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WHAT IF HE COULD HAVE JUST DeShawn and the Weight of
GROWN UP SOMEWHERE ELSE? | ™




DESHAWN

17 year old HS senior presenting to treatment for the first time
with depressive symptoms

Good student, popular with peers, on the football team, but struggling
during senior year

“Textbook case” of Major Depressive Disorder

Completely life-altering event at age 5



PERKINS HOMES

Living at Perkins Homes Still
Hazardous for Residents
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PSYCHOPATHOLOGY
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DISCRIMINATION IN CHICAGO

Dorothy Gautreaux v Chicago Housing
Authority — 1966

* ACLU-initiated class action lawsuit alleging that
CHA violated the Civil Rights Act of 1964

* Reached the Supreme Court in 1976

* Court ruled that HUD could use the entire
Chicago metro area to remedy past
discriminatory practices

Altgeld Gardens (aka Chicago’s “Toxic Donut”)



BIRTH OF THE GAUTREAUX PROGRAM

In 1981, CHA partnered with the Leadership Council for
Metropolitan Open Communities to disburse interested
public housing residents

7,500 vouchers were created and CHA offered to place holders
in housing

Participants were given a voucher for urban neighborhoods
(predominantly African American) or in suburban neighborhoods
(70% white)

Eligible residents: no history of late rent payments, no history of damaging a rental unit, no
families with four or more children, no “large debts”, and no “unacceptable housekeeping”



GAUTREAUX PROGRAM QUTCOMES

AnGIYSiS 5 yeq rs Id.l.e Is Table 5 Youth Edueation and Job Ouitecomes: City-Suburban

['lhnliliiri son (pereent)

L ko City =uburh
Adult Outcomes e _ : -
ropped out of ackeonl 20k o
* Suburban movers were more likely to be College track 24 40
employed (64% vs 51%) than city movers Attond college 21 54
= Suburban movers cited improved physical safety Astend:foam oo aling : H
qnd greq_l_er iob OppOI’TUhiﬁeS |',|:|;:-|||'.1-|| fuill-timie (11 nob i colleged 41 i
Pay under 53 50Mhouar 13 L]
. Pay over 2650 haur 5 21
Chlld OUtcomeS Job benefits 23 =E
- SUburbqn movers Went To hlgher quqllty SChOOIS Nofer Astorisks indiente signilennes level of difforenco botwaeen cliy and =ubhorbnn
by ACT scores and state tests S Rk b
il .05
* Suburban movers were more likely to experience p<0.0%5
racial harassment from other students (52% vs
230/0) Rosenbaum, J. E. (1995). Changing the geography of opportunity by expanding

residential choice: Lessons from the Gautreaux program. Housing Policy Debate,

* No differences in in-school fighting 6(1), 231-269.
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PUSHING FOR RELOCATION

In 1988, Republican HUD secretary Jack Kemp
supported a similar program, with several
modifications:

* Race would be removed from all aspects of the program

" Focus would be entirely on finding low-poverty
neighborhoods, sold as having “high job potential” and
called “opportunity areas”

" Would have a fully “experimental” design, with consultation
from academics

1992, Congress authorized $70 million for housing

Jack Kemp, HUD Secretary under George
vouchers and program evaluation H.W. Bush



MOVING TO OPPORTUNITY

Five demonstration cities were chosen: Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, and
New York

Program eligibility

Must be living in public or other government subsidized project-based housing in a census tract with
more than 40% poverty rate

Families must have a child under age 18

Families must agree to participate in the experimental design and randomization to one of three
conditions



MOVING TO OPPORTUNITY

Section 8

Experimental

(MTO) Voucher

Control Group

Families were given standard “Section 8” housing voucher for use anywhere it is
accepted

Vouchers require families pay 30% of their income for rent and the voucher covers
the rest, as long as it is 40" or 50" percentile for the metropolitan region

Families were given vouchers only for use in census tracts with 1990 poverty rates
below 10% and given guidance to find these homes by local nonprofit
organizations

After one year, families could use their voucher to relocate wherever they want

Received no certificates or vouchers, but could be eligible for subsequent services
No requirement that these participants stay in public housing



PARTICIPANTS

_ Experimental Group Section 8 Group Control Group All Groups

Participating adults/kids
African American

Latinx

Household income

SNAP

Female head of household

% of people in poverty in
the census tract

% of POC in the census
tract

1,819/2,417
61%

31%
$12,900
81%

91%

52%

91%

884/1,873
61%

32%
$12,700
81%

1%

52%

91%

1,439/2,018
63%

30%
$12,800
80%

92%

53%

91%

4,142/6,308
61%

31%
$12,800
81%

91%

52%

21%

Sanbonmatsu, L., Katz, L. F., Ludwig, J., Gennetian, L. A., Duncan, G. J., Kessler, R. C., ... & Lindau, S. T. (2011). Moving to opportunity for
fair housing demonstration program: Final impacts evaluation.



