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Executive Summary

Families are accessing homeless shelters in record numbers in cities across the United States, and
New York City is no exception. After a 10-year period of relative stability, the number of
homeless families in New York City grew by 22 percent in 2001 and by another 35 percent in
2002." By 2003, there were more than 9,000 families living in the city’s homeless shelters on any
given night. In response to this record demand for family shelter, in spring 2003 the New York
City Department of Homeless Services, the New York City Department of Housing Preservation
and Development, the New York City Housing Authority, and the Office of the Mayor asked the
Vera Institute of Justice to conduct a series of research projects on homeless families, including a
study of families living in New York City’s homeless shelters. The goal of this initiative was to
help the city better understand why families become homeless and to provide the city with the
information needed to shift away from operating costly shelter toward more cost-effective and
preventive approaches to homelessness, which are less disruptive for families.

Project Goals and Key Questions

City officials needed to know more about the specific pathways that lead families into the shelter
system so that they could develop targeted strategies to prevent people from becoming homeless
and enter shelter. To provide a more complete understanding of the dynamics of homelessness,
we sought to answer the following key questions:

e What neighborhoods do families come from immediately before they enter shelter and
what characteristics distinguish these neighborhoods from others?

e What factors contribute to families entering the shelter system?

e What factors contribute to families returning to the shelter system after placement in
permanent housing?

To answer these questions, we developed an approach and research design that built upon
previous research and took full advantage of this unprecedented collaboration between city
agencies by piecing together administrative data, staff experience, and other resources from each
agency. A summary of the methods we employed and key findings for each major research
question follows:

What neighborhoods do families come from immediately before they enter shelter and
what characteristics distinguish these neighborhoods from others?

' New York City Department of Homeless Services, “Critical Activities Report — Fiscal Year 2003” (Family
Services and Adult Services).



To identify the neighborhoods that produced the greatest number of homeless families, Vera
conducted a geographic analysis using data from the Department of Homeless Services (DHS)
on the last addresses of homeless families before they entered shelter. We supplemented this data
with additional information provided by the city’s Department of Housing Preservation and
Development (HPD) and the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) resulting in a data set
of almost 22,000 cases. Among other variables, we looked at how the distribution of families
from these neighborhoods varied by family composition and the size of the buildings where
families lived before they entered the shelter system. A series of analyses with U.S. Census and
DHS data helped us to better understand what factors distinguished those neighborhoods that
produced a high number of homeless families from those that produced less. Finally, we
produced a series of maps to visually represent the findings. The key findings from are as
follows:

m  Almost half of all eligible homeless families came from 10 community districts in New York
City.? These districts were primarily located in the Bronx, central Brooklyn, and northern
Manhattan and represent 17 percent of all districts in the city.

m Twelve Census tracts produced 75 or more homeless families each during the study period.
Each of these tracts is roughly the size of several square city blocks. Combined, these tracts
contributed 1,257 families during the four-year study period.

m 15 Census tracts produced 50 or more eligible homeless families per 1,000 households
during the four-year study period. Tracts with high rates (50 or more families per 1,000
households) were primarily located in the Bronx, central Brooklyn, and northern Manhattan.

m The last addresses of most families, regardless of their family composition, were
concentrated in the Bronx, central Brooklyn, and northern Manhattan.> For the 2003 fiscal
year, 64 percent of eligible entrants to the Emergency Assistance Unit—the front door to the
city’s shelter system for families—were households headed by single adults; 21 percent were
two-adult households; and 10 percent were two adults without children. Density maps
created to visually identify the origins of eligible families by family composition revealed
that there was little variation in the geographic distribution of last addresses of homeless
families regardless of family composition.

m Several neighborhood conditions were identified as strong and discrete indicators of high
levels of homelessness. The strongest indicator of the number of families a neighborhood
produced was the number of people receiving public assistance in that area. In addition, the

2 New York City’s 59 community districts are based on U.S. Census data on, among other things, population and
demographics of a given geographic area of the city.
3 This analysis was based on fiscal year 2003 data, which included a total of 8,675 cases.
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number of homeless families a neighborhood produced was also associated with the number
of families living below the poverty line, African-American residents and vacant housing
units.

