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goal of the Hire Local subcommittee. Neighborhood Connec-

tions, with its close ties to people in the community, proved to 

be a very efficient means of connecting the anchor partners 

with the people who live in the neighborhoods. Begun as a pi-

lot program funded by Living Cities and the Cleveland Foun-

dation, it was such a success, it has continued, and University 

Hospitals went on to develop a strategic plan for its workforce 

development efforts and is now expanding the program to 

serve its entire operation. The Cleveland Clinic launched its 

own Welcome to Fairfax workforce program with a slightly 

different model. Between these two approaches, almost 150 

residents have been placed in jobs as of 2015, with more to 

come. Each partner has now also launched their version of an 

employee resource group for these employees, to more deep-

ly work together as both successful employees and neighbor-

hood residents. 

The Economic Inclusion Management Committee also worked 

with the public workforce investment board, Ohio Means 

Jobs Cleveland and Cuyahoga County. Funds from Living Cit-

ies and the Cleveland Foundation helped support the creation 

A graduating class of University Hospitals’ successful “Step UP to UH” program
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of a strategic plan, and the Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland 

was tapped to provide research and data. Most recently, Ohio 

Means Jobs was able to secure a $2.1 million federal grant, 

$600,000 of which will be provided to support a major new 

training program involving the Cleveland Clinic, University 

Hospitals and another system, Metro Health. They are now 

collaborating with NewBridge to co-develop a Patient Care 

Technician training program, providing an additional path-

way to health careers for people from the neighborhoods. 

The City of Cleveland has further supported workforce devel-

opment among the anchors and other institutions using a new 

Community Benefits Agreement that sets out voluntary bench-

marks for hiring local residents and using minority and female 

owned business. EIMC branched out beyond the anchors to 

support with the paint company Sherwin Williams in its launch 

of the HomeWork program, which will train residents of public 

housing for jobs in painting and related trades. An early pilot 

now connects to the Jobs Plus program of the Cleveland Met-

ropolitan Housing Authority in the Central neighborhood, and 

partner Towards Employment will provide additional support 

to the workers. All of these efforts are interconnected. 

The tracking of data is an important feature of our work, but it 

took us a number of years to build the trust necessary to share 

data and create common metrics. In 2013, the anchor institu-

tions began to work together with Cleveland State University 

to track how well its workforce interventions are doing. CSU 

now tracks and updates employment data for the anchors 

quarterly. These reports include information on where work-

ers live and their job category. 

Buy Local
Goal—increase opportunities for anchors to purchase goods 
and services locally, and helping small businesses to grow 
and increase their capacity to meet these needs.
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Buy Local’s strategy is complex, engaging with procurement 

practices, strengthening small business, and improving their 

access to capital. The Evergreen Cooperatives creates new op-

portunities for residents while giving anchors the chance to 

buy services locally. The NextStep program trains entrepre-

neurs. And the Economic and Community Development In-

stitute (ECDI) provides loans and training for small businesses. 

But the most important element is the ability to work with the 

anchor institutions. 

Aram Nerpouni is executive director of BioEnterprise,23 a busi-

ness accelerator founded by the three anchors that commer-

cializes bioscience technologies and has been a critical partner 

in the Buy Local effort. He values the EIMC because of the 

high level of trust and engagement among its diverse and col-

laborative network of allies, and its focus on decision-making. 

The EIMC has helped build greater awareness of the need to 

connect residents with the growing biomedical economy in 

Cleveland, including linking area schools to entry-level jobs 

in the industry. BioEnterprise itself is a trusted intermediary 

for the anchors, playing a central role in helping to incubate 

bioscience ideas in the Health Tech Corridor and take them 

to market. It has also sought to attract bioscience, healthtech, 

and IT firms to the area. After fruitless efforts to develop a 

Buy Local database, the anchors and BioEnterprise settled on 

a relatively straightforward idea—issue joint “request for pro-

posals” from local companies for goods and services they cur-

rently source from outside the region. So far, two projects are 

in the pipeline: a joint mail hub and central sterilization proj-

ect. While results are still a way off, we now have a platform 

that allows for the anchors’ procurement personnel to work 

cooperatively. 