MTO MOTIVATIONS e e
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Current neighborhood characteristics

Experimental Section 8 | Control All Groups
Group Group Group
Streets feel unsafe at night 49% 50% 50% 50%
Household member was a crime  43% 43% 42% 43%

victim in the last 6 months

Lived in neighborhood for 5 or 60% 62% 61% 61%
more years

Primary or secondary motivation for signing up: Baltimore Sun, May 9, 1993
I L Y T S L

To get away from drugs and 77% 76% 78% 77%

gangs

Better schools 49% 52% 47% 49%

Better housing 45% 45% 46% 45%

Sanbonmatsu, L., Katz, L. F., Ludwig, J., Gennetian, L. A., Duncan, G. J., Kessler,R. C., ... & Lindau, S. T. (2011). Moving to opportunity for fair housing demonstration program: Final impacts evaluation.



IN THEIR WORDS

One applicant, describing her previous experiences living in Boston public housing,
reported that, “Every time | looked out my window, there was dead bodies. So | didn’t
want my kids to grow up in that atmosphere.... They would see the dead bodies. And
if they didn’t die on the scene, they would see the blood.”

“They don’t care. They don’t have no respect for females at all. They beat up
females over here and all that, throw them out of windows. These projects are crazy.”

From de Souza Briggs, X., Popkin, S. J., & Goering, J. (2010). Moving to opportunity: The story of an American experiment to fight ghetto poverty. Oxford University Press.
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SOME PROMISING EARLY RESULTS

Moving to Opportunity: an Experimental Study
of Neighborhood Effects on Mental Health

Tarmia Leventhal, PhD. and Jeanne Brooks-Gunn, PhD

Qbjacinegs, The heéalth cofsequences of neighbodood piverly ang a public héalth
problem, Data were obtained to examine linhs Between neéghborhsod esidence and men

ta! mEnith oulicomes

Meathods. Movdng (o Opportunity was 3 randomized, controlled tr

from public howsing in high-poverty neighborhoods were moved into private housing in

rEi=p00r OF Moo --|!'_!-I'-:|r||-:-:|l'. wilh & Subsel rérmdnning in public Bdusng Al the

Fyear follow-up of the Mew York sie, 550 families were reinteniesed

Re=uits, Parenls who moved (o ko paveErty neignnormooos repartod siEr ficantly |

WY MEGS
distress than parents who remained in high-poverty neighboreeods, Boys who moyed

to less poor neighborhoods reported significantly fewer anxiows/depressive and de
pendency problams than did boys who stayed in publc housing.

This study provicles expenimental evidence of neighbaraad income ef
fects on mental health, (Am J Public Haalth, 2003 93:157T6-1582)

2l in which famidlies

Examined the Behavior-Problem Index
scores for New York children at 3 year
follow-up

“ Boys in the MTO voucher group showed fewer

anxiety /depressive problems and dependency
problems than those in the control group

* Similar findings for all children aged 8-13

Parents in MTO group reported less distress and
fewer depressive symptoms

Results were statistically significant using ITT and
TOT analysis



INTERIM EVALUATION NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGES

Interim evaluation was
completed 4-7 years after
randomization

Low-poverty voucher showed
significant improvements vs control
in:

* Neighborhood poverty

* Exposure to drugs and violence

* Feeling safe

Figure 1: MTO's Effects on Selected Neighborhood Outcomes
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INTERIM EVALUATION ADULT OUTCOMES

Figure 2: MTO's Effects on Selected Outcomes for Adults

. 0.9
Some modest benefits for MTO il
adults: 0.7
0.6
* Improvement in overall psychological i
distress 0.4 - 0.47
* Reduction in past-year depression (by :: ' 033
CIDI-SF Major Depressive Episode o] e
scale) o — 1
* Reduction in obesity il 004
0.2
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PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS

Kessler-6
= Global measure of distress

* Efficient screening scale for “serious
mental illness” (Kessler et al. 2003)

* Comparable to the World Health

Organization Disability Assessment
Schedule (WHO-DAS)

The following questions ask about how vou have been feehng durmg the past 30 davs. For each

question, please circle the number that best deseribes how often you had this feeling.

Q1. During the pasi 30 days, aboui how
afren did vou feel -,

.. AETVONST
b. .. hopeless?
. ...restless or iidgety?

d. ...so depressed that nothing could cheer
wvoul up?

. ...that everything was an effort?

f. ...worthless?
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INTERIM EVALUATION OUTCOMES FOR GIRLS

Outcomes qdolescen-r for Figure 4: MTO's Effects on Outcomes for Female Youth
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] ﬂ'g
girls at interim evaluation: 58
* MTO group had improvements 07 |
in psychologic distress (by Ké) 06 -
. . LX) |:|5 |
* Reduction in marijuana use s
* Reduction in property crime 0. . 0.34
arrests 02 [
. . 0.1 el 0.16
* Reduction in past year o S0 e
Generalized Anxiety Disorder il
(Using SCCIleS from ‘I'he Nqﬁonql Paychologecal disiress K6, Used marijeana last 30  Behavior problems index  # Betime propery crime
C b.d. S R I, . z-score [ages 15-20] ° days [ages 15-20] ° [ages 15-20] arresis [ages 15-25)
omorbidity survey Replication [2Control Mean WLPV Mean]
- Ad0|escen1- SUp plement) Source: Ohr et al., 3003, and Kling. Liebman and Kage, 2007
* Imficates that the difference in outoome levels between the PV group and the controd group ane statistically significand at the

il fevel



INTERIM EVALUATION OUTCOMES FOR BOYS

OUTcomeS for d dOIGSCQnT Figure 5: MTO's Effects on Outcomes for Male Youth
boys at interim evaluation: 3
0.7 -

