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Cleveland Neighborhood Development Corporation (CNDC)

CNDC is an alliance of CDCs, lenders, corporations, developers, and non-profit 
organizations that provides an arena for advocacy of affordable housing issues 
and education for its members. Its main activities include: publishing a monthly 
newsletter that provides public policy information, hosting workshops on topics 
faced by its CDCs, and establishing committees to develop advocacy issues. 
CNDC fosters information sharing and offers instruction addressing the most 
current needs of the community development community.

CNDC developed out of informal “brown bag lunches" in the early 1980s. In 
1982,13 groups agreed upon the need for a formalized organization to foster 
communication. Today, the organization has four staff and an annual budget of 
approximately $300,000. It is funded by two local foundations, CDBG funds, 
service fees, and membership dues. The most significant function of CNDC is its 
ability to set forth policy agendas at the local and state levels. It has created 
committees of members who meet monthly to address issues such as retail 
development, retention of industries, housing, marketing, and discriminatory 
lending practices. These committees then suggest policies to CNDC and staff 
focuses energy advocating for these issues. For example, CNDC spearheaded a 
campaign to prevent the approval of laws to eliminate the city’s tax abatement 
policies. Its efforts included letter-writing, paid ads, educating the public, and 
lobbying public officials. As a result, the issue was defeated. CHDC responded 
to an important issue for the community development community by presenting a 
solidified, organized policy platform.

Factors for Success
Mikelanne Rensel, Executive Director of CNDC, attributes the organization’s 
success at collaboration to the ability to meet a felt need in the community 
development field.22 She believes CDCs, in particular, have remained involved 
with the collaboration because they do not have the time, nor resources to 
advocate at the broader policy level. In addition, CNDC’s various committees 
provide CDCs with a legitimate outlet to voice their opinions and shape public 
policy. CNDC past successes have encouraged CDCs to remain active 
members of this alliance.

22 Interview with Mikelanne Rensel, Executive Director of Cleveland Neighborhood Development 
Corporation, April 13,1998

Suggestions for Possible Implementation In Atlanta
Ms. Rensel asserts that collaboration is achieved most effectively in this type of 
organization once members agree on a common issue at the policy level. 
Several Atlanta developers agreed that AHAND would be a viable vehicle in 
which to provide services similar to CNDC. With its perceived neutral 
environment, AHAND could effectively generate support for a common issue. In 
addition, with increased staff, it could lobby at the local and state level for 
affordable housing issues. To a small extent, AHAND is currently engaged this
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activity. However, in order to implement the level of advocacy as CNDC, AHAND 
would need additional staff. CNDC provides Atlanta with a model for creating a 
unified, viable voice for community developers in public policy.

While CNDC provides a means for voluntary collaboration, Ms. Rensel is aware 
of the fact that the most influential factor to coalition-building is achieved through 
funding mechanisms. She shares that, “when push comes to shove, it is 
impossible to achieve collaboration unless a funder mandates it. Once it has 
been forced into existence, CDCs can then see the benefits.” Although alliances 
would ideally be established on a voluntary basis, such as through an effort such 
as CNDC, the need for involuntary measures is a reality that Atlanta will need to 
address.

Neighborhood Progress, Inc. (NPI)

NPI is an intermediary organization that provides a full range of technical 
assistance and resources including funding for operations and projects, 
assistance with project development, and the application of best practices. It 
attempts to build long-term partnerships with CDCs, city officials, private 
enterprises and funders through five distinct programs. NPI has also created two 
subsidiaries; one that provides gap financing for CDC-sponsored projects and 
one that creates development partnerships with CDCs for projects that are 
substantially large and/or risky. These programs attempt to create a 
collaboration among CDCs, as well as between CDCs and other development 
players. It began operations in 1989 in order to increase Cleveland’s CDCs’ low 
productivity of housing units. Its formation was encouraged by funders who did 
not feel equipped to handle the ovenwhelming number of CDCs’ funding 
requests. In addition, community development professionals were already 
hosting discussions of ways in which to restructure the community development 
industry. Currently, NPI has grown to 14 staff and an annual budget of over $3 
million. Funding derives from primarily local foundations and corporations, as 
well as national foundations and the federal government.