Through the EIMC, the health care anchors shared internal 

conversations about their need to purchase more healthy local 

food for their employees and patients. They formed an ad hoc 
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working committee to help them leverage their collective pur-

chasing power so that local distributors would provide more 

locally grown and processed products to meet their needs. The 

group members include the anchors’ sustainability directors, 

their food service vendors, the Ohio State University Exten-

sion office, and the Cleveland-Cuyahoga County Food Policy 

Coalition. Without the trust built through the EIMC, the an-

chors would not have been in the position to have these con-

versations. 

The Economic Inclusion Management Committee also helped 

the City of Cleveland to achieve its goals on the Health Tech 

Corridor.24 Some pilot funding was provided to help build city 

capacity in developing, marketing, and leasing the new tech 

and biomedical incubators that have opened in the area. Now 

the City has created two new positions, Health Tech Corridor 

director and a real estate specialist, who together are working 

to fully develop and lease the corridor. 

Live Local
Goal—support and improve the employer-assisted housing 
program, Greater University Circle, and leverage it to help 
create more stable neighborhoods. The program includes 
support for home purchase and apartment rental to attract 
new residents, and for home renovations for current 
residents. 

The Greater Circle Living25 employee-assisted housing pro-

gram was not widely used in the first years after its launch. 

The anchors were questioning their continued commitment 

to the program, which at that time included joint funding of 

$4 million. The Economic Inclusion Management Committee 

helped redesign and relaunch the program, helping to create 

more uniform policies and procedures. Greater Circle Living 

management and marketing representatives were invited 

to join the committee, where they could meet face-to-face 

with anchor representatives, Neighborhood Connections, 

and Cleveland Neighborhood Progress, which is marketing 
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neighborhoods through its LiveCleveland program. Through 

these efforts, the program has flourished, with over 200% im-

provement in utilization since the 2012 relaunch. In 2015, the 

anchors recommitted to the now-successful program for an-

other three years, with the Cleveland Foundation making a $1 

million grant for administrative and marketing costs. 

The Cleveland Clinic, Case Western Reserve, and University 

Hospital are also working with Neighborhood Connections 

to help launch a pilot program 

on community health. Still in the 

planning stages, the effort will fo-

cus on lead safety and infant mor-

tality, two major, complex issues 

that will require well-coordinated 

strategies. 

Connect
Our work under the rubric of 
“Connect” is unique. It is not 
a stand-alone subcommittee, 
but rather a key component 
integrated into our Hire/Buy/Live 
Local efforts. 

Using the resources and skills of 

organizations such as Neighbor-

hood Connections as well as oth-

er intermediaries in workforce, 

procurement, and neighborhood 

stabilization, we seek to eliminate 

silos and create connections. The 

role of Cleveland State University, 

as a data and evaluation partner, is 

to provide shared stories and met-

rics that help the partners under-

stand and evaluate the impact of 

the work. 
The Neighborhood Connections Team
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The Role of Living Cities
In 2011, based on the success of the Greater University Circle 

partnerships, the Cleveland Foundation was invited to partic-

ipate in Living Cities’ newly launched Integration Initiative.26 

Along with efforts in Detroit, Newark, Baltimore, and the Twin 

Cities, Cleveland become a site for additional grant funds and 

capital. Importantly, it also joined a cohort that shared infor-

mation networks and learning opportunities.

Ultimately Cleveland elected not to reapply for the program 

after the initial three years, mainly because the program re-

quired the use of capital from an associated loan fund whose 

rates and terms were not appropriate for the Cleveland 

market. However, participation in the Integration Initiative 

spurred important achievements:

•	 Living Cities provided three years of flexible grant 

funds of about $1 million per year that supported 

two dedicated staff, a director and program 

assistant, to work daily on building the Greater 

University Circle effort.

•	 These grant funds were also used to “prime 

the pump” through planning and pilot grants 

to numerous program partners, primarily 

in workforce, procurement, small business 

development, and community engagement. The 

funding created pilots, pilots led to changes in 

programs and policy, and (often) to enduring 

relationships and new ways of doing things—a 

“new normal.”

