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- o Health impacts associated with the availability of
opportunity structures (e.g., access to healthy

food, safe spaces, capital, transportation)
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e Role of Segregation
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The Share of Poor Families Living in High Poverty
Neighborhoods is Declining . . .

Percentage of Poor Families Living in High Poverty (30+%

in Poverty) Neighborhoods, 1960-2000

Source: PRRAC and The Opportunity Agenda, 2006
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. « » But Segregation is Deepening

Relative Risk of Living in Concentrated (40% or More)

Poverty Neighborhood -- White Families = 1.00
Source: PRRAC and The Opportunity Agenda, 2006
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J r{.Jr*ul Segredation concentrates poverly and
a¢cltfe eS and Isolates communities of color from
e mainstream resources needed for success.
r\mr*" ‘Americans are more likely to reside in
1|‘er neighborhoods regardless of income
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-S€eg regatlon also restricts socio-economic
opportun/Zy by channeling non-whites into
neighborhoods with poorer public schools, fewer
empIoYment opportunities, and smaller returns
on real estate.
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Africzlgha MErICans are five times /ess //ke/y than
wmr\,J to live In census tracts with

JJ,)@r; \arkets, and are more fikely to live in
Gommunities with a high percentage of fast-food
= oUl ets liguor stores and convenience stores
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= ‘Black and Latino neighborhoods also have fewer
parks and green spaces than white
neighborhoods, and fewer safe places to walk,
jog, bike or play, including fewer gyms,
recreational centers and swimming pools
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\NEgetive Effects of Segregation on Healths
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< |JW~JJ‘cc Hercommumtiesand communits
colof el //ke/y {0 be exposed to
cHVion amental hazards. For example, 56% of
ESIUer 1tS'in neighborhoods with commercial
n:-' ‘dous waste facilities are people of color
== aVen though they comprise less than 30% of the
== S population

g——

- —_

= The “Poverty Tax:” Residents of poor
communities pay more for the exact same
consumer products than those in higher income
neighborhoods-— more for auto loans, furniture,
appliances, bank fees, and even grocerles



Metro Chicago

Poverty Composition of Neighborhoods of
Black v. White Children

Neighborhood
Poverty Rate
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Metro Chicago

Poverty Composition of Neigchborhoods of
Poor Black v. Poor White Children

Neighborhood
Poverty Rate

Over 40% Poor Black Poor White
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Metro Chicago

Poverty Composition of Neigchborhoods of
All Black v. Poor White Children

Neighborhood
Poverty Rate

Over 40% All Black Poor White
30.140%
20.1-30%
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= -Muitlple strategies across sectors
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® Sustained investment and a long-term
policy agenda
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SWPIEEE-hased Strategies: Investments in
Co err 1t|es
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=) Jﬁge 1e based Strategies: Increasing
,’ousmg Mobility Options
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Ereatet Ealthier,gommunit-ieg?‘ —

SNMPREVETe0d and nutrtional options through
REENLIVES for Farmer’s Markers and grocery
SLENEs;rand regulation of fast food and liquor
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= SiSiricture land use and zoning policy to reduce
= the concentration of health risks
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- ® [nstitute Health Impact Assessments to
determine the public health consequences of
any new housing, transportation, labor,
education policies




Improye the Physical Ehwronmen
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9 'rm'r)rJy‘-u sgualicy (ergs, By relocating bus
de,)o_r:) rther from homes and schools)
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d the availability of open space (e.g.,
= enc 'urage exercise- and pedestrian-friendly
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C Address disproportionate environmental impacts
(e.g., encourage Brownfields redevelopment)



Expanding Housing Mobility Options:

MBVIRENIe-Opportu nit?RéMIO) s

2 U.S, Dgeeigegg ent of Housmg and Urban Development (HUD) launched MTO
J_-;;] OlStat on |n 1994 in five cities: Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los
ANIYEIES) :Jr ew York.

'\

BRNVIHIO) tar eted families living in some of the nation’s poorest, highest-crime
COmn n|t|es and used housing subsidies to offer them a chance to move to
= %; @J_erjpoverw neighborhoods.

;’."
== LFmdmgs from the follow up Three-City Study of MTO, in 2004 and 2005,
answer some questions but also highlight the complexity of the MTO

~ experience and the limitations of a relocation-only strategy.

® Away from concentrated poverty, would families fare better in terms of
physical and mental health, risky sexual behavior and delinquency?
Adolescent girls benefited from moving out of high poverty more than boys.
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‘WorJd Health Organization Commission on the Social
~ Determinants of Health (2008)



