of 

tllis cotnponent points to a significant outcome of partnerships: cun1ulative learning. One of the 

best sources of guidance for partnerships is the lessons learned by each partner, provided each 
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partner shares these with the other. Tllls component also has other benefits. For exatnple, rl1e 

sharing of knowledge and information indicates a conunitment on the part of partners to parity 

it1 the relationship. 

6. Roles and responsibilities determined by each partner's capacity and resources - Good 

partnerships take into account the resources and linUtations of each partner and structure roles 

and responsibilities based on each partnees capacity to do thcn1 well. 

A conunmllty partner's capacity for partnership activities depends on many conditions, 

including staff capacity to supervise the \vork and mentor students, resources to pay for and 

manage additional staff, other priorities for the use of tit11e and resources, space and 

transportation constraints, and fit between an organization's responsibilities and the capacities 

and skills of campus partners to help meet them. 

7. Commitment to patient and long-term relationships that have institutional continuity -

The Engaging Conununities and Can1puses program concludes that 'good partnerships are 

created and sustained over titne, through the cumulative effects of even the most routine 

interactions and outc01nes."s Most partnerships take titne to develop, moving from stnall to 

larger projects, few activities to many. Before any activities can begin, partners should spend time 

building trust, developing clear comtnunication systetns, and clarifying expectations and 

responsibilities. 

8. Commitment to continuous assessment of the partnership and a system of accountability 

for each partner- Continuous, skillful assessment of a CCP is one of the most itnportant assets 

of these partnerships. Regular e.raluation allows d1e pa1tners to learn from their experiences, 

helps ensill·c that cU1Tent activities are consistent \Vith partnership goals, and allows the 

pa1tnership to continually reassess its mission and goals. 

Fron1 the cotnmunity perspective, the review process n1ust include a systetn of accountability 

for each partner. Each contributor should be held accountable for quality work and enstll'ing that 

others brought into the systetn carry out rl1eir conunittnents. ln addition, communities 

en1phasized the value of a clear evaluation process, wlUch arn1s then1 with data and infornution 

they can use to garner n1ore internal and external support. 

9. Careful evaluation of the expected benefits to determine whether they justifY the 

potential costs and risks of participation - Comtnmlltyr groups face potential costs and risks 

in part11ership. There are costs associated with other activities that t11ey could be doing and risks 

16 



associated with lending their reputations to the partnership. Therefore, community groups 

should weigh these costs and risks against potential benefits when choosing to engage with 

campuses. 

From the con11nunity perspective, tllls is one of the most important steps in catnpus 

engage1nent but is often overlooked. For this reason, we discuss tills topic more fully below. 

10. Address issues of racial, ethnic, class, power, and institutional differences, to develop 

peer relationships a1nong partners - Bridging tl1c two worlds of commmllty and academic 

institution requires ongoing examination of how differences in race, ctlmicity, class, power, and 

institutional cultures affect the relationships between the partners and between tl1e cormnunity 

and tl1e external environment. Tills is one of tl1e most important con1ponents of effective and 

long-te1m partnerships fr01n both the campus and the conununity perspective and is discussed in 

detail below. 

Community groups indicate that campuses show cmnmitment to tills principle when 

commutllty residents are treated as peers and are acknowledged for the skills, knowledge, and 

experience that they l:ring to the table. Cormnmllty groups suggest tl1at one tangible way in 

wlllch institutions of higher leanllng can exhibit tllls committncnt to parity is to invite 

community partners to share their expertise with faculty and students in traditional classes as well 

as classes and workshops focused on cotrununity development. 

Cost-Benefit Analysis 

ConunutUty groups can face risks to their reputation, organizational capacity, and progress 

towards tl1eir goals when tl1Cy choose to engage in partnerships with colleges an::i universities. Often 

these risks are underestit11atcd by the comtnunity t,rrcmp and rl1e acadenllc institutions 'vith which 

they partner. It is important for cotnn1unity groups to undertake a cost-benefit analysis to determine 

whether the potential benefits of cmrununity engagen1ent outweigh the risks and potential costs, and 

to inform acadernic institutions about these internal considerations. The following sections cotnprise 

a rough framework for assessing the risks and potential costs and benefits for conununity gt·oups 

engaging it1 CCPs. Once again, the community perspectives are taken from the Engaging 

Communities and Campuses Sumnllt. 

Assessing Risks to Community Groups 

'l11e prit11ary risk to community groups of partnering with institutions of lllgher learning is to 

their reputation and legitimacy. In effect, tl1e con1111unity group is lending its credibility to the college 
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or university whose actions it cannot control Given that the cot11111unity group has probably worked 

a long tll11e to gain legitin1acy with its constituency, the risk to its credibility and ability to work within 

the comtnunity may be much greater than c:unpuses perceive. C01nmunity groups need to be explicit 

with thetnselvcs and catnpuses about the extent to which they put their nan1e on the line when 

engaging in CCPs. 

Another significant risk to CCPs is whether the pattnership is adequately resow·ced for the 

activities that it is undertaking. For the purposes of the following exercise, we make broad 

generalizations about the resources that con1111utllty groups and cmnpuses each bring to p:u·tnerships. 

In general, comnmnity groups provide access to cotnmunity residents, and academic institutions 

provide technical expertise. Frotn tllls starting point we can develop a framework for understanding 

what resources are required for a particular endeavor and for assessing whether the partncrslllp is 

adequately resoUl'ced. Building on the experiences of its COPC program, HUD has defined a matrix 

illustrating ti1e level of technical expertise at academic institutions and depth of resident participation 

required for particular types of activities. 9 

Technical Expertise 

High <~~~ ~~~>Low 

A. ACtivitieS thafrEiqlifre'both s'oPhisfiditea-- B-.- ACtiVitieS that 'hivdVe--retativ-e general (lion--
technical expertise and substantial engagement by technical) expertise and skills but require 
residents. substantial engagement by community residents. 
E.g., Clinical services (health, law, social services) E.g., Life-skills training, educational support 

C. Activities that require sophisticated techniccil 
expertise but little ongoing participation by 
community residents. 

programs. 

D. ACtivities that require neither sophisticated 
technical skills nor substantia! resident 
engagement. 

E.g., Community development training, technical 
assistance. 

E.g., Student volunteerism at local organizations. 

This sin1ple matrix can help communit-y groups assess what rcsouxces are required to 

undertake certain partnership activities, whether or not the partnership brings together the necessary 

resources, and whether the responsibilities have been appropriately distributed between partners, 

given their resource constraints. 

Con1111unit-y groups should also consider the attitudes of the campus group and its level of 

conunitment to the partnership because a higher level of conunitrnent can help rnitigate risks. A fint 

step to assessing can1pus commitment is to consider the extent to which the partnership incorporates 

the components of effective collaboration discussed above. In addition, conmmtllty groups have 
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cited several mediating factors that they take as indication that risks have been nUn.tinized. These 

factors include the following: 

• the presence of sufficient, qualified staff at a campus center; 

• sustained administrative interest and visible leadership supporting cotrununity 

engagement; 

• a track record of quality prior experiences with campus partnerslUps generally and 

with a given lUgher institution and par·ticular faculty; 

• discussions to work through issues of 1:1:ust and accountability; and 

• clear expectations about who will prepare students and faculty for engagement 

activities. 

