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INTRODUCTION

This appendix is a companion to the report Federal Support to Help Neighborhoods Thrive: Services, Challenges,
and Outcomes of Promise Neighborhoods Grantees. This appendix provides additional information about the
study, which sought to examine whether Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ activities aligned with the program’s
goals, expectations, and neighborhood needs; the challenges grantees faced; and how the educational outcomes
of children living in these neighborhoods changed over time. The appendix includes additional details about the
Promise Neighborhoods program (Section A), study design and execution (Section B), key findings presented in
the report (Section C), and exploratory analyses and sensitivity tests that provide important supplemental
information about the study’s primary findings (Section D).
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SECTION A. ADDITIONAL DETAILS ABOUT THE PROMISE NEIGHBORHOODS
PROGRAM

This section describes the Promise Neighborhoods program and grantees. It includes a summary of the program
legislation and its intended outcomes, key program requirements from the grant application materials, an
overview of prior research on the Promise Neighborhoods program and other place-based initiatives, and details
on the Promise Neighborhoods grantees included in the study.

Al Summary of Promise Neighborhoods program legislation and intended
outcomes

In 2010, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) created the Promise Neighborhoods program as its signature
investment in a place-based approach. The investment reflected ED’s efforts to more closely focus on “place” as
a mechanism for addressing factors contributing to low student achievement.! The program's place-based
approach aims to align education and social services, and integrate resources across multiple organizations, with
the goal of addressing the needs of specific distressed communities.

Initially authorized under Title V, Part D of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the program
was reauthorized in 2015 by the Every Students Succeeds Act (ESSA) under Title IV, Part F. As explained in ESSA,
the Promise Neighborhoods program aims to “significantly improve the academic and developmental outcomes
of children living in the most distressed communities” by providing a continuum of supports and high-quality
services from birth and early childhood to college and career.? Each Promise Neighborhoods grantee serves a
distressed geographic area (called a “Promise Neighborhood”) that faces various challenges, such as insufficient
access to quality early learning programs; low-performing schools; low graduation and college-going rates; and
high rates of unemployment, crime, and poor health.?

Promise Neighborhoods grantees are required to provide services that aim to improve education outcomes,
including school readiness, academic proficiency, high school graduation, and successful transitions to college
and career.* Grantees may also choose to provide services that seek to improve family and community
outcomes, such as improved health, nutrition, and school and neighborhood safety, that may also contribute to
improved educational outcomes over time. To help facilitate improvements in these outcomes, the program
requires grantees to provide a continuum of services across four broad areas: (1) early learning, (2) K-12
education, (3) college and career readiness, and (4) family and community supports. These services are intended
to help ensure that children in these neighborhoods have access to great schools and a strong system of family
and community support that increases the likelihood of attaining positive education outcomes. In the report,
Exhibit 1 provides an overview of the program’s main components and the way they are intended to improve
child, family, and community outcomes.

A.2 Promise Neighborhoods program requirements

Although ESSA outlined the purpose and key requirements of the Promise Neighborhoods program, ED
translated this information into a more specific set of requirements to guide implementation of the program by
grantees. It is important to understand these requirements to determine if the program operated as expected
and led to its intended outcomes. For the grant award years included in this study (2011-2018), grant application
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materials largely contained similar requirements from year to year, as summarized below. Key differences across
years are noted below.

Applicant eligibility. The program’s authorizing legislation specified that three types of organizations were
eligible to apply for Promise Neighborhoods grants. These include institutions of higher education, Indigenous
organizations, and nonprofits. Unlike many ED grant programs, school districts were not eligible to apply for
a grant.

In addition, the grant application materials required applicants to meet two other criteria relating to their
connections to the local area to be served. First, applicants were required to be representative of the geographic
area—a requirement they could meet by including neighborhood residents and public officials who represented
the area in decision making for their proposed Promise Neighborhood. Second, the program required that
applicants were providing at least one service or support to the geographic area of the proposed Promise
Neighborhood at the time of application for the grant.