* MTO group had worse scores

OB
by Ké 05
0.4 047
* MTO group used more e 034
marijuana o1 —

* MTO group had higher 01| |00

. 0.2 4
property crime arrests 0.3
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LONG TERM IMPACTS OF MTO ON KIDS AGES 0-8
AT TIME OF RANDOMIZATION

Oiriginal Investigation

Associations of Housing Mobility Interventions for Children
in High-Poverty Neighborhoods With Subsequent

Mental Disorders During Adolescence

Roruald C Kesaler, P30 Grag 1 Dunesn, PR Lisa A Gannetian Phil. | wwence P Katr PhiD: lefrey B 0ding. P
Hancy A Samgreon, Ba: LsaSanbonmatus, Fhil: Alan M. Zaswsicy, PhiD- Jons Ludvwig. PRl

Low Poverty Voucher Traditional Section 8 Control Group Reference (n
(n = 1424) Voucher (n = 1074) =1173)

MDD Absolute Risk 6.8% (NS) 6.1% (NS) 7.1%
Panic DO Absolute Risk 3.1% (NS) 4.1% (NS) 4.7%
PTSD Absolute Risk 7.2% (p = .03) 4.7% (NS) 4.2%
ODD Absolute Risk 6.2% (NS) 8.8% (NS) 8.2%
Conduct DO Absolute Risk 3.9% (NS) 2.2% (NS) 2.5%

Kessler, R. C., Duncan, G. J., Gennetian, L. A., Katz, L. F, Kling, J. R., Sampson, N. A,, ... & Ludwig, J. (2014). Associations of housing mobility interventions for children in high-poverty neighborhoods
with subsequent mental disorders during adolescence. JAMA, 311(9), 937-947.



LONG TERM IMPACTS OF MTO ON KIDS AGES 0-8
AT TIME OF RANDOMIZATION

Associations of Interventions in Long-term Follow-up Associations of Interventions in Long-term Follow-up
Sample of Boys Sample of Girls
8.0% 12.0%
7.0%
10.0%
6.0%
8.0%
5.0%
4.0% 6.0%
3.0%
4.0%
2.0%
2.0%
]-o% l
0.0% - = 0.0% e
MDD PTSD MDD PTSD D
BLPV mSect 8 mControl H [PV mSect 8 mControl

Kessler, R. C., Duncan, G. J., Gennetian, L. A., Katz, L. F, Kling, J. R., Sampson, N. A,, ... & Ludwig, J. (2014). Associations of housing mobility interventions for children in high-poverty neighborhoods
with subsequent mental disorders during adolescence. JAMA, 311(9), 937-947.



INTERIM EVALUATION SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT

Educational outcomes at 4-7
years after randomization:

“No differences in aptitude and
achievement tests between
experimental group and control

“In the MTO group, school quality
only improved from 15™
percentile statewide to 24™
percentile statewide

Figure 3: MTO's Effects on Children’s Math & Reading Achievemant
e 5
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sorpes 1o Z-sonees that have & mean of rero and standard deviamtion of one for the control groap



WHAT DOES IT MEAN?

MTO moved adults and their children to neighborhoods that were
safer and wealthier, but:
Girls seemed to benefit modestly

4-7 years out: less marijuana use, less psychological distress, less GAD

10-15 years out: no significant differences in MDD, PTSD, or CD (though p = 0.06 for difference with
depression)

Boys seemed to get worse

4-7 years out: more distress, more marijuana, more arrests
10-15 years out: significantly more MDD, PTSD, and CD

Neither group had improved educational outcomes
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QUALITATIVE INTERVIEW DATA




GENDER DIFFERENCES — SPENDING FREE TIME

Tended to hang out outdoors at parks, alleys,
courtyards, and in front of stores

Played sports in disorganized groups, with
little supervision, occasionally nearby drug
selling

Described quieter neighborhoods negatively

Most likely to describe being hassled by
police in their new neighborhoods, especially
those that are racially integrated

Spent time indoors or in front of stoops
with smaller groups of friends

More likely to spend time in close
proximity to adults

Described quieter neighborhoods
positively

MTO group girls noted experiencing
much less sexual harassment in their
neighborhoods

Clampet-Lundquist, S., Edin, K., Kling, J. R., & Duncan, G. J. (201 1). Moving teenagers out of high-risk neighborhoods: How girls fare better than boys. American Journal of Sociology, 116(4), 1154-89.



GENDER DIFFERENCES — ADJUSTING TO

RELOCATION

Many MTO boys lost access to older
male relatives and role models

Control boys knew their neighborhoods
better and could more easily avoid
trouble.

MTO boys were less familiar with their
new environments if they moved back to
low-income neighborhoods

Girls showed more discernment in which
peers they associated with and were less
likely to have friends who got in serious
trouble



WHAT MAKES A DESIRABLE SCHOOL?