\Xle can surmnarize the issues arow1d potential risks in the following question: "\X1hat is the 

risk or potential harn1 of engagen1ent activity in terms of 1ny organization's credibility, capability to 

produce quality sctvices and products, and ability to maintain respectful and trustti1g relationships 

with comtnunity residents?'' 10 

Assessing Potential Costs to Community Groups 

For comn1unity groups, there are also potential direct costs of engaging campuses, including the 

following: 

• the tin1e it takes to create work, supenr.ise student volunteers, or participate .ti1 

research; 

• the opportunity cost of not doing funded or billable work using the same staff 

resources; 

• time lost to work witl1 other constituencies (a board, donor base, or other partners); 

• loss of organizational identity and privacy; and 

• in some instances, a lack of respect for con1mw1ity groups from catnpus 

representatives. 

We can sun1marize the issues arow1d potential costs in the following question: "\What ar·e rl1e 

act-ual and opportunity costs of participation---in tenus of tin1e, money, redirected staff resources, or 

forgone relationships, activities, and opport:unilics?" 11 
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Assessing the Potential Benefits for Community Groups 

The following is a list of the top four goals that cotnmmllty groups tnight have when they engage 

in CCPs. Corrununity t:.rroups can use these as a starting point for determining their own context

specific goals. With an explicit set of goals, tl1e community group should evaluate the potential of the 

partnership for n1eeting these goals. The top goals for c01nmunity b~1:oups often include: 

• developing the next generation of citizens who understand and can promote needed 

change; 

• increasing the number of cormnunity residents who attend the partner university or 

college and raising the expectations of neighborhood residents (youth and adults) 

more generally to the idea that they can succeed in college; 

• increasing community capacity to address a particular issue at the systen1ic levd; and 

• achieving outcomes that contribute to an ort,~nization's ability to n1eet its mission, 

implement its progran1s, and deliver products and services. 

We can swrunarize the issues around potential benefits in the following question: "\Xlhat ar·e the 

potential benefits of participation in terms of having positive effect on the corrununity, strengthening 

the organization's ability to meets its goals and carry out its nllssion, and addressing st:ructw:al issues 

that affect the cotrununity?" 

Comn1mllty groups can l$e the above considerations to weigh the risks and potential costs 

against the potential benefits of engaging with a particular campus for the puq)oses of co1n111utlity 

devcloptnent. Regardless of the size, influence, or resources of a particular school, it cannot be taken 

for granted that engaging in partnership will further the goals of the community group. Cotnmutlity 

groups and campuses should also have an ongoing dialogue about the desirability of a partnersllip. 

Tllis will allow campuses to suggest nlltigating factors that the cotnmunity organization n1ay not have 

identified. Tllis can also allow both partners to determine whether risks and potential costs can be 

further nlltigated tlll'ough the design of the partnership, such as tl1e nature of d1e organizational 

structure, the distribution of roles and responsibilities, etc. 111c willingness of acadcnllc 1nstitutions to 

engage in ongoing, open discussion about these considerations can build trust and 1nutual 

understanding tlut in and of thetnselves can become mitigating factors. 

Addressing Race, Ethnicity, Class, and Power 

Con1munit:y groups and acadenllc institutions both attest to the Jact that issues of race, 

cthnicit-y, and class affect the dynamics of every co1rununity-campus engagement. Differences in 

resources, power, and institutional cultm·es among partners also impact working relationships. 
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Partners who are not willing to talk about these differences in an open and ongoing way often lack an 

undexstanding of how these town-gown differences affect interaction among faculty, students, 

residents, and conu1mnity leaders. In worst-case scenarios, a failure to address these issues can 

petpetuate community dependencies ratl1er than transform thei1: abilities to improve the welfare of 

residents. Moreover, participants that are unwilling to examine town-gown differences are n1ore hl\:ely 

to lack a sophisticated understru1ding about root causes of community problems, ·which underrnines 

the abilit-y of groups to address systemic ox structural factors. On the od1er hand, cornmunity groups 

point out that partners who choose to educate themselves about town-gown differences "nuke it 

more likely that comnmnity / can1pus interactions will be respectful at an individual level and 

insightful at issue and policy levels." 12 

Given the pervasiveness of these issues and the importance of addxessing then1, cotntllUtlity 

pmtners in the Engaging Conununitics and Campuses program indicated that they value campus 

partners who recognize and address town-gown differences. Cotru11unity paru1ers poi11ted to a set of 

indicators of parity in CCPs that reveal the potential for robust partnerships. Campuses tl1at address 

issues of parity have been found to have a better understanding of underlying resource and cultural 

differences. And academic institutions that understand these differences are tnore likely to value 

community processes, interests, capacity, and assets. Communit-y groups suggest the following 

indicators of parity: 

Earb' COJJst'deration qf.rustainabilz!y. Conu11un.ity partners express their stl·ong preference for long

ternl, sustainable partnerships rather than short-term, one-time projects. Accordll1g to CBOs, 

comnmnity engagement work requires a sustained effort that develops and deepens over titne. 

PmceJJe.r and .rtq(/i11g that dhtribtrte aNthon!y and.fimdr atroJJ partnen Through such efforts, campus 

partners indicate respect for the competency of community partners, demonstrate con1mitment to 

the community, and help build organizational and community assets. 

S'teppi1{€ t~p i11to adPor.U:J! role.r i11 .rt-tppori qf t:atJJJJJtmi(y i11tere.rts. The \Villingness of colleges and 

universities to take on advocacy roles for C01TU11Unity partners, espc.cially in settings \Vhcre 

conu1mrllty residents do not necessarily have access, is a significant indication of the institution's 

comnlitment to empO\vering the community. 

fF"elcomil~;g mtJIIJJI/Ilt!J' pa11ner.r into teaching ro/e.r 011 campus. C01nmunity partners appreciate it when 

institutions of higher education tangibly den1onstrate thei1: belief that conununity leaders arc equal 

members by inviting them to co-teach a course, train facult"y metnbers, or help design curricula. 

Sclu:anun and Nyc point out that overcoming town·gown differences can be a formidable task, 

particularly where there is a history of a school's indifference to, or even negative ll11pact on, a 
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COffi111uniL)1• For this reason, they point out steps that some partnerships take to protnote parity 

among partners, including the following: 

• selecting key participants that can bridge the gap between com.munity and campus; 

• focusing on t\vo-way learning; 

• focusing on listening and responding to community needs; 

• applying fairness in resource sharing, especially funding; and 

• allowing the c01nmunity group to operate independently (\vithout the university name) 

if necessa1y. 

All of the above can prove to be useful suggestions. 11ut said, an effective approach to addressing 

the resource and cultural differences between a specific conununity and catnpus 1nust, of course, 

emerge froin discussions about the specific history and dynamics tlut exist witllln their relationship. 