Neighborhood eligibility. In keeping with the program’s goal to improve outcomes for children in the nation’s
most distressed communities, the program legislation required applicants to identify a specific geographic area
(or neighborhood) to serve that was distressed and had a demonstrated need for services. Grant applicants were
required to describe the level of distress in the area based on indicators of need suggested in the application
materials. These could include educational needs such as low-performing schools, schools with significant
achievement gaps, schools with high staff turnover, or schools with high student absenteeism. The indicators
could also relate to family and community needs, such as the following:

e High crime rates

e High student mobility rates

e High percentages of children in single-parent or no-parent families
e High unemployment

e High poverty rates as measured by the percentage of residents at or below the federal poverty threshold

Applicants could apply under separate funding pools for Promise Neighborhoods proposed to serve
communities in (1) nonrural and non-Indigenous community areas, (2) rural areas, or (3) Indigenous
communities.

Grant funds and matching funds. Although all applicants could request grant funding up to the maximum of
$6 million annually, they were required to demonstrate commitments from outside entities to provide matching
funds to support grant activities. Applicants proposing to lead neighborhoods in rural or Indigenous community
areas were required to demonstrate commitment of matching funds or in-kind contributions (goods or services,
along with descriptions of how value was determined) of at least 50 percent of the grant award. Other applicants
had to demonstrate matching funds or in-kind contributions of at least 100 percent of the grant award. In
addition to meeting these matching requirements, applicants were evaluated on their ability to sustain
neighborhood activities after the grant period ended, including any commitments or financial support

from partners.°®

Service delivery plans. The program application required applicants to describe their plans to provide services
that address neighborhood challenges identified through a needs assessment and to serve children with the
highest needs in the neighborhood. Applicants were required to address needs from birth through college and
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career by providing early childhood, K-12 education, college and career readiness, and family and community
supports services. The program required that proposed services be based on the best available evidence of their
effectiveness and rated applications in part on the extent to which they were evidence based. Services were
intended to “significantly improve educational outcomes and to support the healthy development and well-being
of children and youth in the neighborhood.”® Applicants were also required to describe the process for building
capacity to manage grant activities, including working with residents of the neighborhood, collecting and using
data, and managing partnerships and funds.

Partner schools and other service providers. The grant application laid out specific requirements for
applicants to partner with other organizations to implement the grant. Because grantees were not K-12 schools,
and great schools were central to Promise Neighborhoods, grantees were required to partner with at least one
school, and with a minimum of two schools if there was more than one school in the neighborhood. In 2017, the
program added an additional requirement for nonprofit applicants to partner with “a high-need school,
institution of higher education, chief elected official of local government, or an Indigenous organization.”” In
keeping with the program’s goal to improve educational outcomes, the program required applicants to partner
with schools where students were likely to need additional support. Partner schools were required to be either
(1) “low-performing,” defined as any school receiving Title I assistance that was also in corrective action or
restructuring or (2) “persistently lowest-achieving,” defined as a low-performing school that is among the lowest-
achieving Title I schools in the state or a high school with a graduation rate persistently below 60 percent.
Grantees were also permitted to partner with other schools—including those outside of the geographic
boundaries of the neighborhood—provided they served at least one low-performing or persistently lowest-
achieving school.®

Grantees could also partner with other service providers, depending on the needs of the neighborhood and the
types of services each partner could provide. As part of their applications, grantees were required to submit
memoranda of understanding with each partner that described the partner’s financial and programmatic
commitment, and the alignment of the partner’s values with the goals and purpose of the Promise
Neighborhood. Exhibit A.1 summarizes the relationship between the grantee, partner schools, and

service providers.



Exhibit A.1. Relationship between grantee organizations, partner schools, and service providers

4ea Lead Grantee Organization

Partner Schools
SIOPIAOLJ JJIAIG

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2011-2017).

NOTES: Grantees determine neighborhood boundaries, partner schools, and service provider partnerships. Partner schools can be
located inside or outside of the neighborhood boundaries. Students and families of non-partner schools within the Promise
Neighborhood can receive services offered by the grantee and service provider partners. Service providers can also be located inside or
outside of the geographic boundaries of the neighborhood.

Indicators of progress. The Promise Neighborhoods program required all grantees to develop plans to improve
educational outcomes, but grantees could also identify additional outcomes they intended to improve (Exhibit
A.2). The program required grantees to conduct a needs assessment (and assess whether some needs were
concentrated among certain types of children or families) to inform choices about which outcomes they would
prioritize in addition to educational outcomes. Specifically, the application listed a set of educational indicators
that all grantees were required to monitor and plan to improve. The materials also listed a set of optional family
and community support indicators that grantees could choose to address based on the neighborhood’s
priorities. This distinction between required and optional indicators was present only in the 2011-2016 grant
application materials. In the 2017 application materials, the program used a consolidated list of indicators, all of
which grantees were required to monitor and plan to improve.