NPI’s main purpose is to provide multi-year operating support for CDC staff. 
CDCs receive stipends for organizational assessments, technical and operational 
assistance, neighborhood planning, and computer resources. It also provides a 
program that involves intensive technical training to develop staff and lay 
leadership of CDCs. Through its Brownfields Redevelopment Initiative, it 
provides CDCs and developers with technical assistance and financial support 
for projects that require environmental assessment and remediation.23

Factors for Success
Daryl Rush, Vice President of Programs for NPI, attributes NPI’s success at 
generating collaboration to its ability to recognize and respond to the real needs

23 Neighborhood Progress, Inc.: Annual Report, January 1998
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of Cleveland’s CDCs.24 He believes that NPI has structured its financing 
products in a way that is most efficient and desirable to CDCs. In addition, he 
asserts that collaboration has been successful due to his organization’s efforts to 
actively maintain close relationships with CDCs. Finally, he believes CDCs 
remain committed to NPI because it can bring other important entities, such as 
lenders and corporations, into the CDCs efforts.

24 Interview with Daryl Rush, Vice-President of Programs for Neighborhood Progress, Inc., April 
24,1998

Suggestions for Possible Implementation In Atlanta
From his experience with NPI, Mr. Rush suggests that the most important key for 
other cities considering collaborative structures, such as NPI’s, is to engage in 
honest communication of all interests involved. This dialogue should equalize 
expectations of CDCs’ productivity. For example, honest assessments of project 
costs and time investments should be discussed before collaborative efforts (in 
particular, partnerships) are formalized. Discussions should also include an 
accurate analysis of neighborhood market conditions as well as the potential 
barriers that may thwart development. He argues that “it is better to see the 
ugliness of the project up-front in order to make informed decisions, rather than 
stop the project half-way through development because of unrealistic 
expectations.” In addition, he also suggests that funders need to be in close 
contact with CDCs in order to maintain effective collaborations. He suggests that 
other cities consider NPI’s structure of review committees that periodically 
monitor CDCs’ activities. He asserts that this communication will provide funders 
with more realistic expectations for results and will allow a more comprehensive 
picture of the field for both funders and individual CDCs.

In Atlanta, ANDP provides many of the same services as NPI. Similar to NPI, it 
allocates funds and offers important technical assistance. However, ANDP 
differs from NPI in development activity. While one of NPI’s subsidiaries serves 
as a development partner with CDCs on troubled projects, ANDP engages in its 
own projects to a small degree. This potentially places ANDP in competition with 
developers for funding, a reality that does not exist in Cleveland. In spite of the 
differences, NPI offers insights, particularly for consideration among ANDP staff, 
into additional ways in which to support developers and increase collaboration 
within the housing field.

Portland, Oregon

The city of Portland’s community development movement is relatively young. A 
majority of its CDCs was created in the early 1990’s. Although Portland’s 
affordable housing industry developed a few years later than Atlanta’s, it has 
established a deeper infrastructure to support developers. Similar to Cleveland, 
Portland possesses an umbrella organization of CDCs, the Community 
Development Network. Likewise, the city also has a funding intermediary, the
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• An inefficient funding system by foundations and public agencies; in 
particular, a lack of coordination between various grant deadlines and 
allocation timelines