A Note for Institutions of Higher Learning 

A look at the commurllty perspective on building effective engagements with campuses would 

not be complete without a discussion of the ways in \Vhich so1ne communities have been 

disappointed by these partnerships-if notlllng else, tllls can help new and ongoing partnerships avoid 

stinilar experiences. In thell: 2002 article, David Cone and Paul Payne ll1dicate that their experiences 

with CCPs and the literature on c01nmunit:y building suggest that most co1runutllty groups see 

universities at best as irrelevant and at worst as an obstacle. While this conclusion is debatable, their 

two chief rec01nmendations for how catnpuses can re-conceptualize their ll1stitutional strategy for 

engaging the community are informative. 

l~'irst, they argue that schools need to move away from instrumental partnerslllps where tl1e 

relationship is limited to a particular project. A project-by-project approach, they explain, fails to 

recognize the need for a partnership to build upon the successes of the past and relations of people 

that have worked toward a comn1on end. They suggest that academic institutions need to exanllne 

the lllstory of their pa1tnerships with their con1111wlltics to assess whether the school has made 

genuine efforts to develop meaningfulrelationslllps. One way that schools can do tllls is by assessing 

how well they have implemented son1e of the suggestions for effective partnerships provided in tllls 

paper. 

Schools can also exanllne whetl1er tl1eir part:net:slllps have been helpful or harmful to 

comn1mllties. There ru:e K:veral ways in which catnpuses have engaged in destructive dynamics with 

con1111wllty groups, leavti1g the latter wary of working with these institutions. J.:.'ronl the Engaging 

22 



C01runwllties and Campuses project, community groups shared scenarios in which they felt used by 

colleges and universities: 

• \V hen academic institutions have received funding based on their location and do not 

share the resources or use rl1em to directly benefit the people behind the data; 

• when students are consistenrly assigned a c01rununity as a laboratory without 

significant prep:u·at.ion and an understanding of context; 

• when faculty sttucture activities widwut f1rst assessing a con1111wllty's interests or 

needs or othenvise fail to plan with commmllty representatives; 

• when partners fail to hold faculty and students accountable for completing n1eatllngful 

work, so that the accountability becomes rl1e responsibility of the community partners 

or does not occm· at all; and 

• when a higher education institution takes a position directly connter to a cot11111m1it)"s 

stated interests, without infonning or engaging c01rununity partners about d1e 

position. 

Cone and Payne also suggest institutions of higher learning need to systematically identify 

constraints in working closely with the cotntnurllty and see if/how each of these constraints 1nay be 

overcome. The campus has the responsibility to recruit the support of key leaderslllp within the 

school as well as realign institutional structures and resources to foster dynamic interaction with the 

co1nn1unity. T'hat said, re-conceptualizing CCPs must begin wirl1 open and candid discussions with 

conunurllt:y groups. This will allow all pattners to undexstand the con11nunity's experience with the 

school It can also allow ttust to deepen between the comn1utllty and the acadenllc institution, 

whatevex d1e starting point 
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Part 3: Summary Observations 

Con11~wlity-campus partnerships can be among the most strategic alliances that cotntnunity 

groups form to impact the economic well-being of neighborhood residents. The proliferation of 

formal collaborations between CBOs and academic institutions over the last decade has provided 

hundreds of partnerships with knowledge about what has and has not worked. A significant amount 

of work retnains to be done, however, to collect and present tllls infonnation in a way that will be 

helpful for groups seeking to engage in or improve upon CCPs. Tllls is especially ttuc for lessons 

fr01n the community perspective, the focus of tllls paper. 

A good part of the knowledge currently available to us has been reviewed in this paper. The 

following observations summarize the most poignant lessons learned about effective corrununity

campus partnerships from the community perspective. After each section, \Ve recmntnend resources 

that offer in-depth discussion of each topic. 

Partnerships for Economic Development 

•!• Community-campus partnerships should work towards understanding the 

interrelationships between community econornic developrnent and community building 

efforts. An understanding of these interrelationships--including how they play out in the 

specific local context--can allow for tnore robust program design and evaluation. 

•!• Successful community-campus partnerships for community economic developrnent: 

attend to local problems while addressing the external systems that influence local 

conditions. As such, con1111unity groups can benefit from tapping into the economic, political, 

and institutional resoru·ces of colleges and universities to influence the external institutions and 

public policy that affect local economics. 

Recommended Resource:;: 

i'mspos, Patricia, Prudence Brown, Robert Chaskin, Karen Fulbrighh\nderson, Ralph I-Iarnilton, and Anne C. 
Kubisch. Voices.from the .Field II: Rif!tction.r 011 Comj;rtbcl!.ripc Com;mmi(y Change. Aspen, Colorado: The ;\spen 
Institute, 2002. 

B11ilding Higher EdHcation Com1mmi(y DC1JfJ!ojHHeflt CoJj)OJ"a/ioN Pm111m"hips. \\lashington, D.C.: Office of University 
Partnerships, U.S. Department ofi-Iousing and Urban Development, 1999. 

Hyland, Stanley E. "Issues in Evalua6ng Neighborhood Change: Economic Development and Community 
building lndica1-ors." Ci(J•Jt:apc: A .fotmMI ofPoliiJ' Dcllelopmmt rmd ResNm:b, Volume 5, Number 1 (2000): 209-217. 

Reardon, Kennet"h M., cd. Proll!oting lAm! Econo!llic DePelopmmt: Co!?lllJimi(J• Uniwni(y Col/abomtion. Bolton, 
Massachusetts: Anker Publishing, foJ:thcoming. 
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Building Successful Partnerships 

•!• Community and campus experiences indicate that the most community-oriented 

partnership model is rhe empowerment/ capacity-building model. 'Tius model emphasizes 

building the capacity and power of CBOs and residents io order to help them formulate and 

carry out their own planning, research, and .implementation of community develop1nent 

initiatives. 

•!• Effective co1nmnnity-campus partnerships are based upon all partners' cotntnittnent to 

a shared philosophy, collaborative process, and a mutually beneficial agenda. A shared 

philosophy on conm1unity development helps direct the planning, i.tnplCinentation, and 

evaluation processes. A collaborative process allows for cotnmunity and campus concerns to be 

addressed, while fostering learning and capacity-building for the partners involved. Partners 

must also address the institutional interests of all parties in order for the collaboration to be 

sustainable. 

•!• Community and campus groups should allot time for relationship building early on, and 

as an ongoing part of the partnership. Effective and sustainable partnerships require tmst 

and cohesion among their tnetnbers, clear goals and objectives, effective conununication, and 

parity atnong partners-all of which necessitate that partners spend titne getting to know and 

t1ust each other. 

•!• Community partners must learn to skillfully gauge whether the potential benefits of 

partnership outweigh the risks and potential costs. Academic iostitutions should appreciate 

tl1e fact tl1at the cotrununity group lends its reputation and legitinucy to the school when it 

chooses to engage in collaboration with the school. CCPs n1ust also learn how to best nlltigate 

risks and potential costs in the design of organizational stiuctw:e, role responsibilities, etc. 