Exhibit A.2. Program indicators specified in application materials and their related outcomes

Indicator

Outcome?

Educational

Number and percentage of children, from birth to kindergarten entry who have a
place where they usually go, other than an emergency room, when they are sick or
in need of advice about their health®

Children enter kindergarten ready to
succeed in school.

Number and percentage of 3-year-olds and children in kindergarten who
demonstrate at the beginning of the program or school year age-appropriate
functioning across multiple domains of early learning, as determined using
developmentally appropriate early learning measures®

Children enter kindergarten ready to
succeed in school.

Number and percentage of children, from birth to kindergarten entry, who are
participating in center-based or formal home-based early learning settings or
programs, which may include Early Head Start, Head Start, child care, or
preschool®

Children enter kindergarten ready to
succeed in school.

Number and percentage of students who are at or above grade level according to
state mathematics and English language arts assessments in at least the grades
required by the ESEA (3rd through 8th grade and once in high school)?

Students are proficient in core
academic subjects.

Attendance rate of students in 6th through 9th grade®

Students successfully transition from
middle school grades to high school.

Chronic absenteeism rate of students in 6th through 9th gradef

Students successfully transition from
middle school grades to high school.

Graduation rates

Students graduate from high school.

Number and percentage of students who graduate with a regular high school
diploma, as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b)(1)(iv), and obtain postsecondary degrees,
vocational certificates, or other industry-recognized certifications or credentials
without the need for remediation®

High school graduates obtain a
postsecondary degree, certification,
or credential.

Family and community support

Number and percentage of children who participate in at least 60 minutes of
moderate to vigorous physical activity daily®

Students are healthy.

Number and percentage of children who consume five or more servings of fruits
and vegetables daily

Students are healthy.

Number and percentage of students who feel safe at school and traveling to and
from school, as measured by a school climate needs assessment

Students feel safe at school and in
their community.

Student mobility rate!

Students live in stable communities.

For children from birth to kindergarten entry, the number and percentage of
parents or family members who report that they read to their child three or more
times a week®

Families and community members
support learning in Promise
Neighborhoods schools.

For children in kindergarten through 8th grade, the number and percentage of
parents or family members who report encouraging their child to read books
outside of school*

Families and community members
support learning in Promise
Neighborhoods schools.




Indicator Outcome?

For children in the 9th through 12th grade, the number and percentage of parents Families and community members
or family members who report talking with their child about the importance of support learning in Promise
college and career! Neighborhoods schools.

Number and percentage of students who have school and home access (and

Students have access to 21st centur
percentage of the day they have access) to broadband internet and a connected y

. N learning tools.
computing device®

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2011-2017).

2 Referred to as “results” in the application materials; we refer to “outcomes” here for consistency with the text.
®Indicator is only present in 2011-2016 application materials.

¢Starting in 2017, “3-year-olds” are omitted from this indicator.

dStarting in 2017, this indicator is split into two separate indicators for mathematics and reading/language arts.
eStarting in 2017, this indicator goes on to include “as defined by average daily attendance.”

fIndicator is only present in 2017 application materials.

8 Starting in 2017, this indicator is replaced by “Four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.”

hStarting in 2017, this is replaced with two indicators: “Number and percentage of Promise Neighborhood students who enroll in a two-year
or four-year college or university or vocational certification completion.” and “Number and percentage of Promise Neighborhood students
who graduate from a two-year or four-year college or university or vocational certification completion.”

!In 2011-2016, these indicators are each followed by a line that reads “Possible [additional] indicator, to be determined by applicant.”
iStarting in 2017, the phrase “needs assessment,” is replaced by “survey.”

kStarting in 2017, these two indicators are combined into one, which reads “Number and percentage of parents or family members that read
to or encourage their children to read three or more times a week or reported their child read to themselves three or more times a week
(birth-8th grade).”

IStarting in 2017, this indicator does not include the phrase “and percentage of the day they have access.”

A3 Prior research on Promise Neighborhoods and other place-based initiatives

Prior studies of Promise Neighborhoods suggest that the program may have beneficial effects on educational
outcomes in some settings, although none of these studies are national in scope.® For example, one study
compared the academic outcomes of students in schools receiving services from a Promise Neighborhood to
outcomes of students in nearby schools without services, and found that students in schools receiving services
had higher kindergarten readiness and reading proficiency.!® Another study reported improved student
attendance and decreased disciplinary incidents for students attending schools in a Promise Neighborhood." In
addition, multiple studies have described aspects of implementation, partnerships, or challenges in one or more
Promise Neighborhoods."? For example, one study focused on how grantees engaged youth through school and
community initiatives; another case study detailed the challenges that several grantees faced with providing
services, working with partners and communities, and managing internal staff."

