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A L L E N  G R O S S M A N  

D A N I E L  C U R R A N  

The Harlem Children's Zone 
Driving Performance with Measurement and Evaluation 

 
What we are doing for our children, middle- and upper-class people do for their children without the need 

for data analysis or evaluation. You don’t go to any middle class parent and tell them of the great analytics of a 
Head Start program or the lasting effects of after-school activities. But that is how it works with poor children.  

— Geoffrey Canada 

In December of 2002, Geoffrey Canada reviewed the progress of the two-year-old business plan of 
the Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ), a $15.6 million social service organization working with poor 
families and children in Harlem, a borough of New York City. (See Exhibit 1 for statistics on 
Harlem.) He reflected on how his theory to save thousands of children, one child at a time, was 
becoming a reality. Growing up poor and fatherless in the Bronx, he learned the dangers of streets 
and the difficulties of drugs and violence. “As a child,” said Canada, “I desperately wanted to be 
rescued. I said that if I ever got the chance, I would try to rescue kids.” Now president and chief 
executive officer of HCZ, Canada managed 450 employees serving over 8,000 children and 5,000 
adults through 12 interrelated programs in Central Harlem. 

Canada believed that to actively help children from troubled communities grow to healthy 
adulthood and become responsible and fulfilled members of their community, two important things 
had to happen. First, they must be surrounded by a critical mass of caring adults. Second, early in 
their lives, they must be exposed to sound health care, intellectual and social stimulation, and 
consistent guidance. These twin principles formed an integrated program model upon which HCZ 
developed an ambitious growth plan in 2000. Previously, the agency had run a variety of successful 
programs that were funded separately and worked somewhat independently of each other. But none 
were at the scale that Canada felt was needed to reach thousands of poor children in Harlem. Now, 
with this new integrated model, Canada was betting on the promise that within 10 years HCZ would 
reach $46 million in revenues, serve 24,000 people, and expand to an area three times the size of its 
current zone. He and his senior staff were confident that HCZ would prove to be a replicable model 
for social service delivery and child advocacy across the country. 

But the plan required the agency to drastically change its management structure, measurement 
systems, and program goals. Over the past two years, he and his staff had struggled with measuring 
the impact of HCZ’s work, especially in monitoring the overall effectiveness of its interrelated 
programs. Canada spoke optimistically of “setting up a seamless system of support from the moment 
of pregnancy to the time that child goes to college, a best-practice conveyor belt.” But could such a 
system be measured? Could it be scaled? And how did the changes challenge the passionate program 
managers who first developed the components of the system?   
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History 

The Early Years 

The Harlem Children’s Zone was formerly known as the Rheedlen Centers for Children and 
Families (Rheedlen), which was founded by Richard Murphy in 1970.  Rheedlen focused mostly on 
truancy prevention and from the start gained a reputation for being innovative and unafraid to work 
in the city’s most devastated neighborhoods. One long-time employee remembered, “Richard 
Murphy was a driven guy who sought to create safe places for kids in bad neighborhoods.” Ray 
Laszczych, current director of development and a 17-year employee, stated, “Murphy was confident 
in his people. He was afraid of structures and planning, because he felt this was the approach that 
other less effective agencies had pursued. Instead, we would find an opportunity, go get the contract, 
hire a good person, and send him or her to figure out how to do it.” Rheedlen grew in this way 
throughout the 1980s to become a strong social service organization with programs throughout the 
city. 

Geoffrey Canada assumed the leadership of Rheedlen in 1990. Canada had grown up in the Bronx 
and received an undergraduate degree from Bowdoin College and a Master’s degree in education 
from Harvard. He spent several years working in schools and social service agencies in Boston. In 
1983, Canada returned to New York and started working in the truancy prevention program at 
Rheedlen. The agency had a strong culture of promotion from within and Canada slowly moved up 
the ranks. He worked in a variety of Rheedlen programs with other committed social service 
providers, gaining a reputation as an effective manager and motivator. When Murphy moved on to 
become New York City’s Commissioner of Youth Services, Canada was his natural replacement. 
“Geoff was inspirational and visionary,” stated Laszczych. “When he came in, he posed a challenging 
question to the agency:  ‘What should we do to transform our neighborhoods?’”   

Rheedlen in the 1990s 

At the time, Rheedlen ran a patchwork of distinct programs serving approximately 1,500 children 
throughout the city. Programs included several foster care prevention services, a senior center, and a 
dropout prevention program. Each program was led by a long-term program director who had near 
autonomy in program design and implementation. In his first few years as president, Canada 
encouraged Rheedlen’s opportunistic growth and, at the same time, worked to bring about a sense of 
commonality in mission among the program directors. He maintained a lean headquarters staff, 
running all operations out of a small office on Broadway and 107th Street. “We never had fancy 
offices, because I wanted us to work at the street level. We needed to be where the kids were, to know 
them by name and work with them directly,” stated Canada. 

In 1991, Rheedlen opened its first Beacon School at PS 194 on West 144th Street. The Beacon Schools 
Program was a city-funded after-school initiative, which redesigned schools to become multiservice 
centers open days and evenings, seven days a week, throughout the year and provided programs in 
sports, adult education, and parenting support. The idea was to keep children engaged in positive 
activities during their off hours.  

The program, named the Countee Cullen Community Center, sought to use the school to support the 
redevelopment of the community. In the same year, Rheedlen opened the Neighborhood Gold 
homelessness prevention program. The program’s work with organizing tenants to improve the 
quality of life in their buildings led to the development of a community-building program, 
Community Pride. Starting in 1993, Community Pride, under the direction of Lee Farrow, worked 
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closely with the residents of one block in Central Harlem, West 119th Street, to restore their buildings 
and block. In 1995, Rheedlen took administrative responsibility for TRUCE (The Renaissance University 
for Community Education), a project that provided arts and media education for youth in Harlem. In 
1996, Rheedlen developed the Harlem Peacemakers’ Success in Schools program. Under the direction of 
Rasuli Lewis, the program placed Harlem Peacemakers, college-age AmericCorps interns, into 
classrooms in Harlem where they assisted teachers with lessons, taught conflict resolution in the 
school yard, tutored after school, and worked with parents and staff to create safe zones in schools.  

As Rheedlen grew, Canada relied heavily on his deputy, George Khaldun, to help in management, 
strategy, and fundraising. Each program director reported directly to Canada and Khaldun. Canada 
left all hiring, program, and personnel decisions in the hands of the program directors. Each program 
was supported by multiple, often-overlapping funding sources, each with its own reporting and 
accounting requirements. Some requirements were handled from headquarters, others from the 
program sites. Canada was confident in the abilities of his directors to take advantage of 
opportunities to design and run effective programs. But he and Khaldun were demanding of their 
directors. One director remembered, “Geoff would visit and always wanted to know why we were 
doing certain things. He demanded that we verify the work of our staff. He didn’t micromanage us, 
but we had to be able to provide evidence for our decisions.” Another stated, “Geoff had first-hand 
experience and always asked broader questions about how our work fit into the fight against poverty 
and violence.”  

The program directors met regularly and shared the lessons they learned in the course of their 
work. They became familiar with each other’s strengths and helped one another with difficult 
personnel and program issues. For instance, directors would go to Lee Farrow, the director of 
Community Pride, when they needed assistance in organizing community outreach efforts. Wilma 
Morton, director of the Family Support Center on Lenox Avenue had a good understanding of 
regulations governing social services in the state and city. Likewise, Canada brought important 
strategic questions to the directors for their input before making decisions.  

By 1999, the agency was serving over 6,000 children with a budget of $9 million. (See Exhibit 2 for 
financial statements.) An effective speaker and writer, Canada brought recognition and funding to 
the agency’s programs. He argued that the problem of poor children could not be solved from afar:  

There is no way that government or social scientists or philanthropy can solve this problem 
with a media campaign or other safe solutions operating from a distance. There is no safe way 
to deal with the violence our children face. The only way we are going to make a difference is 
by placing well-trained and caring adults in the middle of what can only be called a free-fire 
zone in our poorest communities. Adults standing side by side with children in the war zones 
of America is the only way to turn this thing around. 