• Piecemeal funding that splits resources too thinly
• A inaccurate view of non-profit organizations as inefficient held by funders
• Inefficient systems associated with the development process at the City and 

state levels
• An adversarial relationship between City and state interests
• A select few who control decisions in the City, typically ambivalent to housing 

needs
• Regulatory barriers, such as restrictive zoning
• A growing difficulty acquiring affordable property
• Opposition to affordable housing projects by neighborhood residents
• A lack of leadership in the community development field in general
• Funders’ and corporations’ assumptions of inefficiency based on past failures 

of a selected few CDCs

The institutional forces more fully describe the environment in which developers 
must work within. More importantly, they are issues in which most developers 
share in common. This commonality may prove to be the foundation, as well as 
the “glue,” of a stable collaborative alliance. In order to most effectively increase 
production, these forces will need to be addressed and challenged. Changes in 
the institutional framework will require a heightened level of collaboration among 
developers, business interests, funders, and public officials. This will prove to be 
a tremendous challenge.

Despite the barriers, Atlanta’s institutional framework can be advantageous to 
affordable developers, to some degree. Developers and collaborative 
organizations described several institutional factors that foster housing 
productivity. The following issues were expressed in interviews:
• A favorable political climate once support from the Mayor’s administration is 

established
• A fair amount of City resources for community development
• A competitive funding environment that fosters higher performance by 

developers
• A strong commitment to revitalization by neighborhood residents attributed to 

Atlanta’s grassroots community-organizing groups in previous decades
• The Land Bank Authority’s efforts to clear property titles
• Lenders’ attempts to meet Community Reinvestment Act regulations
• The establishment of CDCs within lending institutions, such as NationsBank 

and Wachovia Bank
• The presence of intermediaries and partnerships such as ANDP, AHAND, 

and the Enterprise Foundation
• A paradigm shift towards more community-based initiatives within the United 

Way
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• The information-sharing provided in the neutral environment of the Housing 
Forum

• Significant political and financial support by several religious institutions

These forces provide valuable support for developers and should be encouraged 
to continue. While the problems facing developers are daunting, these 
institutional factors provide hope that developers’ capacity can increase in the 
future. Any collaborative structures created by developers in the future should 
consider ways in which to leverage these institutional resources for further 
success.

Conclusion

The purpose of this analysis is to facilitate an informed discussion of the possible 
impacts and structures of collaboration among non-profit housing developers in 
the Atlanta region. It is based upon the assumption that collaboration is an 
effective manner in which to increase affordable housing productivity. While 
some research supports this theory, greater analysis is needed. Interviews with 
a selected group of non-profit developers and collaborative organizations in 
Atlanta support this assumption as well. Interviews demonstrate a general 
consensus of the growing need for collaboration. The most significant benefit of 
collaboration expressed by developers is its ability to leverage resources in order 
to build developer capacity.

Although many attested to a highly competitive climate within the community 
development field, most were willing to consider a variety of organizational 
structures to increase collaboration. The majority of developers would consider 
participation in a more formalized umbrella organization, partnerships with other 
groups, a development fee system, sharing accounting and/or maintenance 
services, a form of written communication, and monthly meetings. Of these, 
developers believed that a more formalized umbrella organization and a 
development fee system could be most realistically implemented in Atlanta. Both 
of these structures would require clearly defined goals and responsibilities of 
members and increased funding for professional management.

The implementation of these two structures, as well as any collaborative venture, 
faces a variety of barriers. One of the most significant is the challenge to 
negotiate and minimize territorial self-interests. While competition for resources 
is an inherent factor in community development, a balance between self-interests 
and the collective goal of building “community" must be achieved. In addition, 
developers are challenged by a lack of funds to implement more formalized 
collaborative ventures. The ability to increase resources will require institutional 
changes that may only be achieved through unified lobbying efforts by
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developers. Although the challenges are great, the majority of developers 
expressed hope for collectively overcoming them in the near future.