Some lessons from interviewing
Baltimore families:

*1/3 of parents were worried about
disrupting their children’s experiences in
their original schools

* Logistics mattered tremendously

* Uniforms and security were seen as a
plus

* Academic reputations were challenging Rodgers Forge Elementary
to determine (Towson, Maryland)

Lake Clifton school campus
(Clifton Park, Baltimore)

Deluca, S., & Rosenblatt, P. (2010). Does moving to better neighborhoods lead to better schooling opportunities? Parental school choice in an experimental housing voucher program. Teachers College Record, 112(5), 1443-1491.
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IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES




LEASE-UP RATES

EXHIBIT 1.4. MTO VOUCHER LEASE-UP RATES FOR MTO EXPERIMENTAL AND SECTION 8 GROUPS

100 —
63 77 b2 67 77 47 t

go _| 47 54 44 33 60 46 Percen
S 60 _|
= [[] Experimental
e 40 — Section 8

20

0
All Sites Baltimore Boston  Chicago Los r-Jew_‘f’c::rk
Angeles City

Sample: All adults in the experimental and Section groups included in the interview
sampling frame for the long-term evaluation (N = 3,165). See section 1.6 for details.
[MTO = Moving to Opportunity]

Sanbonmatsu, L., Katz, L. F., Ludwig, J., Gennetian, L. A., Duncan, G. J., Kessler, R. C., ... & Lindau, S. T. (2011). Moving to opportunity for
fair housing demonstration program: Final impacts evaluation.



WHY WAS LEASE-UP SO LOW?

Constrained Compliance:
Solving the Puzzle of
MTO’s Lease-Up Rates
and Why Mobility Matters

Kathryn Edin
Harvard University

Stefanie DeLuca
Johns Hopkins University

Ann Owens
Harvard University

Housing authority challenges

Many participating cities did not have source-of-
income protections that would have prevented
landlords from discriminating against voucher
holders

Many eligible units ultimately did not pass Section
8 housing inspection

Low poverty neighborhoods that were also
majority-white had housing that was too expensive
to qualify for Section 8 vouchers



DID IT WORK?

Experimental voucher holders
did move to less impoverished
neighborhoods

BUT

* Experimental voucher holders that did
move (TOT) relocated to neighborhoods
that were 62% ethnic minorities

* Rates of poverty were increasing in
neighborhoods where MTO voucher-
holders moved

EXHIBIT 2.3
NEIGHBORHOOD POVERTY RATE AT TIME OF FIRST LEASEUP

LT 10% 10-15% 15-20% 20-30% 30-40% 40%+ Mean
Estimated Poverty Rate at Time of Move'
Experimental Group
Program movers -
(A=813) 50.7 33.8 122 2.3 0.6 0.4 10.8%
Section 8 Group
Programnuvens o 7.9 14.9 29.3 21.2 199 27.8%
(n=T35%)
CHANGING NEIGHBDORHOOD AT TIME ofF FirsT LEaseup?!
Decreasing Stable Poverty Increasing
Poverty Rate, Rate, Poverty Rate,
1990-2000 1990-2000 1990-2000 Total
Experimental Group
Program movers (n=813) 1.2% 54.3% 44 6% 100%
Section 8 Group
Program mavers (n=735) 18.0% 48 3% 38.79% 100%

Source: MTC data system, 1900 and 2000 census traci-level data

Orr, L., Feins, J., Jacob, R., Beecroft, E., Sanbonmatsu, L., Katz, L. F., ... & Kling, J. R. (2003). Moving to

opportunity: Interim impacts evaluation.



INCOMPLETE ROLLOUT

Protests in white Baltimore County erupted
when news of relocation program from the
city was made public

* Targeted Sen Barbara Mikulski, who pressured
HUD to alter the program

Second year of the rollout was canceled

Plan to relocate families
from inner city fuels fears

Rumors sweep
eastern Balto. Co,

By Larry Carson
and Pat Gilbert
Sun Stafl Wirilers

For residenis of eastern Baltimore
County, a plan that could move poor
inner-city residenits 1o the suburbs
ha= created a surmmnes of FUEGE un
certainty and racial politics

“I've heard ithad the city = going o
tear down the Lafayette and Murphy
Homes high-rise projecis and move
the people here lo Essex,” says Sie-
phen Xintos. a tavern keeper run-
Ming as a for the County
Coumectll in Gth Districi. “And |
hear residents of Hawihome are be
img mowed out (o mialke moom fof pec-
pie from the city

A Tith Disertet counicl candidate,
Democratic Del. Louks L. DePaso of
Drancdalk, lokd an angry crowd at
l':hr-prui_ High Schonl last manith

that city housing project dwellers
“miust be to taught to bathe and how
not 1o steal.”