But Canada was frustrated by the whims of foundations that dictated program design through their 
various initiatives. He considered whether Rheedlen was maximizing its effectiveness with its mix of 
programs or whether its pursuit of funding left it with services that were diffuse and disconnected. 
He dreamed of building the agency based on its potential impact rather than creating new programs 
and adapting existing ones to accommodate externally perceived needs and available funding. 

Canada began to pay more attention to a Rheedlen initiative called “The Harlem Children’s 
Zone,” which he, his senior staff, and program directors had developed to help the agency reach 
critical mass and scale. In 1995, the city of New York began to explore alternative management 
programs for the thousands of run-down properties it held throughout the city. The Tenant Interim 
Lease (TIL) Program was established to allow tenants of city-owned buildings to organize and obtain 
ownership of their apartments. “We started a massive outreach for residents to organize under the 
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TIL Program,” stated Lee Farrow, director of Community Pride. “In two years, we organized 12 
buildings on 119th street and helped 133 families with home ownership.”  

In 1997, the city gave Farrow a list of 150 buildings that it owned in a 24-block zone in Central 
Harlem, a residential and commercial area between 116th and 123rd Streets and between Fifth and 
Eight Avenues, six blocks north of Central Park. “We developed a community-building program and 
called it the Harlem Children’s Zone,” stated Farrow. (See Exhibit 3 for maps of the zone.) The 
project, funded in parts by several sources, combined successful elements of the Community Pride and 
Neighborhood Gold programs and integrated them with Rheedlen’s school-based preventive programs 
to serve the same families in the zone.  

Business Planning 

Canada felt that the zone approach might make a good model for Rheedlen’s future growth. It 
was designed to have a cumulative and scalable impact on a designated population, and it set strict 
geographic boundaries for the provision of services. In late 1999, Nancy Roob of the Edna McConnell 
Clark Foundation1 called Canada and asked if he would like to participate in a business planning 
process. EMCF was a recognized leader in the youth development field and a long-time supporter of 
various Rheedlen programs. The Foundation was in the process of fundamentally altering its grant-
making approach from limited funding of many organizations to larger, longer-term institution-
building grants. Roob saw Rheedlen as an attractive candidate for one of these new grants and 
wanted to determine whether the agency could sharpen its focus through a careful business planning 
process. 

Canada welcomed the chance to obtain sustainable funding for more purposeful growth. In early 
2000, EMCF provided a $250,000 grant for Rheedlen to hire Bridgespan, a Boston-based firm founded 
earlier in the year by Bain & Company, a leading for-profit strategy-consulting firm. Itself a 
nonprofit, Bridgespan focused on providing strategic consulting services exclusively to the nonprofit 
sector.2 Under the terms of the contract, a team of consultants from Bridgespan—under the 
leadership of Jeffery Bradach and Paul Carttar—would work with Canada and his staff to develop a 
plan that, if approved, would form the basis for a five-year EMCF grant. Bradach stated, “Our 
challenge was to help Canada evaluate the myriad programs Rheedlen offered, sharpen its strategic 
positioning, and create a solid growth plan and performance measures he and his team could use to 
move forward and attract broad-based, long-term funding.”  

For the next five months, the Bridgespan team and the Rheedlen staff worked together to collect 
and analyze data to answer four important questions: What was Rheedlen’s theory of change? Who 
did it intend to help? What programs were needed to achieve its intended impact? What operating 
infrastructure, performance metrics, and funding levels would be required over time to reach its full 
potential? Bradach stated, “Rheedlen needed a clear focus and a plan that would inform its growth 
and Canada needed more leeway in funding to support the big picture over the long-term.” The 
consultants, most of whom had MBAs, worked to assemble a base of facts about each of Rheedlen’s 
programs relative to expectations for the program’s performance. They analyzed enrollment data 
over multiple years, both within and between programs. They also gathered primary data through 
interviews with participants, other local service providers, and community members. And they 
analyzed each program’s profits and losses to help guide the allocation of resources. With this data, 

                                                           
1 See HBS Case 302-090, “EMCF:  A New Approach at an Old Foundation.” 

2 See HBS Case 301-011, “The Bridgespan Group.” 
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the consulting team and Rheedlen staff engaged in discussions around several themes: What do we 
consider to be “success”? What are we trying to achieve?  What are we willing to be held accountable 
for achieving?  

At first, the collaboration was rocky. The directors at Rheedlen were engaged in managing day-to-
day operations in some of the most violent neighborhoods in America. They had learned to make 
decisions quickly and adapt programs as needed. They had not had the time, resources, or skills to 
analyze their efforts in great detail. For many, the self-scrutiny was uncomfortable. “We rarely had 
the historic facts and figures that they wanted,” stated one program director. “It made me feel like I 
was not doing a good job.” But over time, the process brought to Rheedlen a new type of analytic 
thinking combined with a deeper understanding of the underlying economics of its programs. The 
analysis allowed management to think holistically about the agency and compare the performance 
and relative impacts of each program. Canada stated: 

The process was harder and more time consuming than I’d expected. It was four to five 
hours a week of thinking, and talking, and working through issues that came up. If I had 
known before what it was going to take, I probably would not have gotten involved. But the 
payoff has been tremendous. It helped us see our programs more clearly and make decisions 
based on concrete comparative costs and opportunities.  

The Business Plan 

The process resulted in an ambitious and detailed growth plan (see www.hcz.org for a copy of the 
complete plan) based on several key elements. First, it forced Rheedlen to explicitly state the theory of 
change that would undergird its approach—i.e., for children to reach a healthy and productive 
adulthood requires programs that provide a critical mass of engaged, effective families, and early and 
progressive intervention in children’s development.  Second, the organization decided to concentrate most 
of its activities on the families in the 24-block region of the Harlem Children’s Zone. This 
concentration of efforts—reaching a greater percentage of residents in the zone with a wider, more 
effective mix of services, particularly at earlier stages of a child’s development—became the 
operational blueprint for the organization. Third, the organization committed to go to scale and 
eventually serve thousands of poor children with a large network of program services in an 
expanded geographic area. The plan then described the kinds of beneficiaries, rates of growth, and 
zone penetration goals that Rheedlen committed to reach. It explained the new management and 
information systems that the agency would need and presented a specific timetable for the 
development of each (see Exhibit 4 for elements of the plan). It laid out a clear path for the following 
nine years, separated into three distinct phases. The first phase would be devoted to refining the basic 
program model; the second and third would involve systematic expansion of HCZ to two adjacent 
geographic areas.  

Canada and his senior staff determined that Rheedlen needed to align its current programs and 
add certain programs to its mix to achieve their objectives. Of particular importance were the needs 
of children in the preschool-age bracket. The plan called for the development of two Head Start 
programs within four years.  Likewise, the plan suggested a reorganization in which the Harlem 
Children’s Zone Project and the Beacon/Preventives Programs were split and managed by separate 
senior program directors. To free up managerial and financial resources, Canada made the difficult 
decision to close three successful programs—the Jackie Robinson Senior Center; El Camino Drop-out 
Prevention Program in lower Manhattan, and the Neighborhood Gold Homelessness Prevention 
Program. “It was very hard to close those programs and the other directors were stunned,” stated 
Canada. “Intellectually, it made sense, but, emotionally, we did not want to let them go.” 
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Nevertheless, he felt that the resources required to support them would have far greater impact if 
they were directed to penetrating the zone with more services. (See Exhibit 5 for market penetration 
rates by age.) In addition, the plan called for the construction of a new, $31 million, 100,000-square-
foot headquarters to be built at 125th Street and Madison Avenue and opened by 2004. The facility 
would house administrative offices, a planned charter school and Beacon Program, Head Start, the 
Baby College, a Medical and Dental Clinic, and a new Practitioner’s Institute.  