The cities of Cleveland, Ohio and Portland, Oregon provide models of 
collaborative efforts within the community development field. Both cities possess 
an umbrella organization of developers as well as a funding intermediary. 
Cleveland's CHN provides funds to developers through the operation of several 
housing programs. It presents a method in which to effectively facilitate a 
development fee system. Both CNDC in Cleveland and CDN in Portland serve 
as models of umbrella organizations that provide advocacy for developers at the 
policy level. Most Atlanta developers agreed that the services provided by these 
three organizations could be implemented through AHAND. While Cleveland 
and Portland have funding intermediaries similar to ANDP, Portland has adopted 
an innovative program to streamline the funding process. This system may be 
appropriate for implementation through the recently-created Funders' Alliance. 
Replication of these cities’ structures may be infeasible or impractical in Atlanta, 
particularly because they operate in more supportive political climates. However, 
they undoubtedly present an alternative form of infrastructure that could serve as 
a springboard for discussing innovative, comprehensive solutions in Atlanta.

The foundations for collaboration have already been established in Atlanta. 
While ANDP and the Enterprise Foundation provide arenas for partnerships and 
information-sharing, a majority of developers believe AHAND is the most 
effective means in which to facilitate effective, democratic collaboration. It holds 
the potential to: raise operational and project funds for developers, spearhead 
advocacy of developers’ issues in public policy arenas, act as a matchmaker for 
groups considering partnerships, facilitate a development fee system, and 
legitimize the effectiveness of developers. The key to increasing the capacity of 
AHAND lies in its ability to hire full-time experienced staff committed to shared 
decision-making by community development professionals, public agencies, and 
neighborhood residents. It is in the best interest of the field, as a whole, to work 
towards securing additional funding for this organization. This would most likely 
require foundations, intermediaries, and public agencies to broaden their 
understanding of developers and allocate additional funds for administrative 
services within the development community. Developers will need to create a 
strong, unified voice to affect the funding structure of these institutions. This 
collective action can serve as both a catalyst and stable foundation for future 
alliances.

Based upon interviews, the community development field in Atlanta is poised to 
embark upon new organizational structures. There appears to be a willingness 
to experiment with forms of collaboration previously dismissed as infeasible. 
Whether based upon frustration, desperation, or a genuine desire to work 
together, the movement towards collaboration is growing. Indeed, the obstacles 
are great, but not insurmountable. The possibilities for collaboration present 
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developers, collaborative organizations, funders, and public agencies with 
challenging opportunities in the days to come.



The Movement Towards Collaboration in Atlanta 43

Reference Sources

Literature

The Association of Oregon Community Development Organizations: membership 
brochure, 1998

Cleveland Housing Network, Inc.: CHN program descriptions, February, 1998

Cleveland Housing Network, Inc.: “15 Years of Building Hope,” 1996

Cleveland Housing Network: “Principal Community Development Activities: 1998- 
2000,” February 1998

Community Housing Resource Center: Annual Housing Surveys, 1993-1997

Glickman, Norman J. and Servon, Lisa J.: “More Than Bricks and Sticks: What is 
Community Development ‘Capacity’?," Center for Urban Policy Research, New 
Brunswick, NJ, 1997

Goetz, Edward G.: “The Community-Based Housing Movement and Progressive 
Local Politics,” in Revitalizing Urban Neighborhoods, eds.: Keating, W. Dennis, 
Krumholtz, Norman, and Star, Philip, University Press of Kansas, Lawrence, 
1996, p.169

Keating, Larry and Creighton, Max: “Non-Profit Housing Supply,” Community 
Design Center of Atlanta, Atlanta, GA, 1989

Kempner, Matt and Hairston, Julie B.: “Summerhill Neighbors Fight for Financial 
Life,” The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, April 19,1998, D1

Krumholz, Norman: “The Provision of Affordable Housing in Cleveland: Patterns 
of Organizational and Financial Support,” in Affordable Housing and Urban 
Redevelopment in the United States, ed. Van Vliet, Willem, Sage Publications: 
Thousand Oaks, 1997, pp. 67-70