•!• Cotnmunity and campus partners must learn how to have ongoing, candid discussions 

about race, ethnic, and institutional differences as well as power and economic 

inequalities. It is itnportant to address t11ese issues and go beyond superficial understandings 

or assumptions about how they play out in cotnmunity-campus partnerships, as well as the 

larger society. 
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•!• Each academic institution needs to exarnine the history of its relationship with the 

community and, as appropriate, re~conceptualize its community engagement. Catnpuses 

need to move beyond i.nst1umental partnerships, and systematically identify and overcon1e 

constraints to developing a close relationship with community groups. 

Recommended Resources: 

Campus Compact, ht!]_):/ /W\v\v.campuscompact.org. 

Cone, David, and Paul Payne "'J?hcn Campus and Community Collide: Campus Community Part·nersh.ips 
from a Community Perspective.'' The ]o11mal q(P11blir A.ffain, VI (2002): 203-218. 

Cruz, Nadinne L., and Dwight E. Giles,Jr. "\XIhere's the Community in Service--Learning Research?" Mithigfm 
]otmw/ q( CoJmmmi(:ySemice Lcami11g (Fall 2000): 28-34. 

Leiderman, Sally, Andrew Furco,J ennifcr Zapf, and Megan Goss. Btfi!diug Pm11m:rhipJ Jl!ith GO/lege Campu.re.r: 
ComJmmi(J• Per.rpcctiPeJ. \Xlashington, D.C.: The Council of Independent Colleges, 2003. 

lJSSO!ls l...camed jroJJJ the Cotmmmi!J• 0!1/rMcb PartuerJhip CentcrJ Program. Washington, D.C.: Office of University 
Partnerships, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Devclopm.ent, 2003. 

Maunasse, David J. Bv,ond the C:ampt~s: How College.r mid Ut1iver.ritic.r Forllt Partner.rhips Jllith Their CotJIImmitie.r. 
London: Routledge, 2001. 

The Office of University Partnerships, U.S. Department of Housing and Development, http:/ /www.oup.org. 
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Case Study: NorthEast 
Neighborhood Alliance ft 
Rochester Institute of Technology 
Ser'l!l'ce-leaming a11d neighborhood ret;z/a!ization 

The NENA-KIT pm1nmbip grew ott/ of an 
alreaqy-est.ablished neighborhood ret,italization plan. 
This helped the partnet:rhip undertake initiatit;es that 
sttpport the conmnmi(y 's goaLr a.r ;pe// a.r remain 

fOCI-Ised d11nizg tiJJJe.r qf tnmsitirm. 

Background 

In 1993, several residents and 
community groups from northeast Rochester, 
New Yt.xk, met to discuss solutions to the 
problems of poverty, housing affordability, 
an? th~ lac~;;: of business ownership that 
eXisted m the1r cormnunities. They fonned the 
NmthEast Neighborhood Alliance (NENA) 
and established a 35-metnber council with a 
51 percent resident n1ajority to act as the 
coordinating body for planning and 
impletnentation. Early on, the council made a 
commitment to ensure that residents would 
have ownership of all resow·ces, processes, 
and 1ules involved in neighborhood planning. 

'I11e following year, NENA began work 
on its Strategic Neighborhood Action Plan 
(SNAP), a neighborhood revitalization 
strategy d1at it . built on the ideas of 
cotrunmllty self-reliance and the accwnulation 
of wealth. 'fhe plan centers around 6 spheres: 
economic development, housing and energy 
conservation, public safety, health and human 
se~vices, youth, and governance. An1ong the 
alliance's tnost significant initiatives under the 
SNAP have been the development of an 
urban comtnwllty farm and the establishn1ent 
of_ a land trust, which has since purchased a 
neighborhood restaurant and a 2. 7 acre plot 
now used for urban agriculture and 
conununity gatherings. 

In 1999, NENA invited a small group of 
faculty and staff from the Rochester lnstitnte 
of Technology (JUT) to explore the possibility 
of workmg together on neighborhood 
revitalization. RlT was not an obvious choice 
given its subw·ban location 8 miles from the 
neighborhood. But after initial discussions, 
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both NENA and t11e university were 
interested in partnering, and RIT' agreed to 
the guiding principles of the SNAP. 

Partnership Structure and Activities 

In the early partnership steering 
committee meetings, NENA and RIT took 
time to familiarize themselves with each 
other's history, resources, and leadership 
st:tuchlres. The steering cotntnittee then drew 
up a partnership mission statetnent, the core 
principles of which include equal power
shanng and long-tenn comtnitment. \Xlith tills 
in place, a broader plantllng group was 
formed to identify opportlllllties for 
collaborative work. 

Under a grant from the Co11)oration for 
National and Commwuty Se!viee, JUT 
introduced 9 new or re-designed service
learning courses linked to NENA activities
including classes in business consulting, 
inte1~or design, science and technology 
studies, and social work. In addition, five new 
faculty became participants in the partnership, 
and five independent study projects were 
completed by stndents. Additional project and 
course ideas etnerged over titne, with each 
proposal being reviewed by NENA for 
approval. From RIT's perspective, these 
learning activities have aug1nented its co
operative education program (JUT places 
students in paid professional positions for 10 
to 20 weeks) by providing students new 
avenues for real-world application of 
classrootn learning. 
~, NENA's Executive Director, Shirley 

L:.dwards, shares that several student projects 
have been of pru_ticular value to the 
co1nmunity. Student improvements to the 
community's geograplllc information system 
maps have been of enormous value to the 
plai1ning process. NENA is eager to put to 
use the series of interior design features 
proposed by students tlut n1ake use of 
innovative technologies to reduce costs of 
~1ousing rehabilitati~n- The conunUtllty group 
1s ah·eady employmg a student-developed 
business plan for t11c Greater Rochester 
Urban Bounty (GRUB), the neighborhood's 
cooperative farm. 
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In 2003, the partnership law1ehed the 
Community Outreach Partnership Center, 
funded by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, to expand, enhance, 
and coordinate the service-learning activities. 
JUT students also volunteer their tUne 
mentoring neighborhood students, and 
university faculty, staff, and students 
volunteer their time to plant and weed at 
GRUB. 

Key Challenges 

According to the university's Project 
Director for NENARIT, Ann Howard, the 
partnership has faced at least two sets of 
fundamental challenges. The fust relates to 
the unpredictability of conditions around rl1e 
par~nership. In particular, NENA has 
experienced a significant loss of funding, 
including funds that supported paid staff. The 
par~nership has sought to address this by 
br1nging in RIT faculty, staff, and students to 
share in sotne of the problen1-solving and 
decision-malill1g that had previously been 
handled by paid staff. T11e partnership has 
also seen significant turnover of community 
and university leadership. The focus on the 
SNAP principles has helped the partnership 
stay focused in these times of changeover. In 
addition, JUT is currently exploring ways to 
further institutionalize the partnership within 
the university. 