The object af IHWFI:IHH-
ing o Dj:m'l:unjty .a o
gram by the (ederal government and
Baltimore that will use Section 8 reni
sibsidies 1o move 285 familics
from inner-city neighborhoods to

Sponsors of the program say they
cxpect aboul hall those chosen to
pick new housing in the city. How
mamy of the rest are likely to move 1o
Baltimore County of olher metropoll
LER WPes COUnlies s onacieay

Approved by the lederal govern
ment in March, MTO is expected 1o
F:.;hrl: its first city residents in new

mnees by Nowvernber,

Opponents call ihe program ihe
firsl step i an atiempl o move in-
ner-cily residenis o easiern Balti-
more Coumiy en masse. MTO ol
cials say thal just the opposiie is
true. Federal authorities say MTO

S HOUS-NG 25



INCOMPLETE ROLLOUT

THil MEW vorK Tiwes MATIONAL Tonsnay, MARGH i

in Maryland

Is Scuttled by a P’nlitir;al

Housing Voucher Test
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LAST WORD FROM THE FINAL ANALYSIS

“The MTO findings do not suggest that access to health
care or opportunities, or neighborhood racial
segregation, are the key ways in which community
environments influence health outcomes.... More likely
intervention priorities are neighborhood socioeconomic
composition, informal social control as suggested by
the ‘collective efficacy’ theory of Sampson,
Raudenbush, and Earls (1997), and, perhaps most
important, the neighborhood attributes that the MTO
families themselves have cared the most about since the
beginning - safety.”

w Sanbonmatsuy, L., Katz, L. F, Ludwig, J., Gennetian, L. A., Duncan, G. J., Kessler, R. C,, ... & Lindau, S. T. (201 1). Moving to

opportunity for fair housing demonstration program: Final impacts evaluation.
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“COLLECTIVE EFFICACY” | ocecmmeninGiiage

Neighborhoods




 PROJECT ON HUMAN DEVELOPMENT IN CHICAGO

Study aims: Why do some
neighborhoods experience higher rates
of violence and substance abuse while

other, apparently similar

neighborhoods don’?
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FIRST MAJOR FINDINGS

Neighborhoods and Violent
Crime: A Multilevel Study of
Collective Efficacy

Robert J. Sampson, Stephen W. Raudenbush, Felton Earls

“Concentrated disadvantage” was
associated with:

Perceived violent crime

Violent crime victimization

Neighborhood homicide rates

Low residential stability, high
concentrated disadvantage, and high
immigrant concentration accounted for
/1% of a neighborhood’s perceived
violent crime and 56% of its homicides



COLLECTIVE EFFICACY — DEFINED

I

. Informal Social Control — Can | count on my neighbors?
. * Residents were asked about the likelihood that their neighbors would
intervene if
= Children were skipping school and hanging out on a street corner
* Children were spray-painting graffiti on a local building
* Children were showing disrespect to an adult
= A fight broke out in front of their house

* The fire station closest to their home was threatened with budget cuts.

Social Cohesion and Trust — How do residents get along?
" Respondents were asked how strongly they agreed that:

* People around here are willing to help their neighbors

* This is a close-knit neighborhood

* People in this neighborhood can be trusted

= People in this neighborhood generally don’t get along with each other (reverse coded)

= People in this neighborhood do not share the same values (reverse coded).



IMPACT OF COLLECTIVE EFFICACY

Collective efficacy contributors:
Homeownership rates
Residential stability

Marriage rates

Collective efficacy appeared account for 75% of the variation in
violent crime between neighborhoods

A 2 SD elevation in collective efficacy was associated with a reduction in
crime victimization by 30% and homicide rates by 40%



IMPACT OF COLLECTIVE EFFICACY

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Neighborhood Residence and Mental Health
Problems ot 5- to 11-Year-Olds

Yange Xae, Phiy; Tama Leventhal, Philx; feamne Brooks-Gunn, Phid; Feluom |, Eorls, MD

Child Mental Health Impacts
* Sampled 2,805 Chicago children between ages 5 — 11

* Used CBCL to assess internalizing symptoms

Findings
* High concentrated disadvantage were associated with worse CBCL scores
* High collective efficacy had a protective effect on young children

* Local organizational participation had a similar impact as collective efficacy

Xue, Y., Leventhal, T., Brooks-Gunn, J., & Earls, F. J. (2005). Neighborhood residence and mental health problems of 5-to 11-year-olds. Archives of General Psychiatry, 62(5), 554-563.



COLLECTIVE EFFICACY — A DIFFERENT COHORT

By Lomsis Doy, Tow WAL aAadwi, el Giroio i -, b D fishal, Brpsiion: O Yiagne

Cohesive -Heighhurhnnds Where The FI‘CIgI|e Families and Child

Social Expectations Are Shared Wellbeing Study

May Have Positive Impact On . : : rs
Adolescont Mental Health f(,js::ychlldren in 20 cities across the

heaith and wek-being in dulthood. We used fata from 4 cohart of 2,304 * Parents were interviewed to determine
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collective ellicacy, The magnituede of this neighborhood effec is

comparable w tse proteetive offecis of depression prevention programs
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COLLECTIVE EFFICACY — A DIFFERENT COHORT

EXHIBIT 2

Factor s affecting adolecemt depressive and arxbety Sympoems

Depcmasivn symppams | M- Ancity symphana Exposure to high Neighborhood Collective
St — S Efficacy during childhood was more
AT N— S — impactful than:

* High household income

* Lack of neighborhood socioeconomic
: : ' disadvantage
paselmgarearan 3o ' Growing up in a neighborhood at the
AT o - 75%ile in collective efficacy “is similar to
& P : 2 the average effect size of depression
R T T ) prevention programs aimed at general or
et dagius et oty oy amborns salaaie (o e S1isudars divietiow i SEVA conPliumey Irthevals sy The arsad hecs at-risk adolescent population™