Mayer, Neil S.: Neighborhood Organizations and Community Development, The 
Urban Institute Press, Washington D.C., 1984, pp. 98-158

McCambridge, Ruth and Weis, Mary Francis: The Rush to Merge, Management 
Consulting Services; Boston, 1997, p.4,13,14-19, 22-30

The Neighborhood Partnership Fund: 1996-1997 Progress Report, 1997

Neighborhood Progress, Inc.: Annual Report, January 1998



The Movement Towards Collaboration in Atlanta 44

Nye, Nancy and Glickman, Norman, “Working Together: Building Capacity for 
Community Development,” Center for Urban Policy Research, New Brunswick, 
NJ, 1997

Squires, Gregory D., ed.: Unequal Partnerships: The Political Economy of Urban 
Redevelopment in Postwar America, Rutgers University Press, New Brunswick, 
1989

Stone, Clarence N.: Regime Politics, University Press of Kansas, Lawrence, 
1989, pp. 82-107

Twelvetrees, Alan C.: Organizing for Neighbourhood Development, Ashgate 
Publishing Company, Vermont, 1996, pp. 102-114

Van Vliet, Willem: “Learning From Experience: The Ingredients and 
Transferability of Success,” in Affordable Housing and Urban Redevelopment in 
the United States, ed. Van Vliet, Willem, Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks, 
1997, pp. 263-264

Yosifon, David G.: “Planners Get Hub Lesson,” Bay State Banner, April 9,1998, 
P-1

Interviews

Jon Abercrombie, Executive Director, Common Focus, Atlanta, GA, April 20, 
1998

Larry Arney, former Executive Director, Habitat for Humanity in Atlanta, Atlanta, 
GA, April 17,1998

Joseph Beasely, Executive Director, English Avenue Development Corporation, 
Atlanta, GA, April 24, 1998

Joseph Brown, Senior Vice-President, NationsBank Community Development
Corporation, Atlanta, GA, April 28,1998

Bruce Gunter, Chairman, Progressive Redevelopment, Inc., Atlanta, GA, April 7, 
1998

Mark McDermott, former Executive Director, Cleveland Housing Network, 
Cleveland, OH, April 13,1998

Kate Monter Durban, Assistant to the Director, Cleveland Housing Network, 
Cleveland, OH, April 21,1998

I
I



The Movement Towards Collaboration in Atlanta 45

Sabrina Freeney, Executive Director, Project Interconnections, Inc., Atlanta, GA, 
April 6,1998

Adelaide Hall Steedley, Field Service Officer, Neighborhood Reinvestment
Corporation, Boston, MA, April 8,1998

Tasha Harmon, Executive Director, Community Development Network, Portland, 
OR, May 14,1998

Young Hughley, Jr., Executive Director, Reynoldstown Revitalization
Corporation, Atlanta, GA, May 6,1998

Gates Kellet, Project Manager, Progressive Redevelopment, Inc., Atlanta, GA, 
April 27, 1998

Raymond Kuniansky, Jr., Chief Operating Officer, Atlanta Neighborhood
Development Partnership, Inc., Atlanta, GA, April 8,1998

Kate Little, Associate Director, The Enterprise Foundation, Atlanta, GA, April 8, 
1998

Richard Meyer, Executive Director, Association of Oregon Community 
Development Organizations, Portland, OR, May 19,1998

Don Neureuther, Director, Neighborhood Partnership Fund, Portland, OR, May 8, 
1998

Mikelanne Rensel, Executive Director, Cleveland Neighborhood Development 
Corporation, Cleveland, OH, April 13,1998

Daryl Rush, Vice-President of Programs, Neighborhood Progress, Inc., 
Cleveland, OH, April 24,1998

David Smith, Executive Director, Charts Community Housing, Atlanta, GA, April 
17, 1998

Craig Taylor, Executive Director, Cooperative Resource Center, Inc., Atlanta, 
GA, May 7, 1998