In his 2000 yearly report, Geoff Canada described how the programs would function together:   

Our programs are built around a belief that aims to develop healthy children and a healthy 
community at the same time. Our focus is on frequency and critical mass. The programs form a 
continuum of care, beginning with the Baby College, which teaches skill for parenting children 
ages 0–3; progressing through Harlem Gems, a Head Start Program for four-year-olds; on to 
TRUCE, a comprehensive youth development program that last year helped 17 out of 18 high 
school students gain entrance to college. Our programs to promote community building 
include the Employment and Technology Center and Community Pride, a resident-led 
neighborhood revitalization project. HCZ also provides child-abuse and neglect-prevention 
services to residents within and outside the HCZ Project in part through its two beacon 
schools; Countee Cullen Community Center at P.S. 194 and Booker T. Washington Center at M.S. 54.  

Lee Farrow stated, “Making the Harlem Children’s Zone the centerpiece of our strategy was a 
brilliant idea. We focus all of our energies on the same families and children. We get churches, 
businesses, schools, and tenants together to be part of the design and solution to make kids healthy 
and safe.” Standing in front of a large map of the zone hanging in the conference room of her office at 
Community Pride, she pointed out the red-shaded buildings, gold stars, and green flags that demarked 
programs and plans for the agency. “We are now a patchwork whole, not fully conceived, but 
merged together for a unified purpose. There was no grand design—it is really an emergent vision 
that will take a lot of work, but I am certain will succeed,” said Farrow. (See Exhibit 6 for program 
descriptions.) 

Following the creation of the business plan, EMCF provided Rheedlen with $5.75 million in 
funding over the following three years. The Robin Hood Foundation and The Picower Foundation 
provided an additional combined total of $7 million.  

Measurement and Evaluation 

One of the first imperatives in the business plan was the need to “rigorously track and apply 
appropriate performance metrics to validate and improve the service model.” Canada was driven to 
meet this imperative. Over the years, he felt that his directors were doing a good job of achieving 
outcomes for children in their respective programs. “This is not revolutionary stuff. It is just common 
sense what we are talking about:  start them early and give them good solid interaction and stay with 
them over time and it works.” But he committed the agency to be more rigorous and systematic 
about measuring impact for several reasons. First, the agency had never shied away from scrutiny. 
Canada and his senior program directors had always prided themselves in evaluating their work to 
enhance program quality. Second, the stakes were higher. Khaldun said, “Funders have always been 
concerned about deliverables and how we spend our money. But at this new level of funding, they 
really want to quantify their deliverables.” Finally, it gave Rheedlen the opportunity to engage more 
fully in policy debates. Canada stated:  
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If we are right 80% of the time, it is fine for the kids in our programs. But it won’t have an 
impact on policy. We want our work to have an impact on city, state, and federal policy for 
poor children in poor communities. And we know what that game is all about. They say, 
“Show me. And even after you show me I won’t believe you. And I certainly won’t let you talk 
about it unless you show me the numbers.”   

Canada felt that the agency had to prove its model case-by-case and child-by-child. Furthermore, if 
the zone was going to grow at its planned rapid rate, then it needed to first refine its model. Reaching 
the goal would require simultaneously developing several new capabilities. Although the business 
specifically described most elements of Rheedlen’s strategy, it left the following elements largely 
undetermined:  

Indicators of success The plan promised to “establish specific goals and metrics for each 
program.” Developing a robust program response depended on a deep understanding and 
knowledge of what types and “doses” of interventions truly had a positive impact on children. This 
would require working with program directors to determine indicators of success for each program 
or devising a common set of indicators from program to program.  (See Exhibit 7 for example of 
outcome measurements.) 

Information collection Rheedlen committed to design a comprehensive measurement and 
evaluation system by the end of 2001 that would provide a timely management tool as it grew. The 
plan stated, “The agency will need to create the capability to collect and thoroughly evaluate 
objective data on the performance of specific programs and of the agency as a whole.” Khaldun 
explained, “The system would need to integrate several sources of information into a sophisticated 
moving picture of the people the agency served and their satisfaction with the service and 
effectiveness of programs.” The plan promised to include information sources such as demographic 
data, participant surveys, school attendance, and academic performance. It would also track the rates 
of participants who lived in the zone and the frequency of their visits to an HCZ program. 

Information analysis Canada stated, “Our hope was to find out clearly where we have a 
positive impact and how can we improve it.” For example, Canada suggested that Rheedlen measure 
academic performance by systematically collecting students’ report cards and attendance in its 
programs. The system would then be able to run an analysis of how many times a young person has 
to come to one of the programs, for how many hours, and over how many days to receive its benefits. 
Canada elaborated: 

We felt that the frequency and duration of a kid’s participation was important in 
determining impact. We assumed that if we are going to have an impact, then we think a kid 
will need to visit this program at least 50 times in a year. So we said to our program directors, 
“How many of your kids are going less than 50? And how can we get the kids that are between 
40 and 50 to come over 50? How much is that going to cost us?” Then we can compare 
programs. Why is one working better than the other? We have the same kids but they may be 
getting an entirely different response [in a different program]. Perhaps there is something 
qualitatively different going on.  

Measuring overall impact A key assumption in Rheedlen’s theory of change was that 
children in the zone would receive multiple services, but little data existed about whether that was 
happening. The new plan promised to track cumulative evidence of the effectiveness of its overall 
approach. It stated: “The Harlem Children’s Zone is more than simply the sum of its programs. 
Accordingly, setting overarching goals that reflect the results of the combined efforts of the HCZ 
services, and determining appropriate indicators to measure the achievement of those goals, will be 
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critical components of a comprehensive outcomes and evaluation system for the whole 
organization.” 

Canada knew that he was committing the agency to a challenging imperative. Meeting 
operational milestones such as hiring staff and implementing new technologies would not be 
difficult. Likewise, he could see meeting output goals such as the number of people served and the 
integration of services.  

But finding a cost-effective and reliable means of measuring the long-term impact of the agency 
would be a complex task. He and his staff were committing to improve the lives of children in one 
geographic area—an area that had a poverty rate five times the national average, unemployment levels 
four times the national average, a high rate of foster care placement, and low percentage of high 
school graduates. This would require each program to focus management attention on increasing its 
penetration rate in the zone (see Exhibit 8 for penetration targets). Could they even correlate 
individual child achievement to improvement in the zone? 

One of the critical factors of the agency’s success was the freedom for directors to follow their 
distinctive interests. Most of them had been with the organization for more than seven years. They 
were each used to developing programs and using individual systems of evaluation in varying 
degrees to measure their impact and inform their decisions. Now, funders and senior managers were 
going to demand that they be responsible for success in the zone and individual students’ 
performances, a uniform set of measures, and perhaps a uniform model. (See Exhibit 9 for outputs.) 

Implementation  

In early 2000, The Robin Hood Foundation funded Philliber Research Associates for three years to 
evaluate the Harlem Children’s Zone Project. The agency had long been running evaluation efforts 
and this would augment internal systems. Using existing data, such as demographic profiles and 
attitudinal surveys, Philliber promised to provide process evaluation reports for several programs 
and determine indicators for each program to measure interim and longer-term outcomes.  