•	 Living Cities hired a national evaluator for 

the whole initiative and each city had a local 

evaluation team. These teams were part of 
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a learning community that shared ideas and 

practices. The Cleveland Foundation employed 

Cleveland State University as the local program 

evaluator and data partner, and continued this 

relationship after the Living Cities funding 

ended.

•	 From work in other cities, notably Detroit, 

Cleveland adopted the “Live, Buy, and Hire” 

Local model, adding “Connect” to reflect the deep 

engagement in community and network-building; 

there was an enormous amount of cross-learning 

in these areas. Living Cities also provided the 

initial impetus to connect the work of the Health 

Tech Corridor to the Greater University Circle 

Initiative. 

Living Cities also provided intellectual capital: the collective 

impact model, cross-sector collaboration, and anchor strate-

gies. This encouraged Cleveland to “expand the table” beyond 

the Greater University Circle leadership group. Although al-

ready deeply engaged in conversations and planning with a 

broad cross-section of anchor institution and partner staff, 

this work was codified with the creation of the Economic 

Inclusion Management Committee in 2011. The first meet-

ings were relatively small and modest in ambition, but as the 

committee grew in scope and achievement, the relationships 

built have proved durable. This has helped to make the effort 

more resilient in the face of staff changes and transitions in 

leadership.*

* In 2012, the Cleveland Clinic had a complete turnover of key staff connected to the EIMC—all 
within one month. We quickly engaged the new staff in a series of meetings to orient them 
to the work, and gave them leadership roles. We’ve also weathered layoffs, the closing of a 
hospital in one of our neighborhoods and competitive challenges. To date, we’ve managed to 
hold the alliance together. 



28

Lessons Learned
From our point of view, three critical elements account for the 

success of our anchor-based strategy:

•	 Initiatives involving more than one anchor, must 

have a convener—a trusted, central player with 

some clout (money, influence, power) to bring and 

keep people together. The Cleveland Foundation 

has been very successful in this role. Philanthropy, 

with its combination of intellectual, financial, and 

social capital, is a natural choice. In some cities, 

a municipality might play this role—however, 

inevitable changes as one administration yields to 

another may create some risk. 

•	 There must be assets to build on—hospitals, 

universities, nonprofit, or corporate players who 

are willing partners. In our view, residents also 

must be engaged in an asset-based, network-

building effort. In Cleveland, our unusual multi-

stakeholder model includes three key anchors. 

As the work has grown, additional partners 

have joined the work, and we’ve broadened our 

concept of “anchor institution” to include both 

the City of Cleveland as well as the Cleveland 

Foundation itself. 

•	 There must be a source of funding to pay for 

staffing and programming. It can be possible to 

use loaned staff, interns, fellowships, and other 

low-cost options, but this will still require a 

commitment of time and resources. Unless there 

is funding on the table for key pilot programs and 

initiatives, it is unlikely you will see significant 

change. 
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Beyond these three elements, it is im-

portant to understand the complex 

dynamics of an anchor collaborative—

the individual personalities, institu-

tional cultures, and the economic and 

regulatory environment that will im-

pact the work. 

As the initiative has grown, we’ve built 

in additional layers of engagement. 

We started with the CEOs and senior 

staff, added VPs, directors, and man-

agers of operations, governmental 

relations, human resources, and sus-

tainability, then staff who are directly 

involved in information systems, pro-

curement, menu planning, marketing, 

all the way to entry-level workers 

employed from the neighborhoods 

themselves. For each of these, there 

are various avenues to engagement, 

with differing interests, agendas, and 

motivations. Each sector engaged—

philanthropy, corporate, and govern-

mental—added its own complexities 

to negotiate. Across areas, we must al-

ways be cognizant of the role of race. 

Overcoming a legacy of racial bias and 

mistrust is one of the key goals of the 

work of Neighborhood Connections. 

The initiative’s staff must learn to 

“manage from the middle.” The actu-

al authority to execute strategy lies 

within the institution in the hands of 

few people. At the anchor level, the 

Challenges Going Forward

We must better measure our impact on 
neighborhoods and our neighbors. 
We can easily see changes in such things 
as educational attainment and property 
values but these are “lagging indicators,” less 
likely to be affected in the short term until 
our work reaches scale. It will take time for 
our programs to reach a “tipping point” and 
show meaningful population-level changes 
visible among Greater University Circle’s 
60,000 residents. 

