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Policy Implications 

Housing stability is a primary objective of the housing first model (Tsemberis 

2010). Likewise, “consumer choice” (Tsemberis 2010) as well as satisfaction with 

housing and neighborhood (Corporation for Supportive Housing 2013) are primary 

elements of the housing first approach. Results presented here, which demonstrate that 

neighborhood characteristics (and region of Chicago) shape mobility outcomes, reinforce 

these tenets of the housing first model and indicate that neighborhood is another factor 

practitioners and policymakers should address as part of their efforts to house individuals 

experiencing homelessness. 

Development of Project-Based Permanent-Supportive Housing Units 

When focusing solely on residents of Permanent Supportive Housing programs 

specifically, results from analyses comparing the mobility outcomes of those housed in 

scattered-site versus project-based units indicate that residents of project-based units are 

more likely to intend to remain living in their present neighborhood. The Chicago 

residential homeless system has nearly doubled its stock of Permanent Supportive 

Housing units since the start of the Chicago Plan in 2002 (Chicago Alliance to End 

Homelessness 2012). As consumer choice and satisfaction with housing unit 

neighborhood are primary goals of the housing first approach, the Chicago residential 

system and programs should strive to expand the supply of project-based units, when 

resources permit.  
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region has considerably lower violent crime rates, relative to the city’s overall rate 

(Chicago Department of Public Health, 2012). Likewise, neighborhoods on the North/Far 

North Side have adequate access to public transportation 

(http://www.rtachicago.com/downloads/RTA%20SysMap.pdf). 

Such community characteristics and resources may contribute to the minimal 

amount of departures among respondents residing on the North/Far North Side. Thus, 

housing providers should assist individuals to obtain housing in communities, which are 

deemed relatively safe and provide access to resources including employment, public 

transit, food, and other necessities. Similarly, the Corporation for Supportive Housing 

(2013) advocates for the siting of supportive housing units in communities “that meet the 

needs of tenants, including safety and security, and are located near opportunities for 

employment, schools, services, shopping, recreation and socialization” (7). Similarly, 

through their study exploring reasons residents with mental illness depart from 

Permanent Supportive Housing, Wong et al. (2006) recommend housing providers 

carefully consider the communities in which permanent supportive housing is sited, to 

ensure that housing is located in safe building and neighborhood environments.  

Affordable housing stock on the North Side. Despite the housing stability among 

residents of Chicago’s homeless system residing on the North/Far North Side, private and 

public forces threaten the availability of affordable housing and social services for the 

homeless and low-income in that area of the city. According to data gathered by the 

Organization of the Northeast, a community organization located in Chicago’s Uptown 
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Table 47. Model 12: Leaving Baseline Program at Wave 3 as Predicted by Neighborhood Characteristics and Region               

of Chicago among those in Interim or Permanent Housing Baseline Housing Program at Wave 2  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

+ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01; *** p < .001  

  The reference category is “did not exit program at Wave 3.”

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 

 B 

coefficient 

(Standard 

Error) 

Exp 

(B) 

B 

coefficient 

(Standard 

Error) 

Exp 

(B) 

B 

coefficient 

(Standard 

Error) 

Exp 

(B) 

B 

coefficient 

(Standard 

Error) 

Exp 

(B) 

Respondent was homeless with 

family (1) vs. single at Wave 1 (0) 

.598 

(.501) 

1.818 .983+ 

(.561) 

2.673 1.128+ 

(.580) 

3.089 .986 

(.602) 

2.680 

In Permanent Housing program (1) 

vs. Interim Housing (0) at Wave 1 

-3.015*** 

(.605) 

.049 -3.832*** 

(.739) 

.022 -3.894*** 

(.745) 

.020 -4.173*** 

(.783) 

.015 

Age of Respondent at Wave 1 -.013 

(.020) 

.987 -.017 

(.021) 

.983) -.016 

(.021) 

.984 -.018 

(.022) 

.982 

Respondent is African American (1) 

versus not African American (0) 

1.612+ 

(.858) 

5.013 1.687+ 

(.878) 

5.405 1.503+ 

(.895) 

4.496 1.584 * 

(.925) 

4.872 

Less than a high school education 

(1) vs more than this (0) 