The prior research on Promise Neighborhoods has important limitations. In particular, these previous studies
typically focused on a few grantees—no prior research on Promise Neighborhoods has included a national sample
of multiple grantee cohorts. In addition, prior studies did not use methodological approaches that allowed them
to confidently assess the effects of the Promise Neighborhoods program on outcomes.
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Research from other programs similar to the Promise Neighborhoods program also found evidence of improved
educational outcomes.!* For example, research on the Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ)—a place-based program
broadly similar to Promise Neighborhoods aside from some key differences such as providing extended-day K-12
Promise Academy charter schools—found some positive effects on students’ academic outcomes and reductions
in risky behavior.'® In particular, the effects of attending an HCZ Promise Academy charter school were found to
be substantial enough to close the racial achievement gap in math for middle school students and reduce gaps by
roughly half in English language arts, and to increase achievement and close gaps in both math and English
language arts in elementary school.!® Although HCZ also uses a “cradle to college” approach to provide a pipeline
of services in the community and school, evidence suggests that the increase in test scores was more likely
driven by charter school attendance than community services. In other words, positive academic effects were
the result of high-quality schools and school-centered interventions. For example, students who lived outside of
the HCZ garnered the same benefit from attending a Promise Academy charter school as students who lived
inside the HCZ. However, the study only examined the effect of the services on student test scores during
elementary and middle school grades. Therefore, it is possible that the services might have affected other
outcomes or had longer-term effects on outcomes that were not measured by the study. Later research also
found that being admitted to the HCZ Promise Academy charter school positively affected math performance
and college enrollment.”

Additional descriptive studies highlight key factors for implementation and the broad reach of HCZ. HCZ aims to
comprehensively serve the needs of a neighborhood by providing a pipeline of support that includes residents
and partner institutions positioned to help children’s development. Embedded within the approach are practices
to support the use of data and evidence, and monitor relevant metrics. Several case studies describe HCZ
successes across the continuum of childhood. For example, almost all (99 percent) students participating in the
pre-K program were reported to be “school ready” in 2014-2015 on a school readiness assessment, and most
high school seniors (93 percent) were accepted into college.'®

Another line of related research suggests that moving out of distressed communities can improve some
outcomes. The Moving to Opportunity housing mobility study randomly assigned families to three groups: (1) a
group that received vouchers to move to a low-poverty neighborhood, (2) a group that received vouchers for
traditional public housing, or (3) a group that did not receive a housing voucher.” Data from 10- to 15-year
follow-up surveys showed improved physical and mental health, including lower rates of obesity, diabetes,
depression, and psychological distress, for adults who received vouchers to move to low-poverty neighborhoods.
However, the study found no consistent improvements in academic achievement or educational attainment for
children whose parents received those vouchers.?° Other research, however, suggests there may be longer-term
gains in educational attainment and earnings for families who move to low-poverty neighborhoods when
children are younger than age 13.% In a study using statewide cohort data from North Carolina, children who
moved from a high- to low-deprivation neighborhood (defined through a composite measure of socioeconomic
disadvantage) performed better on reading and math tests in elementary school.?? In addition, early exposure to
improved neighborhoods yielded better gains, suggesting cumulative effects of distressed neighborhoods on
outcomes.

Other evidence also links improved neighborhoods to improved outcomes for children, especially for younger
children. The HOPE IV program replaced low-income public housing with revitalized mixed-income
neighborhoods and provided relocation vouchers to alter neighborhood composition and poverty
concentration.? Children from distressed neighborhoods whose families participated in the program, most
notably pre-adolescent children, experienced higher earnings, were more likely to attend college, and were less
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likely to experience incarceration as adults. Exposure to better neighborhoods—less poverty and crime,
improved social networks, and better institutions such as schools and neighborhood infrastructure—all played a
role in the program’s success. Although Promise Neighborhoods focuses on supporting existing communities
rather than moving individuals to a different place or changing housing, the findings from the Moving to
Opportunity and HOPE IV program studies suggest that neighborhood-level factors play a role in affecting
educational outcomes and other indicators of well-being.