COLLECTIVE EFFICACY — PROTECTION AGAINST
STRESSORS

From the National Protective Effect of Neighborhood Social Cohesion
Longitudinal Survey of 3
Children and Youth 5
*Nationally representative E ’
survey of 5,183 12/13 53
year olds % 2
" Interviewed 2 years later to
see if any “Stressful Life 26 ’j lj m m
Events” occurred since g, Depression/Anxiety Suicidal ideation Aggre;issi;):lc{:?nduc’r "Property offence”
o ADOLESCENT MENTAL HEALTH 2 YEARS AFTER SLE

baseline

@ High Cohesion M Low Cohesion

Kingsbury, M., Clayborne, Z., Colman, |., & Kirkbride, J. B. (2020). The protective effect of neighborhood social cohesion on adolescent mental health following stressful life events. Psychological
medicine, 50(8), 1292-1299.
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SOUND AND FURY

REVIEWS & OVERVIEWS

A Response to Proposed Budget Cuts Affecting
Children’s Mental Health: Protecting Policies and
Programs That Promote Collective Efficacy

Kimberly Edon Hoagwood, Ph.D. Man: Atkins. Ph.D
Barbara Bwens. PhD. Robin Peth-Plerce. MP A Anng Kuppinger, M Ed., Geraldine Bemon, FOC,. CFPA
Friscilla Shorter. Kelly J. Keleher, MDD M PH

Sarah Horwitz, PR, Krsta Eutash, Pl 5 Serene Oln

Ph.D

FRAMING HEALTH MATTERS

A New Framework for Childhood Health Promotion: The

Role of Policies and Programs in Building Capacity and
Foundations of Early Childhood Health

| Haimda B, Msmry, Pl MPH, Oyiia S, Menkonite, M0, MPP, Ardw W Ry, PO, Sara 8. Joieior
Liss L. Dutssy. Phil, snd Sermard o, MU AT

Phll, MPH, HoBy A Gepsien

Several major reviews and editorials (2018, 2012) call for programming to improve

collective efficacy in communities

They don’t cite a single intervention that has been shown to increase collective

efficacy




SOUND AND FURY

There have been a number of interventions using the idea of
collective efficacy to reduce youth violence

Youth Empowerment Solution for Peaceful Communities (Zimmerman et al

2011)

Neighborhood-driven “Individual Capacities Survey” (Payne & Williams
2008)

Neighborhood collective efficacy training (Ohmer 201 6)

However, none look at the impact on child mental health or
development



BACK TO DESHAWN

Perkins Somerset Oldtown
Transformation Project
* $1billion+ redevelopment project

* $105million in tax increment
financing

*Creating 1,324 units, but a net
loss in public housing

DeShawn is moving, but he’s
not sure where




BACK TO DESHAWN

What can we do as clinicians to better consider neighborhoods in
our work?

Encourage local organizational participation
Help support housing stability
Resource map neighborhoods with our patients

Safety planning isn’t just about self-injury
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PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

TaBLE 2—FIRST-STAGE ImPacTs oF MTO on VoucHERr Take-Up
AND NEIGHBORHOOD POVERTY RATES [ Percentage Points)

Poverty rate

Housi in tract one year Mean poverty rate in tract Mean poverty rate in zip
o post- RA post-RA to age 18 post-RA to age 18
voucher
take-up ITT TOT ITT TOT I'TT TOT
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5] (@) (7
Panel A. Children <2 age 13 at random assignment
Exp. versus control 47.66%** —17.05%*% —35.96%+* —10.27**= _2].56%** e 0 e L
(1.653) (0.853) (1.392) 10.650) (1.118) (0.425) (0.752)
Sec. 8 versus control 65.80*** —14.88%** D] 57rEx —1OTEE, —L2.0R%FE —3.43%%= e 0 o s
11.934) (0.802) (1.024) (0.615) (0.872) (0.423) (0.622)
Observations 5.044 4,958 4.958 5,035 5,035 5,035 5,035
Control group mean 0 50.23 50.23 41.17 41.17 3181 31.81
Panel B. Children age 1318 at random assignment
Exp. versus control 4. | 5FH= —14.00%%=F 34 TEF — 10.04%%% 24 GEFEF —BATYYE —IRAPEer
(2.157) (1.136) (2.231} 10.048) i1.967) (0.541) (1.113)
Sec. B versus control 55.04+** S A el oV | i —B.60%*F _]5.40%%* —JOnEE —T.07*=*
(2.537) (1.078) (1.738) (0.920) (1.530) (D.528) (0.921)
Observations 2,358 2,302 2,302 2,203 2,203 2,202 2,202
Control group mean 0 49.14 49.14 47.90 47.90 3517 35.17

Chetty, R., Hendren, N., & Katz, L. F. (2016). The effects of exposure to better neighborhoods on children: New evidence from the Moving to Opportunity experiment. American Economic Review, 106(4), 855-902.