We must stay focused on initiatives that 
stand to benefit from collaboration. 
It is important to distinguish between 
collaborative projects achieved through the 
participation on the EIMC, and those that 
have been accomplished independently. 
The anchor partners have found it is easiest 
to collaborate in areas that are not too 
close to their core business, i.e., not directly 
related to the competitive delivery of health 
care. 

Maintain momentum in light of 
changes. 
With a long-term vision, it is important 
to sustain interest, participation, and 
commitment in the face of changing market 
and business conditions. For instance, 
the health care industry is experiencing 
intensifying pressure to cut costs while 
maintaining quality following the passage 
of the Affordable Care Act. The impact of 
this will take time to assess. The Initiative 
has also weathered changes in leadership. 
In 2014, high-level leaders at two of the 
anchor institutions retired. By quickly 
engaging the new leadership and orienting 
them to the initiative, we were able to 
maintain their engagement. Despite these 
and other changes, the commitment has 
not only endured, but strengthened.
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work is “no one’s day job.” It will often be in areas that are re-

lated but not key to the core mission of a healthcare or educa-

tional institution. Who and how to hire? Where to buy goods 

and services? Where to invest? How to engage community? 

This all involves changes in individual behavior, culture, and 

policy. Experimentation, persistence, and learning from fail-

ure are required.

One of the driving philosophies of the effort is “give the work 

back”—an adoptive leadership model developed by Cambridge 

and Associates and advocated by Living Cities. In other words, 

find who most needs to do the work, who most benefits, and 

help them to own it. Understanding the motivations of the 

partners is important. 

It seems obvious, but “What Gets Measured Gets Done”—using 

data in planning and evaluation is a best practice. However, 

as we mentioned, it took us several years before enough trust 

was built to share data, and developing the right mechanisms 

to collect and manage that data took additional time. Cleve-

land State University was an essential partner, but the an-

chors themselves have contributed hours of staff time, work-

ing to create common metrics and definitions. 

What Keeps the Anchors at the Table? 

The Greater University Circle leadership team continues to 

meet ten years after the first convening. They have now up-

dated the goals and metrics they wish to reach, and recommit-

ted to the process, in three-year increments. What keeps them 

at the table? 

Since the EIMC was created in 2011, the anchors have only 

deepened their participation and commitment to collaborate. 

They recognize that change takes time, but their leaders pro-

vided the impetus through the ten years of the Greater Uni-

versity Circle initiative. As Andrea Jacobs, executive director 
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of operations at the Cleveland Clinic put it: “Seeing the collec-

tive power of the anchors is inspiring…. It is important that 

the Clinic be part of it.” For UH, prioritizing neighborhood 

investment in the Greater University Circle and the Health 

Tech Corridor represents a cultural shift, according to Heidi 

Gartland, vice president of government relations at Universi-

ty Hospitals. The staff now think of the community in tandem 

with their other goals. This is a direct result of participation in 

Greater University Circle and the Economic Inclusion Man-

agement Committee. The anchor partners further value these 

collaborative venues for giving them “space” to innovate to-

gether. The EIMC has driven a lot of the thought processes 

that are generating new ideas for programming at the anchor 

partners. It is one of the few places where traditional compet-

itors can collaborate, share best practices, and develop syn-

ergy. Participants have come to trust that there is an honest 

exchange of information around the table. 

Evidence of Change

Changing policies and practices within large organizations 

like the Clinic or University Hospital takes time. They now 

see how they can have a more positive impact on surround-

ing neighborhoods. But their core business is health care and 

it is important to make the business case for greater involve-

ment in the community, whether it is local hiring, community 

healthcare, or sustainability. It is also important to be able to 

quantify that impact. For example, the Cleveland Clinic sees 

the EIMC’s local purchasing and hiring goals as an important 

part of its resiliency strategy, a way of ensuring it can sustain 

operations in case of a disaster. Everything it does comes back 

to patient value, which is the Clinic’s bottom line. Further, all 

anchors reveal that measuring results and sharing them pub-

licly, as is done with the EIMC annual assessments, demon-

strates progress and encourages them to do more. Still, there 

have been profound changes at the anchors. The Cleveland 

Clinic formed an internal “Greater University Circle” team 



32

that meets regularly. And University Hospitals, although it 

initially wrestled with internal skepticism over the value of 

its workforce efforts, now has a strategic plan for workforce 

development. These internal changes demonstrate that they 

have begun to take new ownership of the work that originat-

ed in the EIMC. 