The prior work on neighborhood effects laid the groundwork for how Promise Neighborhoods might lead to
positive outcomes for children. As the first national evaluation of the Promise Neighborhoods program, this
study adds to this literature by examining how grantees carry out their grant activities, the alignment of those
activities with the program’s goals, the challenges grantees faced, and how the educational outcomes of children
in the neighborhoods changed over time.

A4 Details on Promise Neighborhoods grantees

ED awarded 25 Promise Neighborhoods implementation grants in 2011-2018. Promise Neighborhoods could be
located throughout the United States. Exhibit A.3 shows the locations of all Promise Neighborhoods from 2011-
2018. These awards spanned 13 states and territories; some states (such as California and Kentucky) had multiple
Promise Neighborhoods awards.
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Exhibit A.3. Locations of Promise Neighborhoods in the study

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a).

NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018.

The program allowed several types of organizations to apply for a grant, with flexibility in how much funding
they received and the neighborhoods they chose to serve. Exhibit A.4 shows the diversity in the characteristics of
the Promise Neighborhoods in the study sample.
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Exhibit A.4. Summary of Promise Neighborhoods in the study

. . L. Grant . Size (sq. Number of Number of Grant
Promise Neighborhood Grantee (organization type) City, state . .
year mi.)? children® partner schools amount

Improving Rural Appalachian Berea College (IHE) 2011 Jackson, KY 1,012 8,435 16 $28,421,845
Schools
Hayward Promise California State University, East 2011 Hayward, CA 0.8 2,811 6 $23,554,891
Neighborhood Bay Foundation (nonprofit)
Northside Achievement Zone Northside Achievement Zone 2011 Minneapolis, MN 1.5 4,125 9 $27,203,167

(nonprofit)
San Antonio Eastside Promise | United Way of San Antonio and 2011 San Antonio, TX 4.8 5,645 6 $22,455,748
Neighborhood Bexar County (nonprofit)
Buffalo Promise Westminster Foundation 2011 Buffalo, NY 1.1 3,112 2 $4,422,847
Neighborhood (nonprofit)
Five Promises for Two DC Promise Neighborhood 2012 Washington, DC 1.1 1,801 4 $26,531,898
Generations Initiative, Inc. (nonprofit)
Indianola Promise Delta Health Alliance 2012 Indianola, MS 7.6 3,012 6 $28,444,083
Community (nonprofit)
Dudley Street Neighborhood Dudley Street Neighborhood 2012 Boston, MA 1.5 7,056 4 $5,742,935
Initiative Initiative (nonprofit)
Mission Promise Mission Economic 2012 San Francisco, CA 1.9 7,190 4 $23,048,019
Neighborhood Development (nonprofit)
Chula Vista Promise South Bay Community Services 2012 Chula Vista, CA 1 6,744 5 $26,369,368
Neighborhood (nonprofit)
East Lubbock Promise Texas Tech University College 2012 Lubbock, TX 26 9,321 4 $22,768,109
Neighborhood of Education (IHE)
Los Angeles Promise Youth Policy Institute 2012 Los Angeles, CA 4.6 20,504 14 $28,453,572
Neighborhood (nonprofit)
Knox Promise Neighborhood Berea College (IHE) 2016 Berea, KY 386 7,484 15 $30,000,000




. . L. Grant . Size (sq. Number of Number of Grant

Promise Neighborhood Grantee (organization type) City, state . .
year mi.)? children® partner schools amount