Karen Voiss, Executive Director, Franciscan Enterprise, Portland, OR, May 19, 
1998

Houston Wheeler, Organizer/Consultant, Atlanta Housing Association of 
Neighborhood-based Developers, Atlanta, GA, April 9,1998



The Movement Towards Collaboration in Atlanta 46

Michael Wilson, Development Specialist, SUMMECH Community Development
Corporation, Atlanta, GA, April 6,1998

Labat Yancey Sr., Executive Director, University Community Development
Corporation, Atlanta, GA, April 17,1998

Mtamanika Youngblood, Executive Director, Historic District Development
Corporation, Atlanta, GA, April 15,1998



Appendix A
Organizations Interviewed

Organization

Metro-Wide Developers
Chans Community Housing
Habitat for Humanity, Atlanta
NationsBank Community Development Corp.
Progressive Redevelopment, Inc.
Project Interconnnections, Inc.

Date Created # of Staff Annual Operating Budget

1985 10 $1,085,000
1983 32 $4,500,000
1993 3 $230,000
1987 8 $600,000
1987 4 $250,000

Neighborhood-Based CDCs
26 $2,000,000English Ave. Development Corp J 1991

Historic District Development Corp. 1980 10.5 $600,000
Reynoldstown Revitalization Corp. 1989 5 $800,000
SUMMECH Community Development Corp. 1989 4 $230,000
University Community Development Corp. 1988 3 $500,000

Collaborative Organizations
Atlanta Housing Assn, of Neighborhood-based Developers 1988 0.3 $12,000
Atlanta Neighborhood Development Partnership 1991 18 $1,400,000
The Enterprise Foundation 1994 4 $350,000

’ A part of Antioch Urban Ministries. Numbers Include both organizations.
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Appendix B 
State-wide Associations 

of Community Development Organizations

Community Development Coalition of Arizona (CDCA) c/o NCLR 
111 West Monroe Street, Suite 1610
Phoenix. AZ 85003
(602X174403

Tliis new association is currently being organized.

Arkansas Association of CDCs 
103 West Capitol #1012
Lillie Rock. AR 72216
(501)372-3964/(501)374-8317 tax

California Community Economic Development Association 
1611 Telegraph Avenue, #402
Oakland. C A 94612
Tel.:(510)251-8065 / (501)251-8068 fax

Since 1985, the California Community Economic Development Association has served CDCs. nonprofits, 
government agencies, and corporations throughout California and currently has 150 members. CCEDA’s main 
activities include federal and suite policy advocacy. Its key policy issues include weifare/workforce development, 
funding for CDCs. mid housing management. Recently CCEDA has begun to focus on increasing private sector 
resources, resulting in die creation of a $50-million revolving loan pool and an agreement widi the insurance 
industry to increase investment in low-income communities.

Delaware Association of Community-based Development Organizations
22 West 40th Street
Wilmington, DE 19802
Tel:(302)764-3472 / <302)834-4225 fax jabbara@udel.edu

Founded in 1993, the Delaware Association of Community-based Development Organizations (DACBDO) focuses 
on federal and state policy, and sponsors conferences on policy and public relations issues. Tn addition to 
weifare/workforce development and job unining, die seventeen members of DACBDO also are active in crime 
prevention, capacity building, tax credit legislation, and human resource issues. DACBDO sponsored NCCED 
Northeast Regional Meeting.

Florida Federation of CDCs
c/o LEEDCO. 2121
West First Street
Box 2285
Fort Mvers, FL 33902-2285
Tc1:f94'1)337-2300/ (941)337-4558 tax

Since 1982, the Florida Federation of CDCs has conducted training programs and provided technical assistance to 
community-based development groups throughout Florida. The Federation's main goal is the preservation of die 
state grant program that provides operating support for CDCs in Florida.