Staff at headquarters began to ask program directors for more detailed information on all 
participants. The numbers and ages of children, their residence in the zone, the numbers of times they 
came to the program each week, and their situations at home were all important. This information 
would form the basis of an agency-wide database. Early meetings with program directors, Philliber 
researchers, and senior staff determined that academic performance in reading and math would be an 
early common measure of impact. This goal resonated with Canada’s firm belief in educational basics 
as a proxy for sound development. Accordingly, they asked directors to collect and record the 
reading and math grades of each child so they could measure progress over time. Khaldun 
distributed electronic scanners for tracking the attendance of every participant, each with his or her 
own card number and bar code. When a participant passed through any HCZ program, his or her 
card was scanned. Khaldun stated:  

We not only wanted to know the effectiveness of each program, we wanted to know what 
happens to our kids over time. From one program to the next—Baby College, Harlem Gems, 
programs from K-5 inside public school, middle school, and high school. Our bet is that any 
child who starts with us and attended the series of supports we provide, by fourth grade, 
should be able to read on grade level.  
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Over the next year, program directors began to feel changes in their relationship with HCZ senior 
managers. Most obvious was the frequency of new demands for numbers. Leroy Darby, director of 
the Employment and Technology Center, described his new reporting responsibilities: 

The measurement process drove directors crazy. Some got their whole staff involved in 
counting numbers, but I refused. I wanted to shield them from the craziness. We got strange 
demands at odd times. For example, I would get a call for an immediate report on the numbers 
of kids between ages of four through seven that lived in the zone and took classes at our center 
during the year. The reports sometimes got in the way of programs. The database was a big 
work in progress. The idea was to have a tool to help us make reports without going through 
papers. But it didn’t work easily. I sat and went through all of the addresses and started 
checking attendance sheets. I checked each one off and then tallied the numbers. 

Another program director observed, “Overall measurement was not something that I was 
interested in. I did the numbers to report to others what we were doing. It’s driven by our revenue 
streams and I am willing to do it to stay afloat.” After a year of reporting, another director stated: 

We key in all of our report cards, but have yet to see what they do with them. I think it goes 
on a big grid and goes to a funder. We don’t get those reports back but I am not sure if they 
would be very helpful to me. I will leave that analysis and crunching to the gang in HQ. But it 
is demanding of our time. We have kids from many different schools. We get report cards from 
different schools at different times and all sorts of classes fit under the same subject. Simply 
measuring it is harder than it seems.  

Canada sympathized with his directors. “People were accustomed to dealing just with their 
programs. Now we were suddenly asking them to think about the zone and its interactions. We 
expected them to deal with six or seven big changes at the same time. And we wanted them to think 
about penetration rates, frequencies, and integration.”  Khaldun remembered:  

We were in a difficult place because our funders were making frequent demands for data—
how many seven-year-olds in all of your programs? How many four-year–olds in Harlem Gems 
came from two-parent families? We became a lab for all of our funders research. And we could 
not say “no.” Technology was supposed to help us, but the database took time and had many 
problems with duplication.” 

Canada told his directors, “I know how you feel and I’m sorry. We will make you feel better later. 
But now you’ve got to do this.” 

By the end of 2001, Canada hired two senior program directors from the outside, as stipulated in 
the plan, to oversee the direct management program directors. This would free him and Khaldun to 
focus on the growth, strategy, and measurement of the organization. “I know that my program 
directors did not like being removed from me and I didn’t like it,” stated Canada, “but I knew that it 
was necessary to scale the agency.” The new positions in senior management enabled him to better 
respond to funders and collaborators.  

In April 2002, Canada hired Betina Jean-Louis as the new director of Evaluation. She held a Ph.D. 
in psychology from Yale and had extensive experience in measuring child development. Jean-Louis 
was charged with setting up an internal evaluation system in line with the business plan. She would 
work at headquarters and report directly to Canada. (See Exhibit 10 for new HQ structure.) Shortly 
thereafter, the agency decided to officially change its name to The Harlem Children’s Zone, Inc. (HCZ). 
“It more clearly described our focus and direction,” stated Canada.  
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Using the Data 

By July 2002, after more than a year of implementation, HCZ continued to work on establishing a 
streamlined tracking system. Each program had its own idiosyncrasies and set of variables that made 
it hard for consistent evaluation. The central database contained 15,000 names. But it had nearly 3,000 
duplicates. Data was manually copied on disks at each site and then transported to a central database 
in headquarters. Inconsistent data entry and problems with coding for participants made it difficult 
for senior managers to create accurate reports.  

But the first year’s efforts at measurement revealed some insights. “We began to progressively see 
that the dose and intensity of services mattered, “ said one director. “It gave us parameters. We 
realized that we may have the right ideas but don’t follow through to reach an outcome.” Canada 
asked program directors to work with Jean-Louis to realistically consider how many kids they could 
help with available funding and staff. At one meeting, Canada pointed out Philliber research that 
showed that 95% of middle school kids in the zone were behind in math and reading. He asked, “Can 
we design a program to lower that number, perhaps to 60%?” For much of the time at the meetings, 
directors talked of cross-registering participants.  

Soon, the agency realized that report cards were not a good measure of a student’s progress. 
Tutors from the various programs, who knew the kids well, reported that there was little correlation 
between a student’s progress and his or her grades. Schools were different, teachers frequently 
changed during the year, and grades were sporadic. Khaldun reported, “It was clear that the public 
schools were not holding themselves to the same standard that we were holding ourselves to.”  

To come up with a better measurement of progress, HCZ program staff developed a program 
called SMART (Shaping Minds Around Reading and Technology), which combined off-the-shelf software 
designed to improve literacy with HCZ tutors and incentives. The tutorial worked with a child at his 
or her reading level, drilling them on literacy skills, and advancing them only when they had 
mastered the previous level. Canada stated, “We still collect report cards, but we are now 
emphasizing the results of student’s work on the SMART Program. And we have advised program 
directors to adapt their work to use the tutorial as much as possible.” Senior staff began to speak 
about making sure that all program efforts went towards helping students raise their reading and 
math scores, at their own pace, with the goal of bringing them up to their appropriate grade level as 
measured by the State’s Regents Exams held in fourth and eighth grades. These efforts affected 
TRUCE, Harlem Gems, ETC, Beacon Schools, and the Harlem Peacemakers programs. Pre- and post-tests 
became a common practice in all programs.  

New Demands in the Field 

Laura Vural sat in her office at TRUCE (The Renaissance University for Community Education) on the 
second floor of an old school building on the corner of 118th Street and St. Nicholas in Harlem. The 
stucco in its interior hallways was crumbling and a few lights were out. It was 2:30 on a winter 
afternoon. In a few minutes, the center would become a beehive of activity for six hours as dozens of 
teenagers from Harlem engaged in arts and media education. Vural, a former CBS producer, founded 
the program in 1988 (then called Rise and Shine Productions located in Times Square) because she had 
a passion for children and a belief that involvement in the arts would better help them to develop 
their communication skills and self-esteem.  

In 1995, she brought the program to Rheedlen (now HCZ) because she found it too difficult to 
simultaneously run programs and seek funding. Two years later, Rheedlen incorporated Vural’s 
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program into its new TRUCE Program and asked her to move it to Harlem. Since then, her staff of 15 
worked long hours with over 100 kids to produce a weekly cable television program that featured 
poetry, video dramas, and documentaries. The center also published Harlem Overheard, a youth 
newspaper and worked with students to apply to college. She and her staff maintained a portfolio of 
work for each student that they used to measure progress over time. She encouraged staff to get to 
know each student individually and focus on building relationships.  Most of her students learned 
about the program from their friends and asked Vural if they could join.  Many took the bus and 
subway from distant neighborhoods to spend their afternoons and evening with TRUCE. 

Vural was concerned because she had recently received a request from her senior program 
director to provide headquarters with data on the numbers of 14- to 16-year-olds from within the 
zone, their ages, and how many times each had visited the center over the past six months. The 
request would require that she and another staff member manually go through case files and 
attendance records and fill in a spreadsheet. Although it would take only a few hours, she had 
planned to use the afternoon to work with three of her newer staff as they reviewed student’s 
portfolios—to help them better coach and challenge the students. She understood that HCZ wanted 
to measure its cumulative impact in the zone. But she still resented being pulled from her work to 
provide the numbers. She reflected:   

Evaluation at HCZ keeps us honest and I respect that. We used to have very loose records. 
But I want to integrate the evaluations of our real work into the demands of our donors. If I 
had been at the table in determining our measurements, I would have stated that there are 
better ways to judge our programs. The only thing we are evaluated on are the Regents’ 
Reading Exam scores and students’ grades, but not on the plays, videos, and newspapers that 
indicate the artistic development of the children. We are not a school but we are evaluated as 
such. I know that there are interesting things in these evaluation numbers, but they are not 
very telling in how we design our programs.  