-1.064+ 

(.603) 

.345 -1.304* 

(.635) 

.272 -1.328* 

(.635) 

.265 -1.450* 

(.653) 

.234 

Resp. reports receiving SSI benefits 

in the 30 days before Wave 2 (1) vs. 

not receiving SSI (0)   

 

-.661 

(.550) 

.517 -.290 

(.584) 

.748 -.336 

(.601) 

.714 -.022 

(.624) 

.979 

Respondent Score on Personal 

Support scale at Wave 2 

.042 

(.028) 

1.043 .063 

(.031) 

1.065 .060+ 

(.031) 

1.062 .052+ 

(.031) 

1.053 

Resp. was convicted of a felony 

offense prior to Baseline (1) vs. not 

convicted (0) 

-.579 

(.477) 

.560 -.432 

(.501) 

.649 -.498 

(.507) 

.608 -.804 

(.536) 

.448 

Currently Employed at Wave 2 (1) 

vs. not (0) 

-.433 

(.499) 

.649 -.547 

(.523) 

.579 -.559 

(.523) 

.572 -.509 

(.552) 

.601 

Hospitalized for a psych. problem 

prior to Wave 1 (1) vs. not (0) 

-.529 

(.532) 

.598 -.662 

(.563) 

.516 -.552 

(.578) 

.576 -.694 

(.590) 

.499 
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Table 47. Cont. Model 12: Leaving Baseline Program at Wave 3 as Predicted by Neighborhood Characteristics and                   

Region of Chicago among those in Interim or Permanent Housing Baseline Housing Program at Wave 2  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Evaluation of Chicago PTEH Longitudinal Client Survey, 2009-2011, data weighted.                                                                                                            

+ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01; *** p < .001; The reference category is “did not exit program at Wave 3.”                                                                                                                                                                                     

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 

 B 

coefficient 

(Standard 

Error) 

Exp 

(B) 

B 

coefficient 

(Standard 

Error) 

Exp 

(B) 

B 

coefficient 

(Standard 

Error) 

Exp 

(B) 

B 

coefficient 

(Standard 

Error) 

Exp 

(B) 

Reside on Southwest Side/Far 

Southwest Side at Baseline 

--------- -------- -.889 

(.924) 

.411 -.903 

(.911) 

.405 -1.166 

(.980) 

.312 

Reside on North Side/Far North 

Side at Baseline 

--------- -------- -2.014* 

(.806) 

.133 -1.790* 

(.842) 

.167 -2.631** 

(1.013) 

.072 

Reside in Central Area at Baseline --------- -------- .865 

(.658) 

2.374 .780   

(.672) 

2.180 .281 

(.746) 

1.325 

Reside on West Side at Baseline --------- -------- -.511 

(.610) 

.600 -.404 

(.615) 

.668 -.370 

(.625) 

.691 

Respondent rating of Access to 

Family/Friends at Wave 2 

--------- -------- --------- --------- .118   

(.089) 

1.126 .086 

(.101) 

1.090 

Respondent rating of Neighborhood 

Satisfaction at Wave 2 

 

 

 

--------- -------- --------- ---------  --------- ---------  -.422 

(.257) 

.656 

Respondent rating of Neighborhood 

Quality at Wave 2 

--------- -------- --------- --------- --------- --------- .112* 

(.058) 

1.130 

Intercept -.606 

(1.424) 

.546 -310 

(1.488) 

.733 -.948 

(1.584) 

.387 -1.463 

(1.646) 

.232 

-2 Log Likelihood Intercept and 

Covariates 

Nagelkerke R2 

N 

159.801 

.329 

254 

147.223 

.399 

255 

145.392 

.408 

255 

140.481 

.434 

253 
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Model 12, Block 1: Wave 3 Program Exits by Individual and Program Control Variables 

The first block of Model 12 added control variables representing family status, 

program type, age, race, and individual resources and constraints.3All control items added 

in Block 1 were collected at Wave 1, with the exception of indicators of SSI receipt, 

current employment status, and level of personal social support, which were collected at 

Wave 2. The improvement in Model Chi-Square in comparison to a constant only model 

(p < .001) shows that taken together, the addition of variables representing individual and 

program characteristics does significantly improve the predictive power of the model. 