Indiana Association tor Communitv Economic Development
17 West Market Street #865



Tela 317X64-20441 (3 i 7X64-2046 to
HN4457@handsnet.org

Created in 1986, the Indiana Association for Community Economic Development lias seen its membership increase 
steadily - it currently saves 150 members throughout die state. 1 ACTED celebrated its tendi anniversary in 1996, 
and in 1997. hopes to secure more HUD technical assistance contracts for groups looking to become 
Comprehensive Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs). Ils 1997 legislative successes include passage of 
legislation authorizing 800 Individual Development Accounts and a one million dollar increase for die 
Neighborhood Assistance Program.

State Association of Louisiana CDCs
c/o Cooperative Extension Program
PC) Box 10010
Baton Rouge. LA 70813-0010
(504)771-2242 / (504)771-2861

Ibis Is a new association that Is currently forming.

Maryland Center for Community Development
1118 Light Street
Baltimore, MD 21230
(410)752-6223 / <410)752-1158

In 1997, die Maryland Center for Community Development was formed in a merger between the Maryland Low 
Income Housing Coalition, Maryland Alliance for Responsible Investment. and Maryland Housing Association. 
Ibis association provides predevelopment loans, leads advocacy efforts, and provides technical assistance on 
housing management, housing for persons with AIDS, homeownership, community economic development, and 
comprehensive neighborhood development, k also coordinates a grant for housing counseling agencies to help 
purchase computers including laptops for community work. Future goals include a revolving loan fund and 
operating support for CDCs.

Massachusetts Association for CDCs (MACDO
99 Chauncy Street
Fifth Floor
Boston, MA 02111
Tel:(617X26-03031 (617)426-0344 fax
HN4779@handsneL£fg

The Massachusetts Association for CDCs (MACDC) recently completed its "Economic Development Capacity 
Building" program. Like other stale associations, MACDC is successful in affecting public policy: k recently 
helped obtain state funds for the Western Massachusetts Enterprise Fund for micro-business lending and technical 
assistance to 10 CDCs in the state. MACDC has Iieen in operation since 1980 and saves 63 member CDCs in 
Massachusetts.

Minnesota Center for Community Economic Development
4833 Upton Avenue South
Minneapolis, MN 55410
Tel:(612)673-2110/ (612)673-2305 fax

Key issues for die Minnesota Center for Community Economic Development include funding for CDCs. 
wdfare/worktare. and job training. Its members include CDCs, nonprofiLs and several associations from the state. It 
hopes to pass Neigbborhtxxl Assistance Ingram (NAP) legislation in 1997. which it helped introduce in 1996.
Since- its founding in 1976, its predominant activity has been state policy advocacy.

Affordable Housing Network of New Jersey



New York Community Economic Development Network
c/o SENSES, 275 State Street,
Albany, NY 12210
Tel: (518)463-5576/(518X32-9073 fax
SENSE4ALL@a^UQ,m

Ilie New York Community Economic Development Network recently convened several roundtable sessions to 
propose miciventeiprise opportunities for low-income New Yorkers, bring together CDCs. advocates. and 
practitioners with staff from suite government agencies, They agreed to support elTons of CDCs, and community 
development financial institutions, and ensure adequate care for workfare placements hi New York stale. The 
association also provides policy assistance and organizes technical assistance.

North Carolina Association of CDCs
PO Box 26208
Raleigh, NC 27611
Tel: (919)831-9710 Z (919)831-9728 fax
(web address:

Created in 1989. the North Carolina Association of CDCs has assisted its 45 member CDCs through policy 
advocacy on the state level, pu blished reports, and conferences. In 1996, it worked to establish state funding 
programs for CDCs as pari of the slate's permanent budget It also held its Annual Conference, and conducted 
training, workshops, and roundtables on issues including fiscal management, childcare, business development, and 
CDC? management. In 1997. it will produce a study entitled "Ue State of Community Economic Development in 
North Carolina."