The anchors themselves have noted that participating in 

the EIMC has not only changed the way they work with the 

Greater University Circle neighborhoods, it has also changed 

how they align with other neighborhoods surrounding their 

facilities beyond their main campuses. The anchor partners 

realize that anything they do has a large impact—and that im-

pact should be positive for the communities surrounding their 

facilities. 

Appendix I
Profiles of Anchor Institutions and Partner 
Organizations

Here are the partners—local employment and economic an-

chors in the area whose interest it is to work with the commu-

nity to find solutions to poverty and blight. Over time, our idea 

of an anchor has evolved—we now think of the City of Cleve-

land as an anchor, beginning with the current administration, 

led by Mayor Frank Jackson and his director of economic 

development, Tracey Nichols. Strategically, this includes the 

Health Tech Corridor, which is a driver of jobs and entrepre-

neurial energy. Harnessing the tech industry to benefit the 

city as a whole and the neighborhoods in particular is a chal-

lenge, and an opportunity. We also have come to think of the 

Cleveland Foundation itself as an anchor partner, which is the 

trusted convener as well as often being the “first-in” funder. 

We also find it essential to engage a third-party evaluator, and 

Cleveland State University has played a critical role in track-

ing data and outcomes, interviewing the partners and assess-
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ing impact. But the critical anchors are the “eds and meds” 

institutions themselves—without their financial strength and 

willingness to engage, the initiative itself would not exist. 

The Cleveland Foundation
https://www.clevelandfoundation.org/

Committed to large scale community change, the Cleveland 

Foundation plays the role of convener, catalyst, agent of change, 

and “honest broker.” As the institution has evolved to take on 

a more activist role, it has engendered a profound shift in the 

way in which its work is done, and how success is measured.

The first in the world, and one of the largest community foun-

dations in the country, the Cleveland Foundation was formed 

in 1914 “to enhance the lives of all residents of Greater Cleve-

land, now and for generations to come, by building communi-

ty endowment, addressing needs through grant-making, and 

providing leadership on key community issues.” The foun-

dation, with assets of more than $2 billion, distributes about 

$90 million each year. Under Ronn Richard’s leadership, the 

Foundation expanded its focus beyond the traditional role of 

responsive grantmaker to include a more proactive approach. 

The Foundation identified five vital areas in which to focus this 

board-directed, staff-led work—public education reform, youth 

development, neighborhood revitalization, economic develop-

ment, and arts advancement. In 2005, the foundation seized 

the opportunity to launch a project which integrates within a 

single location every one of these vital issues—the Greater Uni-

versity Circle Initiative. Greater University Circle has become 

a durable part of this portfolio, with the leadership of two dy-

namic program directors, India Pierce Lee and Lillian Kuri. 

The Cleveland Clinic
http://my.clevelandclinic.org/

Today the Cleveland Clinic is one of the world’s leading med-

ical, teaching, and research institutions, renowned for heart 
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care and numerous other specialties. With over 40,000 em-

ployees, it is the largest employer in northeast Ohio, the sec-

ond largest in the state of Ohio, bested only by Walmart. Dr. 

Delos M. Cosgrove, a surgeon and veteran, became the head 

of the organization in 2004. He is known for his innovations, 

and for his interest in how venture capital can build the bio-

science sector in Cleveland. 

University Hospitals
http://www.uhhospitals.org/

Two years after Thomas Zenty III became president and CEO 

in 2003, University Hospitals launched a major $1.2 billion 

capital program, Vision 2010. In partnership with the City of 

Cleveland and the Cleveland Foundation, this path-breaking 

model for economic development resulted in nearly $800 mil-

lion in annual purchases of goods and services going to local 

businesses, 5,200 construction jobs, a new project labor agree-

ment with unions, 1,200 permanent jobs, and alignment with 

female and minority-owned businesses.