Camden Promise Center for Family Services 2016 Camden, NJ 2.1 3,510 3 $30,000,000
Neighborhood (nonprofit)
Implementation
Deer Creek Promise Delta Health Alliance 2016 Indianola, MS 395 2,476 5 $29,998,012
Neighborhood (nonprofit)
Promise of a Strong Drexel University (IHE) 2016 Philadelphia, PA 3.1 7,646 8 $29,993,058
Partnership for Education
Reform (ProSPER)
The Everett Freeman Promise Paskenta Band of Nomlaki 2016 Corning, CA 3.5 2,928 8 $14,857,240
Neighborhood Initiative Indians (Indigenous org.)
Los Angeles Promise Youth Policy Institute 2016 Los Angeles, CA 0.5 6,369 8 $30,000,000
Neighborhood in the Promise (nonprofit)
Zone
Supporting Transitions and Association of Alaska School 2017 Southeast Alaska, n.a.c 11,156 8 $21,157,297
Educational Promise Boards (nonprofit) AK
Southeast (STEPS) Alaska
Perry Promise Neighborhood Berea College (IHE) 2017 Hazard, KY 340 6,108 8 $30,000,000
South Hayward Promise California State University, East 2017 Hayward, CA 0.6 4,496 5 $29,827,624
Neighborhood Bay Foundation (IHE)
South Ward Children's South Ward Children’s Alliance 2017 Newark, NJ 3.2 4,820 8 $29,621,155
Alliance Promise (nonprofit)
Neighborhood
Albina Rockwood Promise Self Enhancement, Inc. 2018 Portland, OR 3.5 6,567 9 $27,874,960
Neighborhood (nonprofit)
San Diego Promise South Bay Community Services 2018 San Diego, CA 3.6 6,853 8 $29,910,629
Neighborhood (nonprofit)
Promise Heights University of Maryland 2018 Baltimore, MD 0.6 3,113 5 $29,570,472

Baltimore (IHE)
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. . L. Grant . Size (sq. Number of Number of Grant
Promise Neighborhood Grantee (organization type) City, state . .
year mi.)? children® partner schools amount
Average 91.9 6,131 7 $25,209,077

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a, 2023b); U.S. Census Bureau (2023).

NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018.

n.a. = not available.

IHE = institution of higher education; nonprofit = nonprofit organization; Indigenous org. = Indigenous organization.

2 “Size (sq. mi.)” is an estimate of the size of the neighborhood in square miles, using neighborhood boundaries mapped to Census tract data.

® “Number of children” represents an estimate of the number of children under age 18 living in the neighborhood (see Appendix Section B.4.2).

¢ The study attempted to identify the boundaries of this neighborhood using Census tract information. Due to the vast size of the Census tracts for Alaska, the study could not determine how
much of each tract was located within the neighborhood footprint, only that the neighborhood was very large (more than 1,000 square miles).
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In addition to receiving implementation grants, some grantees in the study received other awards from the
Promise Neighborhoods program. Of the 25 implementation grantees in the study, 12 received planning grants
prior to their implementation grant and five received an extension grant after their five-year implementation
grant ended (Exhibit A.5). The program awarded one-year planning grants (of roughly $500,000) to support
organizations developing plans to provide services that aim to significantly improve academic success and
broader development of children. Two-year extension grants (of about $5 million) supported existing grantees in

continuing, expanding, and scaling services to their neighborhoods.

Exhibit A.5. Promise Neighborhoods awards received by grantees in the study

Grant type received

Implementation
Promise Neighborhoods Grantee grant year Planning Implementation Extension
Improving Rural Berea College 2011 v v
Appalachian Schools
Hayward Promise California State 2011 v v
Neighborhood University, East Bay
Foundation
Northside Achievement Northside 2011 v
Zone Achievement Zone
San Antonio Eastside United Way of San 2011 v v
Promise Neighborhood Antonio and Bexar
County

Buffalo Promise Westminster 2011 v v
Neighborhood Foundation
Five Promises for Two DC Promise 2012 v
Generations Neighborhood

Initiative, Inc.
Indianola Promise Delta Health Alliance 2012 v v v
Community
Dudley Street Dudley Street 2012 v v
Neighborhood Initiative Neighborhood

Initiative
Mission Promise Mission Economic 2012 v v v
Neighborhood Development
Chula Vista Promise South Bay 2012 4 v v
Neighborhood Community Services
East Lubbock Promise Texas Tech 2012 v
Neighborhood University College of
Education

Los Angeles Promise Youth Policy 2012 v v
Neighborhood Institute
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Grant type received

Implementation
Promise Neighborhoods Grantee grant year Planning Implementation Extension
Knox Promise Berea College 2016 v v
Neighborhood
Camden Promise Center for Family 2016 v v
Neighborhood Services
Implementation
Deer Creek Promise Delta Health Alliance 2016 v v
Neighborhood
Promise of a Strong Drexel University 2016 v
Partnership for Education
Reform (ProSPER)
The Everett Freeman Paskenta Band of 2016 v v
Promise Neighborhood Nomlaki Indians
Initiative
Los Angeles Promise Youth Policy 2016 v
Neighborhood in the Institute
Promise Zone
Supporting Transitions and | Association of Alaska 2017 4
Educational Promise School Boards
Southeast (STEPS) Alaska
Perry Promise Berea College 2017 v
Neighborhood
South Hayward Promise California State 2017 v
Neighborhood University, East Bay
Foundation

South Ward Children's South Ward 2017 v
Alliance Promise Children’s Alliance
Neighborhood
Albina Rockwood Promise Self Enhancement, 2018 v
Neighborhood Inc.
San Diego Promise South Bay 2018 v
Neighborhood Community Services
Promise Heights University of 2018 v v

Maryland, Baltimore

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a).

NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018.

Consistent with ED’s goals for place-based approaches, each Promise Neighborhoods grantee aimed to address
the needs of its specific neighborhood. Box A.1 provides examples that demonstrate the depth, complexity, and
nature of the needs experienced by different neighborhoods.
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Box A.1. Examples of neighborhoods’ needs

The Mission Promise Neighborhood in San Francisco had a high need for more affordable housing. The
ﬁm Mission District has been an entry point for Mexican immigrants and refugees fleeing wars and political

instability in Central and South America. In the 1990s, the “dot-com” boom priced many Latino families out of

the neighborhood. The neighborhood’s continued popularity has led to rapid increases in housing prices, making housing
unaffordable for many of the low- and moderate-income families who live, work, and attend school in the district. Many
individuals and families work multiple jobs in the low-wage service industry to afford rent and thus may be less able to
engage with the school system or support their children’s education. In August 2011, the average rent for a one-bedroom
apartment in the Mission District was $27,012 annually—more than 60 percent of the average income for Mission’s Latino
households.

. . (| The Promise Heights Neighborhood in Baltimore had a high need for improved school safety. Baltimore
-

’l'& “i‘i City Schools was the first school system in the country to have multiple schools identified as “persistently

dangerous” based on the number of suspensions and/or expulsions for fighting or other interpersonal

violence.?* In the two years prior to the grant, six students were murdered, including one violent murder during the
school day in a classroom. Many students, parents, and teachers were left traumatized. Chronic absenteeism was high,
with about 60 percent of students missing more than 20 days in a school year, negatively affecting students’ academic
performance.

The Supporting Transitions and Educational Promise Southeast (STEPS) Promise Neighborhood in

S,

{3 % Alaska had a high need for improved family engagement in schools. Alaska is known for its extreme and
é vast landscape. Equal to about one-third of the entire landmass of the United States, Alaska contains roughly

200 isolated villages ranging in population from 100 to 6,000. Less than 10 percent of those villages have
roads, and the STEPS Promise Neighborhood sought to serve Alaska Native people living in these settings. For generations,
the Tlingit and Haida peoples have experienced a history of racism that has led to a disconnect between families and
schools arising from a network of boarding schools that violated Alaska Native rights by disallowing traditional practices,
language, and ways of life. Some of these boarding schools operated into the 1980s. Because many Tlingit and Haida
families had traumatic experiences in those schools, families continue to feel alienated from school environments and
disenfranchised from educational decision making. Children’s educational outcomes have suffered as a result.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a).

NOTE: These examples are based on applications from three grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018.
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SECTION B. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ABOUT HOW THE STUDY WAS
DESIGNED AND IMPLEMENTED

This section describes how the study was designed and executed. This section details the sample; the data; the
measures examined; and the analytic methods for the implementation, outcomes, and exploratory analyses.

The study aimed to answer these research questions:

How did neighborhoods vary in scale, resources, and highest priority needs?
How did grantees address the needs of their Promise Neighborhoods?

What challenges did grantees face in carrying out key steps in their grants?

R T

Were changes in student outcomes in early Promise Neighborhoods schools similar to those in other
comparable schools?

B.1 Description of the Promise Neighborhoods in the study sample

The sample for the implementation questions (research questions 1 through 3) included 25 grantees. The sample
for the outcomes question (research question 4) included 12 of those grantees. These differences are driven by
data availability, as explained below.

The implementation analysis included all Promise Neighborhoods that had operated for at least three years at the
time of data collection in 2022, meaning that the grantees had completed at least the majority of their grant
period at the time of data collection. This included the 12 early grantees that received awards in 2011 and 2012,
and 13 recent grantees that received awards between 2016 and 2018. Grants had already been completed at the
time of data collection for early grantees, so these grantees could report on grant activities for their entire
implementation period. Recent grantees had completed a majority of their grant at the time of data collection.
The Promise Neighborhoods grantees that received awards after 2018 (such as in 2021 and 2022) were not
included in the study because they had implemented their grants for fewer than three years and had not
completed a majority of their grant at the time of data collection.