POST-PRNGRAM FARNINGS

TARLE 3—IMPacTs OF MTO oN CHILDRENS [NCOME 1IN ADULTHOOD

I iviichual earmings [ndividual eamings

¥ @ x I '] " i
W2 earn 20082012 ($) ) E"”,I.”}“I Hhodd, Ins
ings (5} (el inc. (31 prowih (5)
MMR-=20012 ITT wef Age 26 2 JHE 200202 208=20012
ITT ITT controls TOT ITT ITT AMEITT ITT ITT
[11 25 A [) &) [ ) 7Y 1| 19
Frel A, Chilidrenr < age 13 af random axsignurent
Exp. versus R 1.624.00 |.29E g 34768 1751 4% |.443.8 18524 2.231.1 1,304 4
cotiol (6T1.3) (b 2.4 {6369  (1.418.2) (917.4) (665.8) (2.0053) {T71.3) (518.5)
Sec. B vieraus 474 [ 1ikR 3 eI 1.723.2 551.5 b.157.7" 1352 | 45240 Rkl 2
conlral (4R, T) (676 (6H55.8) { I050.5) {HEE.1] [0, 1] 2.2 {733.5] (51744
sy anne s 5.4M bl b || 2420 420 1.6:25 2033 5420 2.4 A
Ui LT e O 548 6 I L] 112703 | 1.2770.3 11.398.3 [1.30209 5] B 12,7024 QK22
Feveel B, Childrewr aee 13-18 ar ronclom aisionmen|
Exp. versus —T6l2 — L3, L —HT79.5 — 24367 S 1 N — T T 2173 —1.5198% — ARG
cominnl | K706} (RAd4. 7 (%173 (315443 { 795 4% -_I,IE_"__"l {2 140 {11032.2) {&871.6)
Sec, ® versis (IS SR 1.132.8 1 1369 L 15.11 LA Y] |32 03%6,7 ARS.3
Conplrol (932.5] (G22.3) (BotG) (16737 (24509  (1213.3) (2X75)  (11L.BS9)  (625.3)
Observalions 11.623 11.623 | 1.623 11623 2,331 2331 11623 11.623 11.623
Contro] group mean 13,8971 158815 158815 158815 | 306849 166020 636 G 1eva ] 4. 12K, |

Chetty, R., Hendren, N., & Katz, L. F. (2016). The effects of exposure to better neighborhoods on children:
New evidence from the Moving to Opportunity experiment. American Economic Review, 106(4), 855-902.



Experimental versus confrol ITT on earnings ($)

POST-PROGRAM EARNINGS
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Chetty, R., Hendren, N., & Katz, L. F. (2016). The effects of exposure to better neighborhoods on children: New
evidence from the Moving to Opportunity experiment. American Economic Review, 106(4), 855-902.



POST-PROGRAM COLLEGE

TanLE d—IspacTs oF MTO on CuiLores's CoLLEGE ATTENDANCE DuTCoMES

Celiege atandance (%) [TT College guality (5 ITT
Ape IB-3) Ape I8 Ape 19 ApeM  Agpe 3 Ape (-3 Agel8  Agel? Apedd  Agedi
il) |:. 3 I-!: IS5 | &) :Tl N i ) i1

Fanel A fCheafefrem < ape I3 @0 romdam assagnrerss
Exp. versas 2 Sl Z.213* 2.5y . T 5, Gfh T G0 R00 G 5893 1378

contml (1.143} 1120405 (1.832)  [l.464 114741 (231.2) [ 240.5) M3 (2623 (2809
Sec_ & versus 0503 W] | 0503 Pl e 0371 i F=s SR Gl TEr I0LATT S0 0

condrol (1.264) (1.303) (LG03) (B30 {1592 [ 256.3) (268.2) LT (28450 (3937
Cfrservations 5027 5 [HF 5 005 R 5. | 5027 R 29 5.0 =R
Contrel group 6.5 11.3 136 195 2l 20147 Jp4T06  2114ET 200157 21,1513

i

Pavie! B. Children aee 1318 i sareickeis s 1§ e il

Exp. versas 4 051 5F 5 BpgvEE 4 AGEE 2005 1513= EHI.E®S |95 7% B0 0" &il.6 BET.DE
ool ol (LTEH) 12180 (2163 (20T (1970 (IM55) (4808) (465.0) (4043 (402.8)

Soc. & versus 1004 1,339 19750 I.BB2 4455 597.2 5815 732 4921 #03,0
comniroel (0.TBS)  (2.205) (2243 (X082} (20308 (4382} (5469 (51015 (4057 {(444.4)

Cehservations 5, 100 1,328 1722 2050 el 3, 10 | 328 .22 2,050 2234

Conirol grup |56 12.4 16,8 | o, 17.2 216380 213373 218801 21,6298 215978
M an

Chetty, R., Hendren, N., & Katz, L. F. (2016). The effects of exposure to better neighborhoods on children: New
evidence from the Moving to Opportunity experiment. American Economic Review, 106(4), 855-902.