Case Western Reserve University
http://www.case.edu/

Barbara Snyder became the president of the university in 

2007, the first woman to do so. Under her leadership, under-

graduate enrollment increased significantly and fundraising 

reached record levels, while an ambitious capital program has 

created a newly prominent campus presence. Students and 

faculty are drawn from 91 countries, emphasizing the increas-

ingly global nature of the university. 

The City of Cleveland—Health Tech Corridor
http://www.healthtechcorridor.com/

The mayor of the city of Cleveland and his director of eco-

nomic development have been critical allies as well as provid-

ing strategic and financial support for revitalizing the Greater 

University area. The city’s key focus has been developing the 
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Health Tech Corridor, which crystallized with the opening 

of the Cleveland Regional Transit Authority’s award-win-

ning bus rapid transit HealthLine in 2008. This $200 million 

investment has played an enormous role in reinvigorating a 

once-struggling corridor, and is cobranded by both the Cleve-

land Clinic and University Hospitals. Euclid Avenue, the 

historic “Millionaire’s Row” that joins University Circle and 

downtown, was once known for exclusive wealth and privi-

lege, but became a mix of residential and industry. At its low-

est point, the 6.8 mile corridor was known mostly for vacancy 

and blight. Now its 16,000 acres are a showcase of innovation, 

with over 130 high-tech and health-tech companies connect-

ed via the world’s fastest 100 gigabit internet system. The City 

of Cleveland’s focused investment in this area has resulted in 

800 new jobs, and 500,000 square feet of new and renovated 

office and lab space since 2008. The City of Cleveland’s invest-

ment of $71 million during this period leveraged over $4 bil-

lion from all sources. 

Cleveland State University
https://www.csuohio.edu/urban/

The university, which is the data and evaluation partner for 

the Greater University Circle Initiative, hosts the nationally 

ranked Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Studies, and 

three important research centers—the Center for Economic 

Development, directed by Ziona Austrian and with critical 

input from PhD candidate Candi Clouse, the Center for Com-

munity Planning and Development, under Kathryn Hexter, 

and most recently, the Center for Population Dynamics, led 

by Richey Piiparinen. The Centers for Economic Develop-

ment and Community Planning and Development have co-

led the evaluation of both the Greater University Circle Ini-

tiative and the Economic Inclusion Management Committee 

work since 2011. In 2013, their role as a data partner became 

even more important as they worked with all three primary 

anchors to track every employee on a quarterly basis. These 
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reports show both their job changes and important informa-

tion related to community revitalization—how many people 

employed by the anchors live in the seven Greater Universi-

ty Circle neighborhoods, the city, and the county; and what 

happens to employees over time—do they leave the neigh-

borhoods once they have sufficient income? Monitoring this 

data over time creates a benchmark from which to plan, set, 

and revise, goals. Starting in 2015, Cleveland State Universi-

ty also became the host for the two key staff positions for the 

Economic Inclusion Management Committee: the Program 

Manager for Economic Inclusion, Walter Wright, and the 

Program Coordinator, Toni White. With an initial two-year 

grant from the Cleveland Foundation, as well as additional 

resources, such as graduate assistants from the university, 

Walter and Toni have continued to work closely with the 

partners to advance this work. The Center for Population 

Dynamics, which launched in 2014, has carefully tracked 

population micro-trends in Cleveland and its neighborhoods 

and adds to the dynamism of the work. 

Other Partners

Other partners include:

•	 MidTown, a nonprofit, community development 

corporation located in the heart of the Health 

Tech Corridor; 

•	 BioEnterprise, a business formation, recruitment, 

and acceleration effort to grow healthcare 

companies and commercialize bioscience 

technologies;

•	 Cleveland Neighborhood Progress, a funding and 

capacity-building resource in the community, and 

its family of community development partners; 
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•	 Towards Employment, a workforce nonprofit, 

and Cleveland and Cuyahoga County Ohio Means 

Jobs (the workforce investment board), all critical 

partners on workforce issues;

•	 The Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland, a recent 

partner providing research and convening 

support. 

All of these are “connector” organizations that help facilitate 

the work, but the most critical connector of all is Neighbor-

hood Connections, a subsidiary of the Cleveland Foundation 

and the lead in community engagement efforts in Greater 

University Circle.
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