The second set of challenges centers on 
how to manage vanous relationships---
between corrununity and university, faculty 
and conununity leaders, students and faculty, 
and students and residents. T'hese issues 
include how decisions are rnade, how to 
ensuxe that university interests do not eclipse 
neighborhood priorities, and the sharing of 
limited resources. In April 2004, Gus 
Newport, a c01nmunity building expert and 
Rochester native, facilitated a ser1cs of 
community building workshops for the 
neighborhood. These workshops served to 
bring the issue of power-sharing between 
stakeholders into focus. A new series of 
con1tnutUty-building workshops, again led by 
Newport, was initiated in the spring of 2005. 
These workshops focused on building new 
leadership potential among neighborhood 
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residents and renewing the SNAP planning 
process. 

Lessons Learned 

The working out of the NENA-IUT 
partnership has underscored tl1e value of 
using the SNAP as a framework for the 
activities and guiding principles of the 
partnership. This framework provided RIT 
with an exceptional introduction to the values 
and goals of the cotntnunity. It also provided 
the various participants with a conunon 
understanding of cotrununity development 
from which to build partnership activities and 
evaluation processes. It has also acted as an 
anchor for the partnership during titnes of 
transition. 

Edwards expresses that another lesson 
learned has been the need to rnake titne to 
work out the details of tl1e partnership. 
NENA leaders and RIT faculty meet at least 
once a month to discuss the progress of 
various initiatives and where tl1c conununity 
would like to go next. In addition, NENA 
leaders and RIT representatives sit on the 
partnership advisory c01nmittee that n1eets 
monthly. The NENA leader explained that 
this committnent is vital to being able to work 
out the nuts and bolts of the nurnerous 
projects underway. In addition, it provides the 
opporwnity for partners to fully understand 
the evolving needs of the cormnunity and 
speak candidly about how well specific 
projects are n1ecting conununity needs. 
Partnership par-ticipants have recently 
recognized that the SN{'\P requires constant 
care and attention in order to assure the 
collective understanding and cotnmit1nent 
required for successful neighborhood plan 
ll11plen1entation. As \vith any effective 
planning process, there must be fonnal 
n1echanisn1s to introduce new co1runw1ity and 
university participants to the vision and goals 
embodied in tl1e neighborhood plan and 
n1echanistns to ensure the plan remains fresh 
and reflective of neighborhood change. 

The NENAIUT partnership found itself 
working with a well-established neighborhood 
plan. ·nus allowed the partners to bypass 
some of the growing pains experienced by 
other con1111mllty-carnpus partnerslllps 111 
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their early stages. Conunwllty groups and 
campuses may want to consider whether 
establishing a framework for neighborhood 
developtnent that is as focused, detailed, and 

Sources 

demandi11g as the NENA SNAP will help 
stnooth their own process and t,r:ive thetn a 
solid foundation to rely on as they face future 
challenges and transitions. 

lntClview with Shirley Edwards (executive director, Nordillast Block Club Alliance, NorthEast 
Neighborhood Alliance), June 2005. 

Interview \Vitb M. Ann Howard (NENA-RIT project director, Rochester Institute of'I'echnolog}?, 
June 2005. 

Intetview with Gus Newport (executive director, Institute for Con1111unit:y Economics), June 2005. 

Howard, 1\1. Ann. ''Neighborhood Revitalization as the l:.;'ramework for a Comprehensive 
Comtnunity Service Learning Program." \Xlorking paper, Department of Science, Technology, and 
Society /Public Policy, Rochester Institute of Technology, 2005. 

"The NENA-RIT Pru.tnership," http:/ /www.nenalO.org/nenaRit.php. 
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Case Study: Emerson Park 
Development Corporation & 
University of Illinois at Urbana
Champaign 
Participato~y action re.rearch and neighborhood 
J"'JtJt/:alization 

EPDDUJUC is one of the !otc€eJ1-.rlanding 
comJJJtmit;,~campus pa11tle1:fhips in the nation. The 
parttm:rbip's mnmn!ment to plqy I:J' the commum!;<r 
ground rules, combined JJlith its pm1icipatO')' action 
re.rearch approach, has helped bmld a relatiomhip that 
i.r C01Jl!tltl1lt(y~focu.red and encourages the .rharing of 
role.r and re.rponsibilitie.r. · 

Background 

_, When indusny began to leave the· city of 
East St, Lows, Illinms, in the late 1950s and 
1960s, the once-thriving urban area lost over 
half of its manufacturing job& This decline in 
the city'~ econornic base led to a shru_p drop in 
population and an increase in abandoned 
housing in the East St. Louis neighborhood of 
Emerson Park. T11e tnunicipal government 
faced a shrinking tax base at a ttine of cuts in 
federal and state aid and decided to suspend 
many services. By tl1e late 1980s, the local 
government had stopped ftxing broken street 
lights and potholes and had discontinued 
garbage collection in the Emerson Park area. 

In the mid 1980s, a group of Emerson 
Park residents began to partner around nmch 
needed neighborhood revitalization. Under 
the leadership of community member Ceola 
Da:is, :cside-?-ts implemented clean-up 
proJects, including the demolition of several 
abandoned buildings, and scHne residents 
trained in direct-action organizine- In 1987 
\X'yveiter Younge, state r;pre;en~~tive frot~ 
East St. Louis and chair of the legislature's 
lugher education fu1ance conunittee 
challenged the publicly funded University of 
lllmms at Urbana-Champaign (UJUC) to 
establish a research and outreach program in 
her con1111Unity. 'l11c university president 
responded by creating the University 
Extension and l\1inority Access Program and 
b 1

(( , 
y . 990, UJUC had completed nearly 40 

studies on East St. Louis. 
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~'hen newly hired assistant professor 
Kenneth Reardon conducted an evaluation of 
the University Extension and lvfinority Access 
Program in 1990, however, he discovered that 
the research had been conducted without 
local participation and the work had provided 
few benefits for the community. The 
uni~e~sity then changed gears and adoptOO a 
part1c1patoq action research approach-a 
collaborative process that seeks to create 
positive social change. \X!J.1en the UIUC began 
to s~ek out potential neighborhood partners, 
Dav1s, who headed the En1erson Park 
C_01ntnunity Developtnent Corporation 
(EPDC), saw an opportunity to further her 
orgat:V.ation's goals. She agreed to partner, 
provided the wllversity agree to a series of 
conditions that would give the cotntnunity 
control of the research agenda. The University 
accepted the stipulations and the two partners 
formed the East St. Louis Action Research 
Project (ESLARP). 

Partnership Structure and Activities 

Ms. Davis set out a series of conditions 
known as the Ceo/a At·cord.r that direct the 
n~ ture o~ tl~e partnership: 1) the cot11111Utllty 
\V1llren_1am 111 c?ntrol of the research agenda, 
and restdents w1ll be actively involved in each 
step o~ ph1:ning and implementation, 2) 
emphas1s wrll be placed on program 
development and implementation, 3) the 
uruversHy will tnake a stronger cotrunitn1ent 
to rais~ fun.ds fm~ revitalization efforts, and 4) 
the utuverstty will establish a nonprofit to 
sustain planning and devdopment efforts. 