m The majority of families coming from small buildings (one to nine units) came from Queens
and Brooklyn, while families from larger buildings were more concentrated in Harlem and
the Bronx.* Forty percent of families who entered shelter came from small buildings (one to
nine units); 28 percent of families came from medium-sized buildings (10 to 49 units); and
the remaining 32 percent came from large buildings (50 or more units).

m The rates of families who entered shelter varied by the type of building. Across the city, an
average of 1.42 families per building entered the shelter system. NYCHA and Mitchell-Lama
buildings produced averages of 2.52 and 2.40 families per building, respectively.’ Other
building types yielded an average of 1.30 eligible families per building.

What factors contribute to families entering the shelter system?

Vera conducted a survey of 327 randomly selected families living in emergency shelters in New
York City. By capturing information on families’ personal experiences and prior housing
characteristics, the events and conditions they faced during the five years before they entered
shelter, and their own understanding of the significance of those events, we hoped to increase
understanding about the role that loss of employment, loss of public benefits, informal and
formal eviction, family instability, domestic violence, health problems, substance abuse, and
incarceration played in causing families to enter the shelter system. To do this, we developed a
comprehensive survey instrument that incorporates closed and open-ended questions, as well as a
life-history calendar that collects retrospective data on the frequency, timing, and nature of the
key events during the five years before families entered emergency shelter. We analyzed the data
using descriptive techniques and extensive multivariate analyses. The key findings from this
study are as follows:

®  Most heads of homeless families reported having a relatively stable housing history before
they entered shelter. Fifty-two percent lived in either one or two residences during the five
years prior to entering shelter; only 12 percent of families lived in five or more residences. In
addition to living in relatively few residences during this time, the majority of respondents
were the leaseholder for their residence at some point during these five years.

* From the case file of 22,037, this analysis was based on a subset of 20,015 cases that excluded cases with missing
building size codes.

> Mitchell-Lama is affordable housing for moderate-income families. These buildings are supervised by HPD and
the federal department of Housing and Urban Development.
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®  The majority of heads of households had work histories and educational levels that suggest
that they are employable. In the five years before they entered shelter, 79 percent indicated
that they worked and more than half of the heads of household had at least a high school
diploma.

®  Respondents also relied heavily on government assistance—in addition to work—to support
their families. Seventy-seven percent of families received some form of public assistance
such as Food Stamps, Medicaid, or TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families).

®  Families struggled to maintain stability in the face of a range of destabilizing life events.
The most prevalent of those events was job loss, which more than two-thirds of the people
interviewed experienced in the five years before they entered shelter.

® Informal and formal eviction was another highly prevalent—and deleterious—Ilife event from
the perspective of those involved. Almost half of all families experienced an informal or
formal eviction.

®  Despite the existence of services and resources in New York City to help families avoid
eviction, most families did not fight their eviction. In fact, across the various jarring events
that families experienced during the five years prior to entering shelter, only a quarter sought
and received services that might have helped them cope with these problems.

®  Certain factors and events had an immediate effect on a family’s risk of entering shelter.
Experiencing homelessness, an informal or formal eviction, domestic violence, and receiving
public assistance increased the likelihood of a family entering shelter within the same month
of experiencing these destabilizing events. On the other hand, living in subsidized housing,
being the leaseholder, and living in a residence for a longer time decreased the likelihood of
entering shelter.

What factors contribute to families returning to the shelter system after placement in
permanent housing?

Vera analyzed administrative data to better understand the experiences of families who return to
shelter after being placed in permanent housing. This work built upon a recidivism study
conducted by Dennis Culhane in 1996. We replicated and expanded this study to answer the
following questions: Have recidivism rates changed since Culhane’s research was conducted in
the mid-1990s? What are the recidivism rates of families if the follow-up period of tracking
families’ experiences extends beyond two years? For those families who re-entered shelter after
being placed in subsidized housing, how long did they stay in their original placement and if they
left placement, why?
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To answer these questions, Vera analyzed data from DHS, HPD, and NYCHA on
families who exited the shelter system in 1994, 1998, and 2001. These cohorts allowed us to
follow families for up to 10 years and to see how recidivism rates varied over time. To minimize
the numbers of unknown exit placements, we validated exit placement codes by matching data
from the housing department and housing authority. We conducted this analysis in two phases:
we first looked at the re-entry patterns of all families who exited shelter and then looked at the
experience of those who left shelter for subsidized housing. The key findings from phase one of
these analyses are as follows:

® Roughly one-third of families who exited shelter in 1994 returned within 10 years.

