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Adults
who grew up 
in these areas 

earn less income 
and are incarcerated 
more often — even if 

their families 
were not poor.



Children
living in these 

neighborhoods 
are projected to 

die 5.7 years earlier
than those in other
residential areas. 



Opportunities:

New tools for conducting advanced 
analyses, including machine learning, 
are also available.

New data on thousands of characteristics 
across every U.S. neighborhood has been 
released in the last decade.
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What made these neighborhoods
different from other low-income areas?



Eight indicators separate the 
neighborhoods that reduced 
poverty and preserved their 
communities.
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Prevalence of changes in neighborhoods with concentrated poverty
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Source: Common Good Labs analysis of data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  

Large decrease 
in poverty without 

displacing the 
existing community
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How can leaders use these indicators in individual neighborhoods?

We are launching pilot programs in U.S. cities to give civic leaders 
neighborhood-level data on these indicators.