T'he f1rst task of the new partnerslllp was 
to complete a comprehensive neighborhood 
stabilization plan In January 1991, local 
~·csidents fornully adopted a progratn that 
mcluded plans for neighborhood 
beautification, housing rehabilitation and 
developn1ent, substance abuse and public 
safety programs, economic development and 
job generation initiatives, and cotnmunity 
organizing. The partnership started with 
smaller projects while pursmg capacity 
building initiatives that would allow the 
con1munity to take on increasingly large-scale 
projects. For example, the EPDC acquired a 
o01e3 status 111 1995, allowing it to apply 
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directly for grants, donations, and other 
funds. In addition, in 1996 the EPDC hired its 
first full-time, paid executive director, Vickie 
Kimmel Forby, UIUC alumna and former 
ESLARP participant. 

One of the n1ost significant coups Dr 
the community was persuading the East St. 
Louis city council to relocate a proposed 
MetroLink light rail station to Emerson Park. 
University research fron1 the architecture, 
urban planrllng, history, and other 
departments combined with effective 
comn1wllty organizing convinced the city that 
an Emerson Park station would provide 
residents with tnuch needed transportation to 
regional ctnploymcnt. Other successes 
included establishing the Neighborhood 
Family Housing Progran1, which secru·ed 
financing for and built several homes in the 
area; the itnplen1entation of Y outhBuild, 
which funds const:1uction training to help 
unemployed residents earn u111on 
apprenticeship status; and the renovation of 
Cannady Park, which required major physical 
redevelopment. Most recently, the EPDC has 
established a successful charter school and 
specialized vocational programs 111 

entrepreneurship, n1us1c production, and 
consu·uction. 

Key Challenges 

The partnership has found it difficult to 
attract enough resoru·ces to effect significant 
neighborhood change. Numerous initiatives 
under the 1991 neighborhood plan relied 
upon external funding, but despite strong 
neighborhood support for the proposals, 
dozens of funding agencies chose not to 
invest in it. Etnerson Park residents decided 
to demonstrate their comnlltment to the plan 
by undertaking numerous itnprovetnent 
projects on their own, li1cludit1g cleaning up 
illegal dump sites and improving tl1e physical 
appearance of area homes. In response, the 
State Treasurer established a revolving loan 
fund to pw~chase home itnprovement 
supplies. Then, after the EPDC obtained 
501c3 status, it was able to attract a $35,000 
grant frotn Urban Resources to create a 
pw11pkin patch and Clu:isunas tree farn1. 'l11c 
success of these projects demonstrated that 
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EPDC could manage federal funds 
responsibly, and the organization was 
subsequently able to \Vll1 larger Urban 
Resources grants for organizational 
development and HUD HOME grants for 
housing rehabilitation. T'hc a.~ccesses of the 
partnership to date have helped to garner 
additional resources and recogtlltion for the 
EPDC. For example, the EPDC was awarded 
$1.1 million for li1frast1·ucture li11provements 
when it was designated a Regional 
Etnpo\vern1ent Zone in 1999. 'Ihe rerouting 
of the lvleu·oL..ink station, n1oreover, attracted 
sigtllficant n1edia and acadernic attention, 
augtnenting tl1e EPDC's credibility and 
influence. 

Lessons Learned 

Strong con11nurllty and university 
leadership has been a key factor in the success 
of the partnership and the positive impact tlut 
it has had on Emerson Park. Davis and other 
cmnn1unity leaders pioneered resident 
li1volvetnent li1 neighborhood itnproven1ent at 
a titne when it was difficult to obtain external 
resources and fundit1g. T'heir efforts gave the 
EPDG UIUC partnership focus, and, in time, 
partnership efforts attracted additional 
funding and motnentum for neighborhood 
revitalization. The early con1mittnent of 
UIUC's president and then the leadership of 
key university faculty helped to institutionalize 
the partnership within the university, allowing 
both the cotnmunity and university to benefit 
from the cumulative experiences of faculty 
and students. 

Centering the EPDC-UIUC partnership 
on tl1e conunmllty's ground rules and a 
participatory action research approach has 
helped build a working relationship that is 
conununity-focused, encourages the sharing 
of roles and resources, and is action-oriented. 
As a result, university research and senrice 
have concretely conu·ibuted to the 
revitalization of tl1e Emerson Park 
neighborhood. Moreover, the neighborhood
university collaboration has enriched the 
learning experience of students and faculty
so much so tl1at nun1crous students have 
opted to nuke a vocational con11Tlltment to 
con1111unity development. 'l11C tnutual benefits 
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for the community and university have 
fostered a long-standing partnership that has 
been able to build upon prior experience and 
successes. Additionally, ESLARP is now a 

Sources 

nationally recognized model that has been 
adapted for use by other comtnunity-campus 
partnerships. 

Interview witl1 Vickie I<.:it11111el Forby (executive director, Etnerson Park Development Corporation), 
June 2005. 

I-Imwood, Stacey Anne, ed. The Remaking q[Emerso11 Park: NCigbborbood RerJitalizat.ion, Cotmmmi!J 
Acti11i.rm and the Emmon Park De11elopment C01poration, 1985-2002. Urbana-Champaign: University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 2002. 

Rem·don, Kenneth M. "Straight A's? Evaluating the Success of Comtnunity /University Development 
Partnerships.'' Cormmmities & Banking. Boston: Federal Rese1ve Bank of Boston, Summer 2005. 
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Case Study: Florence Crittento n 
Services & the University of 
California at San Francisco 
Job traimitP, andplacement 

J\71-mJeJ."Otufacton coJttribute to tbe .rttccess q( tbe 
cmplqyment training and placemmt program 
admim:rtered f:_y .Florence C1ittenton Sen;ices and 
UCS.F. Among the mo.rt impm1ant of the.re factrm 
are the strong commitmmt and pmtic}pation q( each 
partmn: 

Background 

After the Hunters Point Shipyard closed 
m 1973, the Bayview Hunters Point 
neighborhood 111 San Francisco saw 
unen1ployment climb and the quality of life 
fall sharply. Today, the area of 35,000 
residents has an unemploytnent rate around 
19 percent and the city's highest 
concentration of persistent poverty. Residents 
face significant challenges to obtaining good 
jobs and increasing their inco1nes, including a 
poor school systetn and physical isolation-
the neighborhood is separated from the larger 
city by a highway and has few modes of 
public transportation. 

In the wake of welfare reform in 1996 a 
group of community leaders and lo~al 
nonprofits that were working on workforce 
and econonllc development created a plan to 
help residents gain access to etnployment and 
business opportmllties. The group formed the 
Southeast Neighborhoods Jobs Initiative 
Roundtable. By 1998, the Roundtable had 
analyzed the con11nmllty's needs, established a 
network of strong nonprofit partners, and was 
looking for workforce partners. 