For the outcomes analysis, the study included 13 Promise Neighborhoods supported by the 12 early grantees with
completed grants at the time of data collection—that is, all of the Promise Neighborhoods with five years of
outcome data after the grant was awarded. This was because changes in educational outcomes were expected to
take several years. More recent grantees were not included in the sample because data for all five years of the
grant period were not available at the time of data collection. Exhibit B.1 provides descriptive statistics for the
analyses samples.
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Exhibit B.1. Sample characteristics

Number Average Average
Number of . Average Average
Research of 2011- size number of
) Sample 2016-2018 number of grant
question(s) 2012 (square . partner
grantees . children® amount
grantees miles?) schools
All 25
1,2, and 3 study 12 13 91.9 6,131 7 $25,209,077
grantees
12 earl
4 Y 12 0 88.7 6,646 7 $24,655,838
grantees

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a, 2023b); U.S. Census Bureau (2023).
NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018.

2 “Size (square miles)” is an estimate of the size of the neighborhood in square miles, using neighborhood boundaries mapped to Census tract
data. One neighborhood is excluded from the average for all grantees; due to the vast size of Census tracts for the neighborhood’s state
(Alaska), the study could not determine how much of each tract was located within the neighborhood boundary.

b “Number of children” represents an estimate of the number of children under age 18 living in the neighborhood (see Appendix Section
B.4.2).

B.2 Data collection

The study collected data from several sources. For the implementation analysis (research questions 1 through 3),
the following data were collected:

e Research question 1. For all 25 grantees (2011-2018), the study collected information from grant applications
and award data on grantee and neighborhood characteristics from ED. The study also collected grantee
snapshot reports from ED and local neighborhood, state, and national comparison data from the U.S. Census
Bureau (see Exhibit B.2). For the 20 grantees that responded to a survey administered in spring 2022 to
grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018, the study collected information about
the neighborhood’s highest priority needs. Although the study attempted to survey all 25 grantees, the
organizations leading three Promise Neighborhoods dissolved before the administration of the survey and
were not able to provide responses. Two other grantees failed to complete the survey, resulting in a sample
of 20 grantees.

e Research question 2. To examine how grantees delivered services, the study used data collected from the 20
respondents to the spring 2022 survey. To examine what services were provided, all 25 grantees were
included because the study was able to supplement the survey data with information from annual
performance reports.

e Research question 3. To examine challenges, the study used data collected from the 20 respondents to the
spring 2022 survey.

e Research question 4. For the outcomes analysis (research question 4), the study collected school-level
demographic and outcome data from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of
Data (CCD), EDFacts, and state and local education agencies to identify schools that were comparable to
Promise Neighborhoods schools and to compare their outcomes over time. The study collected this
information for grantees that received awards in 2011 and 2012 because only these grantees had five years of
outcomes data to analyze based on the timing of their grants. Exhibit B.2. describes these data sources.
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Exhibit B.2. Summary of study data sources

Timing of
Data obtained and research Number of Response 5
Data source i data
questions addressed grantees rate (%) A
collection
Survey of grantees
Grant activities, neighborhood
needs, services provided,® and All 25 stud Sprin
Survey p y ob pring
challenges during the grant grantees 2022
period (RQ1, RQ2, RQ3)
Data from the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
Grantee and neighborhood
L. characteristics; illustrative All 25 study
Grant applications . 100 2011-2018
examples of neighborhood grantees
needs (RQl1, RQ2)
Year of award, name of
i All 25 study
Grant awards neighborhood and grantee, Antees 100 2011-2018
location, award amount (RQl1) 8r
Ilustrative examples of grantee
services and challenges; data on
) ges; da All 25 study
Annual performance reports services for grantees that did not 96 2013-2022
. . . grantees
provide this information in the
survey (RQ2)
Number of children living in the | All 25 study Spring
Snapshot reports . 100
neighborhood (RQ1) grantees 2022
Data from the U.S. Census Bureau ‘ ‘
Neighborhood size (square
2010 U.S. Census data from the 2010 miles), median household ALl 25 stud
Decennial Census and American Community income, unemployment rates, antees U 100 2010
Survey percentage of single-parent &
households (RQ1)
Data from the National Center for Education Statistics ‘ ‘
Schools’ charter status and
2008-
school-level enrollment counts 12 early
Common Core of Data 100 2009