®  The risk of returning to shelter was generally highest in the two-year period immediately
following exit.® However, this pattern does not hold for those who exited shelter to
subsidized housing. Among those who obtained subsidized housing, risk of return was low
and consistent over time.

®  Among the various exit categories, subsidized housing provided the best protection against
repeat shelter use, whereas exit to unknown arrangements provided the worst protection.
Among different types of subsidized housing, NYCHA and non-EARP Section 8 placement
were associated with the lowest risk of return to shelter.

B Certain demographic risk factors accelerated shelter return. Families headed by single
fathers, families with young heads of household, families with a pregnant female member,
and families with a large number of children were more prone to returning to shelter than
other family types.

In addition, in phase two, we replicated the analysis on a subset of the cases of families who
were placed into NYCHA subsidized housing. Specifically, we examined the differences
between those families who stayed in subsidized housing and those who left. For those families
who left subsidized housing, we examined the length of their stay in subsidized housing and the
time of their exit. We also looked at the differences between those who left and returned to
shelter and families who did not return to shelter.

®  More than half of the families who exited shelter for NYCHA subsidized housing left
subsidized housing within 10 years.

® We defined shelter exits as exits lasting 30 continuous days or longer. Thus, those families who left the shelter
system, only to return shortly thereafter, would not be counted as exits. Length of stay was therefore operationalized
as a continuous shelter spell with no temporary departures of longer than 30 days. This “30-day exit criterion” is
typical in extant research. See, for example, Culhane and Kuhn 1998; Sosin, Piliavin and Westerfelt 1990; Wong
and Piliavin 1996; and Wong, Culhane and Kuhn 1997.



®  The risk of exit from subsidized housing peaked at yearly intervals. Failed annual inspections
and re-certifications may have caused these spikes in exits from subsidized housing. For
those families who lost subsidized housing, the risk of returning to shelter seems to have
been higher.

®  Among those who left subsidized housing, certain characteristics were associated with an
increased risk of returning to shelter: having a young head of household; being a two-parent
family; being a large family; earning less than $12,000 per year; exiting from public housing
or EARP Section 8 (versus non-EARP Section 8); and being evicted, failing an annual
apartment inspection, or failing an annual income review.’

The research projects and survey of homeless families the Vera Institute conducted on behalf of
the New York City Department of Homeless Services, Department of Housing Preservation and
Development, the New York City Housing Authority, and the Office of the Mayor aimed to
provide a more complete understanding of the dynamics of family homelessness than has been
possible in past efforts. We hope this work will help city agencies develop strategies to reduce
family homelessness and allocate resources and target services to prevent repeat family
homelessness among New York City residents.

A detailed discussion of the methods used and key findings from this work is included in
the sections that follow this summary.

7 The city’s Emergency Assistance Re-housing Program, or EARP, provided Section 8 vouchers to eligible homeless
families living in the shelter system. The program was discontinued in October 2004.
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Introduction

In collaboration with the Department of Homeless Services (DHS), the Department of Housing
Preservation and Development (HPD), and the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA),
the Vera Institute of Justice (Vera) conducted an analysis of the geographic origins of homeless
families in New York City. This analysis was guided by the following two research questions:

e What neighborhoods are producing the greatest number of homeless families?
e What characteristics distinguish those neighborhoods that produce high numbers of
homeless families from those that produce fewer families?

This report provides a summary of the key findings from this analysis. For each of the research
questions, it discusses the methodologies used, key findings, and the implications of those
findings on the City’s efforts to prevent homelessness among families. Please refer to Appendix
A for all referenced figures.



What Neighborhoods Produce the Greatest Number of Homeless Families?