Three variables are significantly associated with program exits.4 Compared to 

those residing in Interim Housing at Wave 1, those residing in a Permanent Supportive 

Housing program are less likely to leave their baseline program between Waves 2 and 3. 

Relative to those residing in Interim at baseline, those who started in Permanent have 

94.9% lower odds of exiting (b = -4.173, p < .001). Again, this is good news; as intended 

by policy, residents in Permanent Supportive Housing are staying in that housing. This 

result is consistent with previous analyses of this data (Sosin et al. 2011).   

In addition, compared to Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites, blacks are found to 

have higher odds of leaving their baseline program (b = 1.584, p = .087). Likewise, 

compared to single adults, respondents residing in a family housing program at baseline 

are marginally significantly more likely to leave the program between Waves 2 and 3 (p 

                                                           
3 The item representing whether the respondent received TANF income at wave 2 was excluded from 

Model 12 because this variable contained an extremely narrow distribution as only 5 cases included in the 

model received TANF at wave 2. 

 
4 For each of the individual predictors and controls, I present regression coefficients and other regression 

results from the final model, rather than when items were first introduced, in order to report what is 

uniquely explained by a particular variable after accounting for shared variance in the fitted model.   
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= .102). This finding is congruent with results from other analyses of this PTEH client 

survey data which show that families were more likely to leave their baseline program 

and move into market rate housing by the follow-up surveys (Sosin et al. 2011). These 

findings, however, should be interpreted with caution in light of inflated odds ratio and 

confidence interval for the odds ratio values. A 4.272 odds ratio indicates African-

American housing respondents are nearly 400% more likely to leave their program 

between the two Waves. The large odds ratio may be due to sparse data; a crosstabulation 

of program exits at Wave 3 by race shows only 2 observations for the cell representing 

non-African-American who exited their baseline program between Waves 2 and 3. 

Similarly, a 2.680 odds ratio for the family status variable suggests that those residing in 

a family program are 168% more likely to exit their baseline program between Waves 2 

and 3. In contrast to the results for the race indicator, the large odds ratio does not appear 

to be the result of sparse data. Crosstabulation results show that the cell with the fewest 

number of observations represents those in families who had exited their baseline 

program (N=12).  

When examining the coefficients for the individual constraint and resource 

controls added to the model, results show two significant relationships with program 

mobility outcomes. Respondents with less than a high school diploma have significantly 

lower odds of leaving their baseline program between Waves 2 and 3. Not having a high 

school diploma is associated with a 76.6% reduction in the odds of leaving a baseline 

program by Wave 3 (b = -1.450, p < .05). In addition, an increasing level of personal 

support is associated with exiting one’s baseline program between Waves 2 and 3, 

however this result did not reach statistical significance (b = .052, p = .097). The 
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remaining controls – age, receipt of SSI income, felony status, and mental health status – 

are not significantly associated with program mobility at Wave 3. 

The remaining controls - age, receipt of SSI income, felony status, and mental 

health status - are not significantly associated with program mobility at Wave 3. 

Model 12, Block 2: Wave 3 Program Exits by Region of Chicago  

In Block 2, I added a set of dummy predictors representing the area of Chicago at 

which respondents resided at baseline. These four items are: Southwest/Far Southwest 

Side, North/Far North Side, Central, and West Side. Again, South Side/Far Southeast 

Side is the reference category. 

The region of Chicago items improve the predictive power of the model, results 

show. The improvement in Model Chi-Square compared to the previous model 

containing the individual and program controls shows that the addition of the region of 

Chicago indicators significantly improves the predictions of program exits (p < .05).  

Further, the -2 Log Likelihood decreased by nearly 13 points compared to the previous 

model containing the individual and program control variables, suggesting a nominal 

improvement of the model with the addition of the region of Chicago variables.  