Vural respected Canada and appreciated the difficulty he faced, but she thought: 

If I could, I would spend more time proving that youth development through the arts 
works.  I want to find a way to allow kids to be more creative and take risks. The fact that we 
are tested on academic components drives our progress—it gets us more staff, tutors, and 
funding. The kids are not coming here for academic help but because they want to be social 
and to express themselves. The arts help them with self-expression and self-image. We have 
had many college acceptances and scholarships and awards but we are not assessed on those. 
Also, take Janet over there.  She was doing well on her studies, but we determined that she 
would be better off living with her sister outside the zone. We took great effort to get her there, 
but where does she fit in an evaluation?  Is she is an asterisk on some report? 

Canada understood Vural’s concerns. He attributed some of headquarter’s frenetic demands to the 
new level of funding from HCZ’s large foundations, referring to them as the “three great forces in our 
lives.” Nevertheless, he was committed to using a comprehensive measure of impact to drive 
performance:  

As an agency, we now have to show outcomes and impact rather than really good stories. 
We need to be able to clearly state that we have invested “x” million dollars and proved that 
we have had an impact of X% of the kids that can now read who couldn’t before. HCZ has 
committed to be responsible for all of the kids in a 24-block area.  This means we have to teach 
them. We had to modify our lofty goals and focus on the basics. In each of our programs, we 
have been very good at saying, “If this is not working, let’s fix it.” Now let’s apply that to the 
whole agency. 
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But for most of the program directors, improving the reading of the kids in their program was not 
the reason they got involved with social service work in the first place. One director said, “We never 
appointed ourselves to making the changes that we are being held accountable for. My staff is 
spending most of its time helping kids to read. But our schools are failing and that is what financial 
performance is tied to. We are held to that standard.” Leroy Darby at the Employment and Technology 
Center stated, “We now measure attendance and work with school guidance counselors to get report 
cards. Our goal is to help kids to improve their reading by a half of a grade level. We used to allow 
free time in our center from 1–3 PM. Now we conduct pre- and post-tests and they have to improve 
by one grade level or we have failed in our efforts.”   

At the TRUCE Fitness Center, Will Norris stated, “We now demand that a kid sees a tutor at least 
two hours per week regardless of their performance. We insisted on this because we found that once 
a kid was doing well on a report card, we’d neglect him and he or she fell through the cracks in 
academics while they participated in martial arts. If I could, I would look much closer at the retention 
rate of our kids. If you hold on to people it really matters; they need to be a part of a program for at 
least 70% of the time to benefit from the discipline and consistency. Current measurement sometimes 
pulls us away from that kind of work.”   

Staying the Course 

Canada recognized the occasional disconnect between the measurement demands of his 
organization and the program passions of his directors. “What the director’s job was and what it is 
now are two very different things. People are terrific at what they do and they get into being a 
director and figure that they will do more of what they do, but the issues of hiring and firing and 
measurement turn them into managers.”  He continued: 

But we need to stick to the basics. We have found a variety of ways for kids to seek their 
own pathways—in arts, technology, fitness, conflict prevention, chess, you name it. We must 
spark their interest and set them on the path. But then we need a basic skill concept. There is a 
clear correlation between the ability to read and write and failure in life. The social and artistic 
activities and the passions of the directors merely work to attract the kids. 

Marilyn Joseph, director of the Baby College, described HCZ as “a great place to be” where she was 
given the freedom to build her program and the respect to make decisions. The fast-track unification 
of the programs was exciting to her but she lamented the quantitative focus: 

I see the things that you will never see in the numbers. They will not show the story of the 
homeless family who, with our help, found a home, or the mom who had a high-risk 
pregnancy and no extended family. Our staff reached out with emotional and physical 
support. We accompanied her to appointments, advocated with doctors, and were there with 
her in the hospital when she gave birth to a healthy little girl. Quantitative reports will always 
give you numbers, but not these stories. The qualitative piece complements and gives a clearer 
sense of the depth of the work we do each day. 

Farrow worried about the ambitious growth plan. “We remain a culture of strong individual and 
independent program directors. But are we drifting from our base? We built our reputation on grass 
roots intelligence and community involvement. It is the power of conviction in our community that 
matters.” She pointed out that, by 2009, HCZ expected to increase the number of children served to 
16,800. (See Exhibit 11 for beneficiary and financial growth targets.) “How will we account for all of 
the children?” asked Farrow. “Our programs are intensive. High quality cannot match the rapid 
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growth.” Many directors reminded themselves of their commitment to the children in their 
programs. Darby stated, “I am now responsible for increasing the numbers of participants that come 
from the zone. But I cannot forget the kids with whom I work. This is a calling for me. I have told 
them I will never leave the agency until all of their goals are met.”  

Norris felt that each of the program directors knew what was best for his or her clients. “All of the 
project directors have pride in their work and we all support each other with our strengths.” Another 
director related, “But there is now a whole new layer of management. The corporate cabinet makes 
decisions that used to be made by program directors. I used to deal directly with the funders a lot 
more. Now that is what Ray and Geoff and George and Kate do. They used to draw on directors to go 
to those meetings. It is a different kind of smart. We now have savvy quantification people focused 
on making funders happy but less knowledgeable in how to deliver programs.”  

New Management Initiatives 

In response to the concerns of program directors, Canada and Khaldun instituted several 
initiatives that they hoped would keep them engaged in the growth strategy.  “Implementing the 
plan for the zone is tough.  There are many projects going on within each of the programs.  They all 
have different outcome measurements. And they all require staff attention,“ stated Khaldun.  “So we 
designed the Program Council so Geoff and I could keep in contact with the program directors.”  The 
Program Council met every other month at one of the program sites.  The agenda covered strategic 
issues and included all program directors and senior executive staff from headquarters.  Toward the 
end of each meeting, the executive team (including the senior managers) left and the program 
directors met alone with Canada and Khaldun. “It gives them an opportunity to speak with us 
directly like they used to do, “ said Khaldun.  In addition, Khaldun introduced a series of program 
design meetings, in which each director would describe his or her program in detail, including how 
he or she made staffing decisions.  The other program directors would give suggestions, particularly 
in ways to improve training and engagement of high-potential staff members.  

 Will Norris considered, “When you are asked to do more and focus in on numbers, quality can 
suffer along other dimensions. I don’t want us to be just a recreation center—we could play all the 
games in the world but ultimately we want these kids to be productive citizens.” Vural 
acknowledged the leadership of Canada. She stated, “Geoff and I have an interesting relationship: 
I am a free spirit, artistic, and fierce fighter for my kids—we don’t always agree on things—but I have 
a strong belief in his mission and vision.  I respect Geoff and know that he is interested in the kids 
and would do nothing to detract from that.” Another director said, “People want to work for Geoff 
and feel that they are a part of something important. He brings his childhood to the table and that 
means a lot. He can get the troops rallied at even the lowest moments.”  