Through the analysis of the geographic origins of homeless families, we identified
neighborhoods within New York City that have high concentrations of “last addresses” of
families before they enter the family shelter system. This concentration of addresses across
some neighborhoods and not others suggests that families living in the “high producing”
neighborhoods may be more likely to become homeless and come into the shelter system than
families living in “low producing” neighborhoods. Thus, it makes sense for the City to target its
limited prevention resources to those “high producing” neighborhoods rather than using a non-
specific, city-wide approach. DHS’s recent release of a request for proposals to establish
neighborhood-based homeless prevention services in six communities with high incidences of
homelessness represents an important step in adopting a neighborhood-based prevention
strategy.

One of the challenges inherent in targeting resources and services to the neighborhood level is
defining the appropriate size of a neighborhood to target. In this analysis, we identified “high
producing” areas on three different levels including community district (CD), census tract, and
street address. The CD level is useful in identifying high-risk areas within the city. Because
variation exists with regards to the geographic distribution of eligible homeless families within
CDs, prevention services may also be further targeted within certain Census tracts in the CD.
For example, a prevention program serving a particular CD may use an address from a “hot-
spot” census tract as a secondary eligibility criteria or as a way to prioritize some families for
limited prevention resources. It may be useful for the City to consider targeting prevention
services to “high risk” buildings, as we found 20 addresses that contributed 10 or more families
each during the study period.

Methodology

To identify the neighborhoods that are producing the greatest number of homeless families, Vera
conducted a series of geographic analyses using the “last address” variable in DHS’s Client
Tracking System (CTS) for the time period July 1, 1999 to June 30, 2003. This field contains the
addresses where families stayed immediately before they entered the family shelter system. For
families with multiple shelter stays during this time period, the data set only includes the address
associated with their most recent shelter stay. To supplement this information, Vera obtained
building-related data for addresses contained in this file from a data match conducted by HPD.

The initial dataset for July 1, 1999 to June 30, 2003 contained 24,448 cases. This analysis was
based on a subset of this file that excluded: (1) cases with a last address outside of New York
City; (2) cases within the city that did not geocode; and (3) cases with a last address that are
DHS homeless shelters. These exclusions resulted in a total number of 22,037 cases.



Key Findings
To identify where homeless families are coming from, Vera tabulated the last address of eligible

families at three geographic levels within the city: community districts (CDs), census tracts, and
street address. The key findings from these analyses are as follows:

Almost half of all eligible homeless families came from 10 community districts in New York City.
These CDs are primarily located in the Bronx, central Brooklyn, and northern Manhattan. They
represent 17% of all CDs in the city. Table 1 identifies these CDs and the number of eligible
homeless families coming from these CDs during the study period.

Table 1. Number of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families by Top Ten Community District,
FY 1999 — FY 2003.

Community . Number of Eligible
District Number Neighborhood(s) Homeless Families
303 Bedford/Stuyvesant 1,355
305 East New York 1,195
205 Morris Heights, University Heights, Fordham 1,193
204 Highbridge, Concourse 1,174
209 Sound View 937
110 Central Harlem 930
412 Jamaica, S. Jamaica, Hollis 913
316 Ocean Hill, Brownsville 858
201 Mott Haven, Melrose 802
203 Melrose, Morrisania, Claremont, Crotona Park East 787
TOTAL 10,144

See Figure 1 for a visual representation of the number of unduplicated eligible homeless families per
community district.

12 Census tracts produced 75 or more homeless families each during the study period. Each of
these tracts is roughly the size of several square city blocks. Combined, these tracts contributed
1,257 families during the four year study period. Table 2 lists the neighborhoods where these 12
tracts are located and details the number of eligible homeless families coming from each tract for
the study period.



Table 2. Number of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families for Census Tracts
Contributing 75 or More Families, FY 1999 — FY 2003.

Census Tract Number Neighborhood Number of Unduplicated
Eligible Homeless Families

017700 Claremont 145

014700 Claremont 131

038300 Fordham 128

005000 Bronx River 127

023701 Fordham 119

023900 Fordham 98

023000 Central Harlem 91

018900 Highbridge 88

040500 Bedford Park 87

032600 Coney Island 82

013300 Morrisania 81

039100 Belmont 80

See Figure 1a for a visual representation of the number of unduplicated eligible homeless families per
census tract.