In 1999, the University of California at 
San Francisco (UCSF) broke ground on a new 
43-acre catnpus in the adjacent :Mission Bay 
neighborhood, raising questions about the 
it11pact the expansion would have on nearby 
areas. As a result, the university began seeking 
out ways to itnprove the surroundit1g environs 
and engender neighborhood support. UCSF 
approached the Roundtable about exploring 
ways in which the t\vo groups could partner. 
For the next two years, UCSF representatives 
patticipated met quarterly with the 
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Roundtable, and tl1e two worked together to 
develop a detailed en1ployment and economic 
developtnent strategy. Fron1 these interactions 
emerged a three-part program. The ftrst 
consists of an initiative to n1ake local 
businesses n1ore competitive in cl1e university 
procw·en1ent process. 'I11e other two 
programs provide job t1:aining for residents 
and match them up with etnployn1ent 
opportunities throughout the university. 

Partnership Structure and Activities 

One of the employment progratns, 
known as the Commmllt-y Outreach 
Internship Program (COIP), provides 
tr~ing, placetnent, and job support for 
cle11cal and adtninistration positions within 
the w1iversity. Participants are recruited 
largely from the Bayview Hunters Point 
neighborhood through Florence Crittenton 
Services, a tnember of the Roundtable. 'l11e 
program centers on a 10-week training course 
and a 5-tnonth paid internship administered 
jointly by Florence Crittenton and UCSF and 
financed through grant funding. After the 
program, participants either go into 
permanent jobs at the universit-y or enter the 
~nstitution's ten1p pool Last year, the 
mternship was put on hold because of a lack 
of funding, but the university contit1ued its 
con11nitment to the program by agreeing to 
hire qualified . participants directly after the 
training course. Post-tiaining, participants 
receive guidance and support fron1 a job 
coach at Florence Crinenton and a job 
mentor at the university. 

The COIP program reqwres full 
collaboration between the pmtners. Florence 
Crittenton and UCSF work toged1et· to 
maintain a training curriculum that (1) tnects 
the job skills requirements of the universit-y, 
(2) helps participants determine whether a 
career in administrative work at a large 
university is a good fit for them, and (3) 
addresses participants' needs for soft skills 
:uch as time ~nanagen1ent and goal setting. 
I he partnerslup has benefited trcmcndcmsly 
frotn the institutional expertise of 1-::.'lorence 
Crit:tenton, direct involve1nent of a mliversity 
hmnan resource managct·, and university 
support made possible by the existence of a 
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Commwuty Relations Office. Both Florence 
Cr.ittenton and the Conununity Relations 
Office participate in applying for grant 
funding. 

Approximately 87 percent of participants 
finish the COIP program and fmd 
employment with the university. The 
partnership is entering its tenth· yem· and 
currently 10 to 15 participants go through the 
probrram twice a year. 1be pru:tnership 
provides rewards for all those involved. The 
participants earn a good sabuy and benefits 
through a stable employer. In many cases, 
these participants may not have been able to 
tnake the transition to full-tUne employment 
witl1out the support made possible by the 
program. Through d1e partnership, Florence 
Crittenton has access to a large, established 
employer. Its partnership wiili UCSF has also 
facilitated a similar program with California 
Pacific Medical Center. The university, in 
turn, gains access to a well-trained job pool 
with relatively low turnover and is able to 
foster good will with the cormnmllty. 

Key Challenges 

The first challenge to collaboration 
between the Bayview Hunters Point 
cormnunity and UCSF was concern about the 
university's intentions. These concerns 
stetnmed from the neighborhood's history as 
a dumping ground for unwanted 
infrastructure projects - the area is the home 
of the city's sewage facility and the former 
shipyard is now a Superfund toxic site. The 
university has worked to overcon1e these 
concerns through demonstrating a long-term 
con1n1itmcnt to llnproving the neighborhood. 
It has institutionalized a Conununity Relations 
Office, encouraged the llwolvetnent of key 
university staff in commwllty-partnersh.ips, 
and engaged m long-tcnn relationship
building witl1 d1e Row1dtable. 

There are also significant financial costs 
to tl1e COIP program, including the cost of 
training courses and the internship stipends. 
The grant-writing process involves its own 
challenges as both partners are •pplying for 
fw1ds from the same pool 11us requires 
significant coordination on the part of the 
partners to work out the tUning and division 
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of rl1e applications. Moreover, it has been a 
challenge to att.ract increased private funding 
to grow t11e program, as well as to att.ract 
additional university funds. 

Lessons Learned 

According to d1e Associate Director of 
Florence Crittenton, Gwen Henry, a key 
.reason why the partnership works well is the 
frequent and candid conversations between 
program organizers. She and her staff n1eet 
bin1onthly with key representatives from 
UCSF's Community Relations Office and the 
Hw11an Resources Office to discuss progratn 
details and grant applications. The 
conversation 1s frank and sometitnes 
impassioned, but rllls allows the partners to 
work out tl1e bumps along the way. Tlus type 
of engagement is tnade possible by the mutual 
commitment of both institutions to see the 
p.rogn:un be successful. 

Henry also believes that the partnerslllp's 
ability to adequately address tl1e interests of 
both the cotrunwUty and the university has 
contributed to the program's success. The 
program}s creator is also a manager in the 
wUversity's Human Resources Office. Her 
w1derstanding of the university's etnploytnent 
needs as well as d1e type of training and 
support c01nmunity residents would need to 
tnake the transition into the workplace was a 
vital force in helping to shape an effective 
program. Building on her initiative, the 
partners engage in a process of constant 
evaluation and modification in order to n1akc 
d1e program as effective as possible. 

It also appears that the Roundtable and 
wUvcrsity have chosen an appropriate scale 
and focus for the etnploytnent program. 
UCSF is a large institution witl1 thousands of 
en1ployees. An institution of this size can yield 
its fmancial and political influence in a 
tnultitude of ways. fut the success of the 
Florence Critt:enton partnerslUp suggests that 
focusing on one comtnmUty and building up 
tnomentum from a stnall progratn 111ay be a 
beneficial approach. The program participants 
have the potential to see sigtUficant personal 
benefits, which can affect the lives of others 
in their commwUty. 'l11e litnited scale and 
scope have also allowed the partnership to 
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develop an effective and sustainable model 
that can be expanded or modified for use 111 

other cotnmunities. 

Sources 

Intctview with Lisa Gray (conununity partnerships coordinator, Office of Community Partnerships, 
Universit-y of California at San Francisco), June 2005. 

Interview with Gwen I-Iemy (associate director, Florence Crittcnton Services), .June 2005. 

St01ies of Hope: Time Challenges, Thm St01ie.r, Many Lessons. New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 
2003. 
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Case Study: Fairview 
Neighborhood - Rutgers University 
Capati[y building and neighborhood rew/alizatiol1 

The Rutgers-PairtJie;v Pm1nenbip illtutrates 
bow local coll-eges or tmit;n:rities ~fien initiate 
comtJtuni!J'-cantpH.r partnenhijJ.r. The tmive~:ri(y:r 
commitment to being a re.rource to the CO!IJJ!Jtflli!J' bas 
belped the pm1nmhip lran.rition fi'om a campH.r~led 
initiatil;e to an increa.ringjy reJidmt -dtiven 
partnn:rhip. 