As mentioned above, I hypothesized mixed impacts of the various region of 

Chicago indicators. I predicted an inverse relationship between residing on the North 

Side and program exits. Consistent with my hypothesis, North/Far North Side is 

negatively associated with program exits between Wave 2 and Wave 3 (b = -2.631, p < 

.01). Residing on the North/Far North Side, in reference to the South/Far Southeast Side, 

is associated with 92.8% lower odds of respondents leaving their baseline program 

between Waves 2 and 3. The remaining region of Chicago indicators – Southwest/Far 
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Southwest Side, West Side, and Central – are not significantly associated with program 

mobility outcomes at Wave 3. 

Model 12, Block 3: Wave 3 Program Exits by Access to Family and Friends 

In the third block, I added in one item that represents the ease at which 

respondents can access their family and friends in reference to their Wave 2 residence. 

Values for this combined family/friend access item range from 2 to 10, with higher 

values indicating a greater level of access to family/friends.  

The improvement in Model Chi-Square compared to the previous model 

containing the individual and program controls and the region of Chicago dummy 

variables shows that the addition of the access to family and friend variable marginally 

improved the predictions of program exits (p = .176). Further, the -2 Log Likelihood 

decreased by nearly 2 points compared to the model containing the individual and 

program control variables and the region of Chicago items, suggesting a slight 

improvement in the model with the addition of the access measure.  

As mentioned above, I hypothesized that the access to family/friends indicator 

would have a negative impact on program exits, however, results show that level of 

access does not significantly shape mobility outcomes at Wave 3. 

Model 12, Block 4: Wave 3 Program Exits by Neighborhood Perceptions 

The fourth and final block added a pair of variables representing neighborhood 

perceptions at Wave 2 – neighborhood satisfaction and neighborhood quality rating.   

Higher scores on the rating scales for these two items demonstrate a positive assessment 

of one’s neighborhood.  
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The improvement in Model Chi-Square shows that taken together, the addition of 

the neighborhood perception items marginally improve the predictive power of the model 

(p = .086) in contrast to the previous model. In addition, the -2 Log Likelihood decreased 

by nearly 5 points, demonstrating that subjective neighborhood perception items 

nominally improve the predictive power of the model. Results show that the full model as 

a whole better predicts program exits at Wave 3 in contrast to the null model (p < .001).    

When examining the coefficients for the neighborhood perception items, the 

results are mixed. Consistent with my hypothesis, increased neighborhood satisfaction is 

negatively associated with program exits between Wave 2 and 3, but this coefficient did 

not quite reach statistical significance (b = -.422, p = .101). Each one-unit increase on the 

neighborhood satisfaction scale is associated with a 34.4% reduction in the odds of 

leaving one’s baseline program by the Wave 3 survey. In contrast, the coefficient for 

neighborhood quality is positive (b = .122, p < .05), however. Each one-unit increase in 

neighborhood quality rating is associated with a 13% increase in the odds of leaving 

one’s baseline program between the Wave 2 and 3 survey. This positive effect of 

neighborhood quality is surprising in contrast to other studies in the residential mobility 

literature (Andersen 2008).   

Diagnostic Testing for Model 12 

The -2 Log Likelihood decreased from 159.801 to 140.481 between Blocks 1 and 

4, and the Nagelkerke pseudo-R2  increased from .329 to .434. This shows some 

improvement from adding the region of Chicago and neighborhood characteristic 

variables to the model.  Moreover, a non-significant result for the Hosmer & Lemeshow 

test (p = .285) suggests that this model fits the data well.  
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A total of 253 cases were included in this full model predicting Wave 3 program 

exits; this model contained 17 predictor variables and controls. Thus, with 14.88 cases 

per predictor/control, this full model exceeded Hosmer and Lemeshow’s (2000) 

recommended minimum of 10 cases per independent variable in logistic regression.   

The null model, containing only the constant, correctly predicted 85.3% of all 

respondents, yet misclassified 100% of the respondents who left their baseline program 

by Wave 3 (Table 48). The full model has a higher Overall Percentage Correct - 90.3% - 

(see Table 49) and correctly predicts 48.0% who exited their program and 97.5% of those 

who remained in their baseline program.  