15 Census tracts produced 50 or more eligible homeless families per 1,000 households during
the four year study period. To better understand the effects of population on the numbers of
homeless families a Census tract contributed, we created a rate of eligible homeless families per
1,000 households in each tract. Those tracts with high rates (50 or more families per 1,000
households) are primarily located in the Bronx, central Brooklyn, and northern Manhattan.



Table 3. Rate of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families per 1,000 Households for Census
Tracts Contributing 50 or More Families per 1,000 Households, FY 1999 — FY 2003.

. Rate of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless
Census Tract Number Neighborhood .
Families Per 1,000 Households

001100 Port Morris 103.17460
041000 Hollis 101.56250
021302 Central Harlem 72.72727
021702 Highbridge 71.42857
021900 Highbridge 68.79607
090400 Brownsville 66.66667
020200 East Harlem 64.51613
002902 Brooklyn Navy Yard 62.24066
036300 Brownsville 61.01695
037501 East Tremont 59.25926
115200 East New York 57.50000
111200 New Lots 55.92105
016700 Bathgate 55.66219
017700 Claremont 54.55229
116600 East New York 51.04712

See Figure 2 for a visual representation of the rate of unduplicated eligible homeless families per 1,000
households by Census tract.

In addition to these analyses, we examined the data to see how the geographic distribution of
families differed by key variables like family composition, reasons for homelessness, and
building size of the last address of families before they entered the shelter system. The key
findings from this work include the following:

Last addresses of most families, regardless of their family composition, are concentrated in the
Bronx, central Brooklyn, and northern Manhattan.! For the 2003 fiscal year, 64% of eligible
entrants to the EAU were single adult-headed households; 21% were two adult households; and
10% were two adults without children. We produced kernel smoothing density maps (figures 3a
— 3d) to visually identify the origins of eligible families by family composition that were
independent of geographic boundaries such as tracts or community districts. These maps reveal
little variation in the geographic distribution of last addresses of homeless families by family
composition, including two adult families with children, single adult families with children, and
two adult families without children.

! This analysis was based on fiscal year 2003 data, which included a total of 8,675 cases.



The reasons for families becoming homeless did not vary significantly by neighborhood.”> During
the four year study period, the two most common reasons for homelessness listed in the CTS
were overcrowding, representing 39% of all cases, and eviction, which accounted for another
23% of reasons.” Other reasons cited (in decrease order of size) included domestic violence,
family discord (not DV), unlivable conditions, financial strain, crime situation, and illegal
lockout. We mapped the last addresses of families by reason code (figures 4a — 4h). These maps
revealed similar patterns of geographic distribution with points representing the last addresses of
eligible families primarily concentrated in the Bronx, central Brooklyn, and northern Manhattan
for each reason code.

The majority of families coming from small buildings (1 — 9 units) came from Queens and
Brooklyn, while families from larger buildings are more concentrated in Harlem and the Bronx.*
We analyzed the size of the buildings where homeless families came from. Forty percent of
families came from small buildings (1 — 9 units); 28% of families came from medium size
buildings (10 — 49 units); and the remaining 32% came from large buildings (50 or more units).
Figure 5 shows the proportion of families from each building size category varied by community
district.

? There are some limitations to the data on reasons for homelessness. The foremost limitation is that the field is
restricted to a single reason for homelessness. The reasons that any particular family applies for shelter are complex
and multi-factorial. Thus, the attribution of a single reason is a simplification. The survey of homeless families will
help us to better understand the complexity of reasons. This understanding will be crucial in developing prevention
strategies that meet the complex needs of families at-risk of homelessness.

3 From the case file of 22,037, this analysis was based on a subset of 18,514 cases that excluded cases with an
invalid or missing reason code.

* From the case file of 22,037, this analysis was based on a subset of 20,015 cases that excluded cases with missing
building size codes.



What Characteristics Distinguish Neighborhoods that Produce High
Numbers of Homeless Families From Those that Produce Fewer Families?

Vera conducted a series of analyses to understand the spatial relationship of homelessness to
specific economic, demographic, housing, and neighborhood characteristics. Building on
previous work by Culhane, the analyses allow us to identify factors that have significantly
impacted the number of homeless families that emerge from a given neighborhood.