Ohio CDC Association

Association of Oregon CDCs
921 SW Morrison Suite 544
Portland, OR 97205
Tel: (503)223-4041 / (503)223-3845 fax
HN4058@aol.com

Founded in 1993. the Association of Oregon CDOs has worked on issues related to CDC funding and economic 
development as well as capacity building and Section 8 housing. The staff provides technical assistance to its 
members, conducts training programs, and has developed a state Public Policy Agenda In 1996, it worked on a 
two-year cliildcare/CDC collaboration which created two Portland area CDCs development of childcare business 
networks and a microlending program for childcare providers. Their CDC grant program has been tied to funds 
raised through die sale of lottery tickets, ami is used (or technical assistance. scholarships, and the support of the 
Community Development Institute at Portland State University.

Pennsylvania Federation of CDCs
1438 N.Wamock Street
Philadelphia. PA 19122
Tel: (215)763-7500 / (215)763-7119 fax RCDCI‘m5@aol.com

Formed in 1994, the Pennsylvania Federation of CDCs bas been active primarily in state policy activity, and 
focuses on funding tor CDCs, bousing management, nonprofit advocacy. and bousing and services fbr special needs 
individuals in Pennsylvania. 'Ibe federation conducts public relations activities, and has developed a State Public 
Policy Agenda.

Rhode Island Association of Nonprofll Housing Developers
8 Aurora Sheet
Providence. RI 02908
Brenda Clement



Tel: (401)521-1461 / <401)521-1478 fax

South Carolina Association of Community Development Corporations
c/o die NEW Fund
456 King Street
Charleston, SC 29403
Tel: (803)723-5736/(803)577-3761

Since its creation in 1994, the South Carolina Association of Community Development Corporations has focused 
primarily on funding for CDCs, capacity building, and economic development, operating solely on the state policy 
level. It is collaborating with several nonprofit agencies in the stale, including the South Carolina fxjw-rncome 
Housing Coalition, on community economic development issues.

Tennessee Network for Coinmunitv Economic Development
PO Box 23353
Nashville. IN 37202-3353
Tel: (615)395-4341 / (615)256-9836 fax
GoodHynn @aol.com

With nearly 150 members. the Tennessee Network for Community Economic Development, since 1984. lias 
worked for CDC funding, weihut/workfate issues, economic development, housing management and capacity 
building in Tennessee. In 1996, it expanded participation in Tennessee's Job Creation Project, and secured money 
from the state for micro-lending. It looks to further develop microenierprise activities in die state, and to get 
funding for a CDC Bill which was passed last year.

Texas Association of CDCs
PO Box 1287
Austin. TO 78767
Tel: (512)457-8232
amorga n@onr.ami

Washington Association for Community Economic Development 
c/o The Comniuniias Group
‘>20 Park Avenue
Brcmcnown, WA 98337
Tel: (360)377-3775
aliardy@commmtiuis.org
Founded in 1985, the Washington Association tor Community Economic Development assists its 45 member 
CDCs and nonprofits in areas including CDC funding, economic development, capacity building, and housing and 
services for special needs individuals in Washington state, advocating primarily on the state level. Last year, it held 
its first annual CED Public Policy Day. which marked the development of a new legislative agenda. The 
association has also recently begun collaborating with its counterparts in the region, including the Association of 
Oregon Community Development Organizations.

Wisconsin Federation for Community Based Development
1310 Mendota Street
Suite 103
Madison, Wl 53714
Tel: (608)244-4422/(608)244-4064 fax

Just one year after its inception in 1988, tlie Wisconsin Federation for Community- Based Development succeeded 
in getting die state of Wisconsin to create a business incubator and business assistance program, a housing cost 
reduction initiative, and the development of a state Division of Housing. Its 44 members primarily include CDCs 
and nonprofit agencies, but also include government agencies and corporations. Ilie Federation focuses on CDC 
funding issues, welfarc/workfare. economic development, job training, and housing management.