Table 48. Model 12, Constant-Only Model: Percent of Cases Correctly Predicted  

 

Observed 

Predicted  

Percent 

Correct 

Left 

Program 

Remained in 

Program 

Left Program 0  37 0.0% 

 Remained in Program 0 217 100.0% 

Overall Percentage  85.3% 
Source: Evaluation of Chicago PTEH Longitudinal Client Survey, 2009-2011, data weighted.                                                                                                           

 

Table 49. Model 12, Full Model: Percent of Cases Correctly Predicted 

 

Observed 

Predicted  

Percent 

Correct 

Left 

Program 

Remained in 

Program 

Left Program 18 19 48.0% 

 Remained in Program 5 211 97.5% 

Overall Percentage  90.3% 
Source: Evaluation of Chicago PTEH Longitudinal Client Survey, 2009-2011, data weighted.      

                                                                                                      

Influence Statistics for Full Model 12 

An examination of the residuals of cases shows that overall these cases are a good 

fit for the model. None of the cases has a Dbeta value > 1. In addition, there are 11 cases 

with an error/Pearson residual greater than 2 standard deviations. Seven out of these 11 

cases were incorrectly predicted to have exited from their baseline program between 
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Wave 2 and 3.When examining the leverage statistic, results show that none of the cases 

appear to unduly impact the model. Twenty-one cases have values above the standard 

cutoff of .2; these leverage values range from .213 to .500. These results suggest this set 

of predictors and controls are appropriate for estimating program exits at Wave 3. 

Model 12: Predicted Probabilities – Wave 3 Program Exits by Individual and Program 

Controls, Region of Chicago, Access to Family/Friends, and Neighborhood Perceptions  

 

I calculated predicted probabilities of leaving one’s baseline program between 

Waves 2 and 3 in order to further demonstrate the full effect of the fitted model of 

predictors and controls in explaining Wave 3 program mobility outcomes. 

Figure 8 shows the predicted probabilities of baseline program exits between 

Waves 2 and 3, in reference to not exiting one’s baseline program between the two 

Waves. The predicted values were computed for individuals whose neighborhood quality 

rating was low, medium, or high.5 Access to family and friends was controlled for due to 

the non-significance of the regression coefficient (p = .398). Access was set at the 

median, and the region of Chicago was set at South/Far Southeast Side, the reference 

category, and the control items were all held constant. For these control items, the 

covariates were all set to their median value and the factors were all set to their modal 

category.   

Figure 8 demonstrates the mixed effects of the neighborhood characteristics on 

the predicted probabilities of program exits between Waves 2 and 3. Net of all controls, 

Figure 8 shows the (surprising) positive effect of neighborhood quality on program 

                                                           
5Neighborhood quality rating is grouped into low (bottom 25.9% whose score ranged from 9-21 on the 

scale), medium (40% whose score ranged from 22-28 on the scale) and high (34.1 whose score ranged from 

29-36) on the 9-36 scale. 
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mobility, thus as rating of perceived safety and physical characteristics of neighborhood 

increases, likelihood of exiting also increases. Further, this chart shows a stronger, 

negative impact of neighborhood satisfaction on the predicted values, although this 

coefficient did not quite reach statistical significance (p = .101). In this regard, as overall 

neighborhood satisfaction rating improves, the likelihood of exiting one’s program 

declines.  

Figure 8. Model 12: Predicted Values for Leaving Baseline Program between Waves 

2 and 3 Based on Neighborhood Satisfaction, Neighborhood Quality, and Controls  

Source: Evaluation of Chicago PTEH Longitudinal Client Survey, 2009-2011, data weighted.                                                                                                           

Discussion of Wave 3 Program Exits Model      

 To sum up, when controlling for a selection of variables representing 

demographics, constraints, and resources, results show that select neighborhood 

characteristics – neighborhood satisfaction rating and neighborhood quality – impact 
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program mobility outcomes at Wave 3 among respondents housed through Chicago’s 

residential homeless system. Likewise, residence on the North/Far North Side strongly 

shapes program mobility outcomes. Overall, results show that residing in Permanent 

Supportive Housing, increased neighborhood satisfaction rating, residing on the 

North/Far North Side, and not having a high school diploma are associated with not 

leaving one’s baseline program. Again, surprisingly, increased rating of neighborhood 

quality is positively associated with exiting one’s program between Wave 2 and 3. 

Personal support also positively associated with program exits, albeit this result did not 

reach statistical significance.  
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