The significant factors identified in the analyses below serve to identify the characteristics that
impact the number of homeless families in a neighborhood. In addition, the analyses point to
indicators that can be tracked in order to assess the scope of homelessness in the City and some
factors that can be addressed in creating geographically administered strategies to prevent
homelessness.

Methodology

The model used for the analysis is OLS regression. The regression model allowed us to see how
changes in census characteristics impact the number of EAU families in a tract. The data Vera
used to perform the regression analysis comes from two sources: 1) the 2000 U.S. Census and 2)
Department of Homeless Services’ Client Tracking System.

Given the characteristics of the data, we adjusted the data to remove outliers. The tracts that had
a confirmed disproportionate impact on the analysis were excluded. As a result, the sample size
was reduced from 2,217 tracts to 1,984 tracts. Then, we ran descriptive statistics to generate a
profile of the census tracts in the two samples. In running the descriptive statistics of the average
tract in the general sample and the excluded outlier tracts, we noted considerable differences.
Table 4 (in Appendix B) provides mean statistics for the general sample of 1,984 tracts and for
the outlier sample of 233 tracts. As is evident, the average tract in the 1,984 has a total
population of 3,144, close to 9 families that have entered the EAU system, approximately 87
families receiving public assistance, and 634 families living below the poverty level. In contrast,
the smaller sample of 233 outlier tracts have a total population of 7,599, an average of 20
families that have entered the EAU, 239 families that receive public assistance, and 1,762
families below the poverty level. Thus, in general and across the different characteristics, the
outlier tracts tend to be more populated, produce a higher number of families that enter the EAU,
and are more socio-economically distressed than the average tract.

Given the differences in the two samples, we conducted the OLS regression analyses on the
general sample of 1,984 tracts and the outlier sample of 233 cases. The two models allow us to
make predictive observations based on differing census tract profiles.



Key Findings

Based on the regression analyses we were able to determine some characteristics that are
associated with the number of EAU eligible families coming from a neighborhood. These results
can help the City start to understand what distinguishes neighborhoods that produce many EAU
eligible families from those that produce less.

For Vera’s general model, the variables that have a significant effect on the number of EAU
families coming from a particular census tract are listed below in order of the magnitude of the
coefficients (from bigger to smaller). The direction of the relationship is indicated in parentheses.
A negative relationship means that an increase in the specific characteristic, results in a decrease
in the number of EAU families. On the other hand, a positive relationship indicates that as the
number of the particular variable increases, the number of EAU-eligible families found in the
tract increases. Table 5 (in Appendix B) shows the model used by Vera and reports the
unstandardized and standardized coefficients for each model.

Number of families receiving public assistance (positive)

Number of families below poverty level (positive)

Race (Black) (positive)

Number of vacant housing units (positive)

Renter occupied units (negative)

Population not in labor force (positive)

Moved in fifteen months or less (positive)

Number of female headed households (positive)

Foreign born population who immigrated January 1990 to March, 2000 (negative)
10. Median contract rent (negative)

11. Race (Latino) (negative)

12. Ratio of median contract rent to median household income (positive)

13. Number of public housing dwelling units (negative)

14. No telephone service (positive)

15. Female headed households with children that are five years or younger (positive)
16. Unemployment (positive)
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The analyses also show that when controlling for other factors some variables had no impact on
the number of EAU-eligible families a certain neighborhood produces.

1. Population under 18

2. Population over 64

3. No high school diploma

4. Householder over 65

5. Number of subfamilies

6. Non-institutionalized persons in group quarters
7. Severe overcrowding

8. Number of people with SSI income

9. Number of families without plumbing

10. Number of families without kitchen facilities



This model is significant and shows an R? of .824, which means that the combination of
variables included in this model explains most or 82.4% of the variance in the number of EAU
eligible entrants between census tracts.

In Vera’s outlier model, there are generally fewer variables that are significant. This may be a
function of a reduced sample size of 233 tracts. In this model, the significant variables are:

Latinos (negative)

Female headed households (positive)

Number receiving public assistance (positive)
Number of vacant units (positive)

Number with SSI income (negative)

No telephone service (positive)

A

Comparing it to the general model discussed above, in this model the number of Latinos is now
negatively related to the number of EAU families. In addition, receiving SSI is significant,
whereas in the previous model it was not significant. This model is also significant and has an
R’ of .864, which means that the combination of variables included in this model explains most
of the variance in the number of EAU eligible entrants between the Census tracts included in the
sample.