Lynn Burt said, “We are dealing with poor housing, educational neglect, sexual and physical 
abuse, drug addiction, and a host of clinical mental health problems. Every day you go home 
thinking about the kids. We are stressed and overwhelmed and crazy all the time. These new 
demands don’t help much, but it is just great to be a part of the very best social services in the city.” 
Darby agreed, “This is the best place to work. But I am a buffer for my staff from the craziness from 
above. I tell them, ‘You just do your job and don’t worry about above.’”   
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A New Opportunity 

On November 18, 2002, Barbara Picower of the Picower Foundation co-hosted a breakfast in 
Manhattan’s financial district on behalf of the Harlem Children’s Zone. The breakfast drew Mayor 
Michael Bloomberg, city schools chancellor Joel Klein, and 75 corporate and philanthropic donors. 
Following the breakfast, Chancellor Klein asked Canada if HCZ would be interested in placing 
Peacemakers in an additional elementary school in District 5 in Harlem in 2003. The school was not in 
the zone. In fact, it was located several blocks beyond the northern-most boundary of the future 
expanded zone. But it was part of the worst performing district in New York. For Canada, working 
within a school was “the holy grail” in reaching children. The Department of Education was involved 
in a massive reorganization. Perhaps HCZ had a chance to be more involved in school management 
and operations in Harlem. It was a wonderful opportunity. It didn’t fit in the plan, but could he pass 
it up?  
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Exhibit 1 Statistics on Poverty in America and in Harlem (from HCZ Business Plan)  

 
The children of America's devastated communities face an uphill battle from day one. A child 

entering first grade from a low-income family has, on average, been given 25 hours of one-on-one 
picture book reading, whereas a child from a typical middle class family receives 1,000 to 1,700 hours 
of one-on-one picture book reading (M.J. Adams. 1990. Beginning to read: thinking and learning about 
print. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press). By age three, children from families on welfare have a cumulative 
vocabulary of 525 words compared to children from professional families who have a vocabulary of 
1,116 words (B. Hart and T. Risley. Meaningful Differences in the Everyday Experience of Young American 
Children. Paul H. Brooks Publishing Co., 1995).  

These wide disparities are both an effect of and cause of broader set of problems that plague 
depressed communities. Central Harlem in New York City, the primary focus of Harlem Children’s 
Zone’s efforts, is such a community, deeply afflicted by poverty and the attendant social ills that have 
a demonstrated harmful impact on the development of the children that live in them. 

Statistics highlight the severity of the situation: 

! Five-fold poverty rate: In 1998, 12.7% of all Americans lived 
below the poverty line.  In Central Harlem nearly 50% of the 
population and 61% of children live in poverty.  

! Four-fold unemployment rate: U.S. unemployment levels 
hover in the low single digits. In the HCZ Project, where about 
half of Harlem Children’s Zone's children live, the rate is 18.5%. 

! Startlingly low education levels and student achievement: In 
Harlem, less than 25% of adults have a high school diploma and 
over 40% dropped out before high school. Less than 20% of 
children in the HCZ elementary schools read at grade level. 

! Record-setting foster care placement rates: Central Harlem has 
among the highest rate of foster case placement in New York 
state. 

Source: HCZ Business Plan. 
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Exhibit 2 HCZ Historical Financial Statements 

 

 Year Ended June 30 ($ in millions) 
 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 
      
Public Support and Revenue      

Public Support:      
Grants and Contributionsa 13,801,252 23,284,684 6,633,255 8,134,532 7,421,238 

      
Revenue:      

Special event 865,018 613,460 723,150 1,026,017 1,152,851 
Interest income 25,963 23,746 28,478 34,035 31,469 
Other income 58,706 66,483 79,049 78,573 109,572 

Gains on investments 5,188,015 1,890,032 683,578 1,150,173 246,184 
Total Public Support and Revenue: 19,938,954 25,878,405 8,147,510 10,423,330 8,961,314 

      
Expenses      

Program Services:      
Child abuse services 3,419,224 2,755,295 2,655,392 2,375,919 2,323,834 
After-school youth services 1,082,439 882,516 610,949 337,881 329,743 
Youth drug prevention services     159,864 
Harlem Children’s Zone 3,199,425     

Other preventive services 1,616,729 4,463,305 3,679,460 3,277,373 2,424,407 

Total Program Services: 9,317,817 8,101,116 6,945,801 5,991,173 5,237,848 
      
Supporting Services:      

Management and general 2,039,635 1,228,470 1,407,771 1,069,573 1,182,893 

Fundraising  404,303 505,659 373,365 387,526 307,889 

Total Expenses: 11,761,755 9,835,245 8,726,937 7,448,272 6,728,630 
      
Change in net assets 8,177,199 16,043,160 (579,427) 2,975,058 2,232,684 

Net assets, beginning of year 24,567,947 8,524,787 9,104,214 6,129,156 3,896,472 

Net assets, end of year 32,745,146 24,567,947 8,524,787 9,104,214 6,129,156 

      
aGrants—temporarily restricted 3,733,949 3,334,248 1,798,740 3,341,425 3,312,123 
      

Source: HCZ documents. 
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Exhibit 2 (continued)  

Statements of Financial Position
                                                                                                                                                    Year Ended June 30

2001 2000 1999 1998 1997
Current assets
  Cash and cas equivalents 1,633,233                     503,244                  628,589                  1,470,343               1,317,615               
  Investments 22,076,077                   7,098,562               5,888,358               4,569,390               1,883,091               
  Grants and contributions receivable 1,647,262                     11,037,669             1,245,689               1,401,127               2,465,748               
  Other receivables 41,529                          27,759                    47,753                    36,397                    85,153                    
  Prepaid expenses 111,584                        159,325                  101,435                  116,576                  47,155                    
  Due from advocacy agency 32,444                          19,472                    9,142                      26,049                    -                          
Total current assets 25,542,119                   18,846,031             7,920,966               7,619,882               5,798,762               

Grants and contributions receivable 306,667                        75,000                    195,000                  1,300,000               
Security Deposits and other assets 52,500                          19,188                    19,188                    15,393                    12,894                    
Property and equipment at cost, net 7,642,605                     6,089,796               931,409                  668,506                  592,267                  

    Total assets 33,543,891                   25,030,015             9,066,563               9,603,781               6,403,923               

Current liabilities
  Accounts payable and accrued expenses 539,270                        406,202                  326,875                  440,554                  201,381                  
  Refundable advances 48,556                          8,221                      14,901                    -                          -                          
  Due to advocacy agency -                                47,645                    -                          59,013                    73,386                    
  Bank loans payable current portion 204,039                        -                          200,000                  -                          -                          
Total current liabilities 791,865                        462,068                  541,776                  499,567                  274,767                  

Long-term debt - Bank loans payable 6,880                            -                          -                          -                          -                          

    Total liabilities 798,745                        426,068                  541,776                  499,567                  274,767                  

Contingencies and commitments

Net assts
  Unrestricted
    Undesignated 23,958,463                   15,977,298             (149,577)                 817,352                  405,575                  
    Board designated endowment 6,242,062                     5,508,176               5,032,569               4,310,001               3,255,811               
     Total unrestricted net assets 30,200,525                   21,485,474             4,882,992               5,127,353               3,661,386               
   Temporarily restricted 2,544,621                     3,082,473               3,641,795               3,976,861               2,467,770               
Total net assets 32,745,146                   24,567,974             8,524,787               9,104,214               6,129,156               

Total liabilities and net assets 33,543,891                   25,030,015             9,066,563               9,603,781               6,403,923                

Source: HCZ documents. 
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Exhibit 3 Maps of the Harlem Children’s Zone 

 

 

Source: HCZ document. 
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Exhibit 3 (continued)  

 

 

 

Source: HCZ document. 
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Exhibit 4 Elements of the HCZ 2000 Business Growth Plan 

Mission Statement 

The HCZ Project's mission is to create significant, positive opportunities and outcomes for all 
children living in a 24-block area by helping parents, residents, teachers and other key stakeholders 
create a safe learning environment for youth. 

Imperative #1: Penetrating the Zone 

The agency’s focus is on families with children aged 0 to 18, with particular concentration on 
those living in the Harlem Children’s Zone Project. Seven of the 16 programs were either designed 
specifically for the HCZ Project or have directed a significant part of their work to that area in the 
past three years. All but two, however, still serve mostly people from outside this area. (Roughly 70% 
of those touched by Community Pride and the Baby College are from the HCZ Project; the other 
programs are still running below 50%.)  