Background 

Constmcted in 1919 to tneet the housing 
demands of the nearby York Shipbuilding 
Corporation, the neighborhood of Failview, 
New Jersey, has seen considerable urban 
decline over the years. In 2002, 10 percent: of 
h01nes were unoccupied in the borough cf 
Fallview, a conununity of approximately 
13,000, and Yorkshire Square, tl1e cotnmercial 
center of the neighborhood, contained many 
storefront vacancies. For tnany years, the 
Fairview Historic Society has been working to 
reverse this trend. 

\\!hen the Wachovia Regional 
Foundation approached Rutgers University in 
2002 about a three~year, $450,000 
Neighborhood Development Grant, the 
university sought out a local comrnunity 
within the city of Camden with which to 
partner. TI1e can1pus became interested in 
Fairview because of the community capacity 
that already existed in t:he Historic Society and 
other community groups and the particular 
challenges facing the neighborhood 
Fallview was one of the last cities .in Cru11den 
without a neighborhood developtnent plan. 
Ultimately, the wUversity, the foundation, and 
the Historic Society agreed to form the 
Rutgers-Fairview Partnership. 

Partnership Structure and Activities 

Under t11e provtstons of the grant 
proposal, the partnership was to establish a 
one-stop cotruliwUty development center to 
provide consulting to srnall business owners 
and legal assistance to conu11m1it:y groups. 
TI1e center, the "Rutgers Fairview 
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Neighborhood Project," opened with paid 
staff and comnlltment fr01n faculty of the 
business and law schools to provide 
professional services. Orl1er goals under tl1e 
grant proposal included developing a plan to 
increase educational opportunities for local 
children and adults and the launch of a 
corrununity policing program. Law school 
faculty and students also provided the legal 
assistance necessary to establish the Faitview 
Village Association, a nonprofit organization 
that acts as a coordinating body for 
conltnunity development efforts. Throughout 
the partnerslUp, the mUversity has also 
provided leadership and community building 
workshops for neighborhood residents. 

The school also focuses on strengthening 
comtnunity representation in the planning 
process. Soon after the partnership's 
inception the university sought to broaden 
resident representation by establishing a 
steering committee tnade up of different 
conununity and mUversity stakeholders. The 
co1ru11itt:ee consists of subc01nmittees around 
each of the focus areas of the grant
comtnutUty safety, housing design, hmnan 
developtnent (youth and setUor programs), 
and business and economic developtnent. 'I11e 
corru11ittee and subcotnmittees report back to, 
and get feedback from, residents at town 
n1eeti11gs. 

The steering cotnmittee has cotne up 
with several new itUtiatives. Town residents 
agreed to pursue the revitalization of the 
downtown business district through 
implementing the National Trust's Main 
Street Program, a n1odel for economic 
developn1ent of a retail district In addition, 
the steering committee has participated in 
producing a cotnprehensive neighborhood 
plan, with help from Rutgers' business, law, 
and urban planning. faculty. This plan was 
itUtiated by the city of Camden, which has 
asked local commutUties to develop their own 
neighborhood plans to be inco1porated into 
d1e city phn. 

Key Challenges 

\Xlhile various Fairview neighborhood 
organizations had been engaged in community 
development efforts prior to the Rutgers~ 
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Fairview Partnership-most notably the 
Historic Society and nonprofits wodcing with 
youth-these groups did not represent the full 
economic, racial, and age specttum of the 
conununity. As the university sought to 
deepen its own con11nunity relations, it began 
to see an opportunit-y to catalyze relationships 
across the neighborhood, particularly across 
geographic and racial lines. One way it did this 
was by encourat,ring gToups to work together 
on the issue of community policing. T'he 
University also took an active role in 
increasing resident participation in town 
meetings and other planning f01ums. 
According to Andrea Schlafford, chair of d1e 
steering con1mittee, the Associate Provost 
Felix James and the other university 
representatives have been particularly good at 
fostering relationships across the conununity. 

Another challenge for the neighborhood 
has been the lack of coordination across 
comrnunity development efforts. The 
partnership has helped to reverse tllls in 
several ways. The steering and subcomnllttees 
have been forums that have helped bring 
together the different groups and individuals 
working towards commwllty development. In 
addition, the new Village Association will 
coordinate activities related to the 
neighborhood plan and any other real estate 
and housing devcloprnent efforts. J\1oreover, 
the partnership has helped catalyze the 
formation of the Fairview Partnership for 
Yout11, wlllch links the various youth-related 
activities throughout d1e city. 

A renummg challenge for the 
partnership is how well it \Vill transition when 
Rutgers closes the neighborhood center next 
year at the end of the Wachovia grant. At this 
time, the university will tnove the ren1aining 
staff person in-house. '11lls will be a 
significant test both of how well the 
partnership has etnpowercd the co111111utllty to 
take on leadership responsibilities and of d1e 
long-term commitment of the school. 

Cornmunil"y-Campus Partnerships 

Lessons Learned 

Community metnbers cite Rutgers' long
tcnn dedication to Fairview as one of the 
reasons for the partnerslllp's progress. The 
wllversity indicated tlut it was ir1 this for tl1e 
long haul by committing key university leaders 
and faculty, and by agreeing to long-tetm 
activities with the conununity. This, ln turn, 
has helped residents trust that it is worth their 
time and effort to cultivate the relationship. 
The true test of the university's comnlltrnent 
w1ll come when the neighborhood grant ends 
in 2006. That said, Ms. Schlafford afflrms that 
Rutgers has demonsu·ated to Fa.Uview that 
'(they are part of tl1e conununity and are here 
to stay." 

A key component of the partnerslllp 
appears to be the buy-in and involvetnent of 
top university leaderslllp, including the 
personal involvetnent of the Associate 
Provost and support from faculty \Vithin the 
business and law schools, which has allowed 
the institution to commit sig:tllficant resow·ces 
to the collaboration. The university has also 
determined to use its resow:ces to build up 
neighborhood capacity and respond to 
specific community needs, rather than push 
its own agenda. It is this posture that allowed 
the school to see an opportutllty to help 
bridge the gap between different segments of 
the cormnunity. 

The Rutgers-Fallview Partnerslllp 
illustrates the fact that comrnunit-y-catnpus 
partnerships are often initiated by a local 
academic institution. Rutgers' long-tern1 
commitment to beit1g a resource to tl1e 
con1munity has contributed to the ability of 
the partnerslllp to mal\:e the transition from a 
campus-led initiative to an increasingly 
resident-driven partnership. To date, the 
con1nlltment and work of various comtnunit-y 
groups, residents, and the wllversity have 
contributed to stronger neighborhood 
capacity, including improved networks 
between the various stakeholders working 
towards con11nurllty development, as well as 
tangible economic outcomes. 
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Sources 

Interview with .Anthony Ma1tinez (con1111U11ity business specialist, Rutgers Universit}~, June 2005. 

lnten~ew with Andrea Schlafford (chair, Steering Committee, Rutgers-Failview Para1ership ),June 
2005. 

11Vt(go:r, Fit:rt UnioJJ:r Regional Poundationl..LlU!tdJes Camden Initiative," 
http: I I ur.mtgers.edul medre!l viewArticle.html? ArticleiD = 2988. 
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