FINAL ANALYSIS — COMPLIANCE

EXHIBIT ES-1. ALLOCATION AND COMPLIAMCE OF THE LONG-TERM EVALUATION SAMPLES BY SITE AND
TREATMENT GROUP

ALL CONTROL |EXPERIMENTAL GROUP | SECTION & GROUP

GROUPS |GROUP

M M M GCOMPLIANCE | N COMPLIANCE

RATE (%) RATE (%)

ADULTS
Baitimora I 572 1R 252 53.5 123 OB
Baston | ) a8 288 £1.8 178 51,1
rlf:nic.uun | &5 Fn 4 4 53 7.4
Los Angeles | o 369 340 805 2 .8
Meaw York City | ads 265 aii ap.a a5 agg
All gitas i 4143 1 430 F-1 ) 47.4 Bss El.B
YOUTH, AGES 10-20
Baltimare | e 240 268 5.1 a54 T
Boston i .27 440 ars 3.2 a5 Bl
Chicago | 1,363 a8 o 31,7 as4 D
Los Angales l 1,509 fiae 02 (=¥ 245 iz
MNeaw York ':-||H' ! 1377 418 ari 0.8 458 EL g
Al sites ! .08 z0Ea 2a17 a7 1E7a (s 4
Hotea: Porcendagas are waighled o dallect the randomaaton rabod and sarmpleg ol Ssction 8 adulta and wa 1o thiee pouth per Tarmly. "Comnmphance™ @ dehned aa
leaaani(] @ wil rdang & Roirseng soucher pitvadsd by tee Moswng To Dppertesity (6T 06 piog am.
Data sowres and sampis; MTO cabe sysies. The sampies are N o 4 14 adulis and W= 6,308 posth ages 10 0 30 ae of Decembes 2007 aslegied for the long-berm
vy, Eagkaded froen e samples e The N = dE3 Se0iem B group sduts asd vouth fiom hoessholds edh greater Buan ives youlh soes 10=21 whd wers mob
randormly pelscted For ke lng-term sarves,

Sanbonmatsu, L., Katz, L. F., Ludwi?, J., Gennetian, L. A., Duncan, G. J., Kessler, R. C., ... & Lindau, S. T. (2011). Moving to
opportunity for fair housing demonstration program: Final impacts evaluation.



CHANGES IN NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS

Experimental vs Control Section 8 vs Control
Adults reporting at 4-7 year post- ITT TOT ITT TOT
randomization interim analysis
Share reporting housing as excellent or +10% +21% +7% +12%
good (Control = 52%)
Share feeling safe during the day (Control | +9% +20% +10% +16%
=75%)
Share feeling safe at night (Control = +14% +30% +9% +16%
55%)
Share reporting police not responding -13% -27% -9% -16%
(Control = 34%)
Share very satisfied or satisfied with +14% +29% +11% +18%
current neighborhood (Control = 48%)




CHANGES IN POVERTY EXPOSURE

EXHIBIT 1.5. CENSUS TRACT CHARACTERISTICS FOR KEY ADDRESSES FOR MTO ADULTS
SURVEYED IN THE LONG-TERM EVALUATION

CONTROL | EXPERIMENTAL GROUP SECTION 8 GROUP

GROUP
OUTCOME AlLL ALL COMPLIERS | NON- ALL COMPLIERS | NOM-

COMPLIERS COMPLIERS
SHARE POOR [CEN]
Baseline address 0.531 0.627 0.530 0.524 0.526 0.540 0.505
Initial MTO-assisted move
0107 0.287

address
Address at time of MTO
interim evaluation 0.3405 0.200 0.193 0.402 0.326 0.286 0301

(47 years after baseling)
Address at time of MTO

long-term evaluation 0.313 0.274 0.210 0.334 0.283 0.244 0.345
(10-15 years after baseling}

Average (duration-weighted)
of all addresses since 0.306 0.308 0.200 0.407 0.329 0.285 0.400
Random Assignment

Sanbonmatsu, L., Katz, L. F., Ludwig, J., Gennetian, L. A., Duncan, G. J., Kessler, R. C., ... & Lindau, S. T. (2011). Moving to opportunity for
fair housing demonstration program: Final impacts evaluation.



EARLY EVALUATION (1-3 YEARS AFTER
RANDOMIZATION)

MTO Section A In-Macy
MLk Ineaimsenl Laimpiisnn Lo
Ty ol limijpact Sles gl oi G i (it
Ihfference in child Boston  Chikres ages six bo fifeen in boug
behurvioe” Beocdi 1 METOD e ool 596
Percentaze with seven bhehavior [prootkems, oy kA" 208" b i
PenCerlage with seeeti Daehuviad pPeodberms §irki IFa 143 I3
Pemrceritags withy ot kst one dlose Siend o netghbormod, herm TLE | 4T
Percentage with ai least onedione Sriend in nelghborbeod. gk BT.F LA K13
Lditterenaes im chikd Bsition L hkldren. ipes £t bo Gflidn
keahh® n bonnefodds. in MT0 & of 59
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EARLY EVALUATION (1-3 YEARS AFTER
RANDOMIZATION)
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Early Bvidence of MTO Impacts —Outcomes for MTO Adults
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MECHANISM OF IMPROVED CHILD MENTAL
HEALTH OUTCOMES

EXHIBIT 4.1. HYPOTHESIZED PATHWAYS THROUGH WHICH MTO MAY AFFECT MENTAL HEALTH
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CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR

EXHIBIT &.1. THE “AGE-CRIME CURNVE™ FOR CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR: NATICNAL DATA ON PERCENT OF CHEME
COMMITTED BY AGE GROUP
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INTERIM ANALYSIS
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