Given Harlem Children’s Zone’s emphasis on early intervention, the most ambitious market-
penetration target is for children age 0-5: The agency intends to reach 80% of HCZ Project residents in 
this age group. The targets decline thereafter: 70% for children age 3-4; 60% for those age 5-11; 40% 
for ages 12 to 13; and 30% for ages 14 to 18. Success with the earliest age groups makes the declining 
percentages at later stages both appropriate and easier to achieve. Concurrently, to ensure that 
programs reinforce one another and address the multiple needs of families and the community, 
Harlem Children’s Zone aims to boost cross-enrollment in its programs.  

Imperative #2: Tracking Performance 

The Harlem Children’s Zone is now concluding the first year of a three-year project to design and 
pilot an evaluation system for the Harlem Children’s Zone Project. Information sources will include 
demographic data, participant surveys, and participant information that Harlem Children’s Zone 
already collects for administrative purposes. For the Baby College, a parallel research project will 
examine the long-term difference the program has made in participants’ lives, compared to a control 
group in a similar community in Brooklyn. Meanwhile, two other projects will track the physical 
changes in the HCZ Project over time. In 2001, Harlem Children’s Zone will start developing an 
information-tracking system for programs that operate outside the Harlem Children’s Zone Project.  

Imperative #3: Building the Organization 

Harlem Children’s Zone’s rapid growth in recent years, combined with the growth and 
diversification called for in this business plan, will demand a significant strengthening of Harlem 
Children’s Zone’s core management, staff, and operating systems. In particular, over the next five 
years Harlem Children’s Zone will need to: 

! Bolster management with at least three new positions: a Chief Operating Officer and two 
Senior Program Managers; 

! Develop new in-house units for functions that were previously out-sourced or handled part-
time, particularly Evaluation, Facilities Management, and Human Resources; 

! Enlarge existing administrative units, particularly in Development, Fiscal Management, 
Information Technology, and Administration; and invest in appropriate new information 
technology applications. 
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By 2004, Harlem Children’s Zone will also develop and occupy a new headquarters facility that 
will include space for a charter school and new Beacon program, the Baby College and Head Start, 
the new Medical and Dental Clinic, and a planned Practitioner’s Institute.  

Imperative #4: Expanding the Boundaries 

Beginning in 2004, as Harlem Children’s Zone completes its planned refinements to the Harlem 
Children’s Zone Project programs, and when its performance-tracking system is fully in place, it will 
next move to expand the boundaries of the HCZ Project in two phases. The first will be a northward 
expansion, adding 36 more blocks and 3,800 more children. The next, beginning in 2007, will be a 
similar expansion to the south, adding 31 blocks and 8,000 more children: 

 Northern Expansion Zone 
  
Incremental % of current HCZ project 

participants captured 6% 

# of households 3,300 

Median household income $13,496 

# of children under 18 Years 3,800 

% of these children that are <5 years old 34% 
  
 

 Southern Expansion Zone 
  
Incremental % of current HCZ project 

participants captured 13% 

# of households 6,000 

Median household income $11,5886 

# of children under 18 Years 8,800 

% of these children that are <5 years old 35% 
  
 

Imperative #5: Informing the Field 

Harlem Children’s Zone’s ambitions, particularly in the Harlem Children’s Zone Project and the 
Beacon Schools, are significant far beyond the boundaries of Harlem, or for that matter, of New York 
City. The challenges that Harlem Children’s Zone is tackling in 24 blocks of Central Harlem are the 
same ones that confront other cities and states, Congress, and even some international organizations. 
Harlem Children’s Zone’s approach puts to a practical test the best current wisdom in the fields of 
youth and community development; its leaders therefore bear (and embrace) a responsibility to let 
other organizations and policy-makers know how their work is progressing, and how the best of that 
work can be adapted to other communities. 

Source: HCZ 2000 Business Growth Plan. 
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Exhibit 5 HCZ Project Market Penetration by Age Group—FY2000 
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Exhibit 6 A Tour of the Programs of Harlem Children’s Zone, Inc. 

The Harlem Children’s Zone Project 

TRUCE (The Renaissance University for Community Education) Located in the St. 
Thomas Aquinas School, on the corner of 118th Street and St. Nicholas, TRUCE is a comprehensive 
youth development program for 200 adolescents between the ages of 12–19. It fosters academic 
growth and career readiness through the innovative use of the arts, media literacy, health, and 
multimedia technology. As the HCZ Project expands, TRUCE will serve an additional 200 young 
people by 2006. In 2001, TRUCE staff helped 10 out of 12 seniors graduate on time and 9 seniors get 
admitted into college. Comparatively, the city average graduation rate is 50% and entrance to a two- 
or four-year college is 63%. The college-bound seniors received over $500,000 in scholarships. In 
addition, five TRUCE alumni graduated from Bard College during 2000–2001. Fifty-three TRUCE 
participants took the High School Regents exam and 68% passed (36 students). Laura Vural directs 
the program. 

TRUCE Health and Nutrition Center 108 steps up to the top floor of the same building as 
the TRUCE Center, sits the Health and Nutrition Center and a world of bodies in motion. Space is tight 
as 13 full-time staff members under the direction of Will Norris (nine years with HCZ) teach health 
promotion, fitness, and nutrition. The kids are organized into three teams that undergo three ten-
week courses in physical education, martial arts, health and nutrition. The staff also runs an Insight 
Center that each child is required to attend for tutoring and homework assistance before engaging in 
their other activities. John Aziz, a nationally recognized Tae Kwon Do Instructor, runs the martial arts 
program, which includes an in-school component at Frederick Douglas Academy. The Center serves 
120 children each week.  

Harlem Gems Just down the street in Public School 149 (now called P.S. 207) on 117th street, 
HCZ opened a universal pre-kindergarten program for 40 four-year-olds in 2001. The curriculum was 
designed by Program Director Caressa Singleton to provide an intellectually and socially stimulating 
year that prepares children to enter kindergarten ready to learn. Through 10 licensed teachers and 
several Harlem Peacemakers, the Gems supported children with a 4:1 child-to-teacher ratio. 

Baby College About three blocks from P.S. 149, on the corner of 122nd Street and Adam 
Clayton Powell Boulevard, sits the Baby College. Directed by Marilyn Joseph, the Baby College runs 
three 9-week outreach courses to approximately 180 parents of children 0–3 years old each year. The 
program was designed in cooperation with Dr. Berry Brazelton, a noted pediatrician and child 
development expert. The staff provides information to parents on child brain development, health, 
discipline, and safety with a goal of demonstrating how to raise happy and healthy children who will 
be eager to enter school ready to learn.  

Community Pride Just a block north from the Baby College, in a renovated city-owned 
brownstone on 122nd Street, sits the Community Pride Program.  Initiated and run by Program Director 
Lee Farrow, the program has worked for seven years to support a resident driven, neighborhood 
revitalization program that began on 119th Street. Their efforts at community mobilization led to the 
creation of 46 tenant associations, several community coalitions and the transfer of 20 city-owned 
buildings to resident management and ownership. In total, Community Pride is working with 36 
buildings comprising 605 apartment units that will be owned by tenant residents by 2004. The theory 
of the work is based on a vision to build a community apartment-by-apartment, tenant-by-tenant, 
and block-by-block. Program staff also works to help residents improve the physical environment 
and increase resident leadership and involvement in the community.  
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The Employment and Technology Center (ETC) Down 118th Street and a block north on 
Malcolm X Boulevard sits the Employment and Technology Center. Opened in 1999 and directed by 
Leroy Darby, the ETC was designed to provide residents with the skills to compete in the job market. 
The Center operates six days per week, from 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. Monday through Friday and from 9 a.m. 
to 3 p.m. on Saturday. It has three classrooms equipped with over 20 computers. Darby’s staff of nine 
offers several programs for adults and youth aged 14–18 in computer literacy, work readiness, job 
search assistance, and life-skills training. In addition, the center offers open computer access in its 
Community Room to residents and collaborates with the Peacemakers and the elementary schools to 
provide classes for children between the ages of 5–12. 

Harlem Peacemakers The Harlem Peacemakers Program was developed by Geoff Canada and 
Rasuli Lewis. They felt that school classrooms, like the streets, were violent places where children 
learned to react to most situations with anger. The program, directed by Lewis, places specially 
trained college educated youth into Harlem classrooms to help teach conflict prevention strategies to 
children. Over the years, the program has grown to ensure a corps of youth who dedicate themselves 
to work for a year in one of HCZ’s programs. Through the School Success Project, the program places 
45 Americorps-funded Peacemakers in the classrooms and after school programs at each of the three 
public elementary schools in the Harlem Children’s Zone Project (PS 207, PS 144 and PS 76). 
Peacemakers also operate Freedom Schools at each of the three Harlem Children’s Zone Project 
elementary schools, providing 300 children in grades K-2 with a literacy-based experience during the 
summer months. Peacemakers also launched, The Knight’s School, a weekly chess program that 
regularly attracts 30–45 children. 

Preventive Programs 

In addition to the programs within the Harlem Children’s Zone Project, HCZ also runs five 
contractual programs (two Beacon Schools and three foster care prevention services): 

Beacon Schools The Beacon Schools Program is a city-funded program based on the theory 
that children are most susceptible to problem behavior in the after school hours. To gain city funding, 
a Beacons School must be open from 3 to 9 p.m. on weekdays and from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. on Saturdays. 
HCZ operates two Beacon Schools, The Booker T. Washington Center on West 107th Street, directed by 
Willie Vasquez, and the Countee Cullen Community Center, directed by Robin Hannibal, on West 144th 
Street. Eleven full-time employees, including Peacemakers, staff these programs. The staff serves 
almost 2,000 children throughout the year in sports and leisure activities. 

Foster Care Prevention The Prevention Programs include three foster care prevention 
services: The Midtown Family Place on West 51st Street, directed by Laura Rice Stein; The Family 
Development Program on West 144th Street, directed by Lynn Burt; and the Family Support Center on 
Lenox Avenue, directed by Wilma Morton. These services employee 21 caseworkers who work with 
365 families each month. The Family Support Center lies within the boundaries of the HCZ project. 
Morton’s four caseworkers work with over 100 families each month. Uptown, Lynn Burt directs the 
Family Development Program from a tight office occupying two small storefronts. Her six caseworkers 
conduct 350 visits to 200 families per month. Both programs are opened from 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. six days 
a week. Burt’s program and the Countee Cullen Community Center across the street will both fall within 
the Harlem Children’s Zone when it expands in 2004.  
 

Source: Casewriter compilation drawn from HCZ documents and interviews. 
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Exhibit 7 Example of Outcome Measurements 

 
Long term outcomes signify how Harlem Children’s Zone has actually changed the lives of those 

it serves. These outcomes include sustained changes in behavior or life circumstance, such as 
increased employment or decreased child abuse.   

POTENTIAL PROGRAM-LEVEL GOALS 

Harlem Children’s Zone intends to hold itself accountable for the achievement of a significant 
number of outcomes relating to the effectiveness of its programs and services in helping children 
progress successfully toward adulthood. These are listed below for one program.  
 

   
Ages 12–13 

   
Program(s) Outcomes Indicators 
   

– classroom attendance 
– incidents of school behavioral discipline actions 

TRUCE, 
Employment and 
Technology Center 

1. Young people will 
participate appro-
priately in school  

   
 – achievement on standardized testing 
 – school grades and formal assessments 
 

2. Young people will 
achieve at age level 
in school  

   
 – leadership skills (plan and facilitate events and train 

other youths) 
 – participation in culturally diverse activities 
 – basic and advanced computer skills 
 

3. Young people will 
acquire essential 
skills and habits for 
success 

– skills in alternative conflict resolution 
  – participation in intergroup activities 
  – participation in the arts 
  – critical consumption of media 
  – constructive use of leisure time/recreational activities 
  – positive relationships with adults 
  – ability to understand personal feelings 
  – self–discipline 
  – friendships 
  – ability to cooperate and negotiate 
  – communication skills 
  – knowledge of college options and strategies for gaining 

admission 
   
 – avoidance of drug use 
 

4. Young people will 
be healthy – avoidance of pregnancy 

  – avoidance of dangerous situations 
  – mental health 
   

Source: HCZ Business Plan. 
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Exhibit 8 Penetrating the Zone 

 

Current Participation Rates by HCZ Project Participant – FY2000 
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Source: HCZ 2000 Business Growth Plan. 
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Exhibit 9 Outputs of HCZ Business Growth Plan 

 
Agency Level Outputs 

  FY 2000 
Actual 

FY 2001 
Target 

FY 2002 
Target 

FY 2003 
Target 

FY 2004 
Target 

FY 2005 
Target 

FY 2006 
Target 

FY 2007 
Target 

FY 2008 
Target 

FY 2009 
Target 

            
Children Served  

6,098 
 

6,510 
 

6,580 
 

6,990 
 

7,768 
 

8,962 
 

10,275 
 

12,057 
 

14,229 
 

16,754 
Individuals Served  

8,302 
 

9,047 
 

9,067 
 

9,809 
 

11,070 
 

12,796 
 

14,671 
 

17,113 
 

19,959 
 

23,110 
            

Direct Program Expenses per 
Participant 

 $996 $1,112 $1,138  $1,208  $1,405  $1,460  $1,532  $1,584  $1,637 $1,691 

            
Operating Costs ($M)           

 Total Budget  $10.12 $12.33  $13.22 $15.21 $19.87 $23.09 $27.02  $31.89  $38.44  $45.97 
 Program Expenses $8.27 $10.06 $10.32  $11.85  $15.55  $18.68 $22.47  $27.10  $32.67  $39.07 
 Overhead Costs/Total Costs 18% 18% 22% 22% 22% 19% 17% 15% 15% 15% 
            

Funding Mix           
 Public Funding 45% 43% 40% 38% 38% 41% 42% 44% 42% 40% 
 Private Funding 44% 46% 50% 53% 46% 44% 44% 45% 48% 52% 
 Fundraising event 5% 4% 4% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 
 Endowment 6% 7% 7% 6% 4% 4% 3% 3% 2% 0% 
 Fees/Rent 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 9% 8% 7% 6% 5% 
            

End of Year Endowment Value ($M)  $6.37 $18.41  $12.72 $3.90  $3.23 $2.53 $1.79  $1.02  $0.21 $0.01 
            

HCZ Project Market Penetration by 
Age Group* 

          

 Ages 0-2 15% 45% 59% 73% 44% 61% 80% 51% 67% 80% 
 Ages 3-4 9% 27% 49% 70% 43% 56% 70% 42% 56% 70% 
 Ages 5-11 55% 55% 55% 60% 33% 46% 60% 36% 47% 60% 
 Ages 12-13 4% 15% 29% 40% 24% 31% 40% 26% 32% 40% 
 Ages 14-18 11% 25% 30% 30% 15% 22% 30% 17% 22% 30% 
 Total 29% 41% 49% 57% 31% 41% 53% 32% 41% 52%  

Source: HCZ 2000 Business Growth Plan. 

*Percentages from 2004 onward include geographic expansion of the zone. 
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Exhibit 10 HCZ Organizational Structure 
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Source: HCZ internal document. 
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Exhibit 11 Participant and Financial Goals 
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Status Quo vs. Full Growth Costs 
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Source: HCZ 2000 Business Growth Plan. 
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