Like Vera, Culhane, Lee, and Wachter’s (1996) study sought to understand the relationship
between census tract variables and the number of homeless families in a census tract. Focusing
on New York and Philadelphia, the authors conclude that homelessness is more visible in areas
that are experiencing poverty, that have a high number of female-headed families, and have
larger numbers of unemployed residents.

Table 5 (in Appendix B) details the specific results of Culhane, Lee, and Wachter’s models,
Vera’s general model of 1,984 tracts and Vera’s outlier model of 233 tracts. Vera’s findings are
very similar to Culhane, Lee, and Wachter’s results. Like him, we found that that the following
variables were significant in affecting the number of EAU families in a census tract:

e Race (Black)

Race (Latino)

Female headed households

Female headed households with children that are five years or younger
Foreign born population

Families receiving public assistance

Families below poverty level

Population not in labor force

Median contract rent

Ratio of median contract rent to median household income
Vacant housing units



However, there are a few differences. The primary difference between Culhane, Lee, and
Wachter’s models and Vera’s models is that we added six variables to the model. The added

variables are number of public housing dwelling units, number of people receiving SSI income,

number of families that moved into their dwelling within fifteen months, number of housing
units without telephone service, number of housing units without plumbing, and number of
housing units without kitchen facilities. Out of these variables, three were significant:

e Number of public housing units
e Number of people who moved in 15 months or less
e Number of households without telephone service

Furthermore, whereas our results show that the following variables are not significant (in the
general model) Culhane, Lee, and Wachter’s results showed them as significant predictors:

Population under 18
Population over 64

No high school diploma
Number of subfamilies
Severe overcrowding

Finally, our models show that the number of renter occupied units is significant. In Culhane, Lee,

and Wachter’s work, this variable is found to not be significant.

Vera’s regression analyses provide empirical evidence of the neighborhood characteristics that
affect the number of homeless families that enter the EAU system. Furthermore, these findings

display the factors that may be addressed in reducing homelessness at the neighborhood level.
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Appendix A: Figures

e Figure 1. Count of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families by Community District
e Figure la. Count of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families by Census Tract.

e Figure 2. Rate of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families per 1,000 Households by
Census Tract.

e Figure 3a. Density per Square Mile: All Eligible Families.

e Figure 3b. Density per Square Mile: Two Adult Families with Children.

e Figure 3c. Density per Square Mile: Single Adult Families with Children.

e Figure 3d. Density per Square Mile: Two Adult Families without Children.

e Figure 4a. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Overcrowding
Reason Code.

e Figure 4b. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Eviction Reason
Code.

e Figure 4c. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Domestic
Violence Reason Code.

e Figure 4d. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Family Discord
Reason Code.

e Figure 4e. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Unlivable
Conditions Reason Code.

e Figure 4f. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Financial Strain
Reason Code.

e Figure 4g. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Crime Situation
Reason Code.

e Figure 4h. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Illegal Lockout
Reason Code.

e Figure 5. Building Size of Last Address of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families by
Community District.
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Figure 1. Count of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families by Community District (N=22,037)
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Figure 1a. Count of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families by Census Tract (N=22,037)
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ensus-Tract (N=22.037)

Department of Homeless Services -- Client Tracking System
Unduplicated Eligible Entries to DHS Family System
Between 07/01/1999 - 06/30/2003:

Eligible Families per 1000 Households
Plotted at the Census Tract Level

Number of Eligible Families from Census Tract during 4 Year Study Period
Per 1000 Households (based on 2000 Census Data)*
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Figure 3a. Density per Square Mile: All Eligible Families. (N = 8,675)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System
Unduplicated Eligible Entries to DHS Family System
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All Families

Density Per Square Mile
All Eligihle Families

Oto 30
Hto B3
G5 to 103

108 to 132
1353to 194
193 to 241
242to0 318 -
F20to VES

14




Figure 3b. Density per Square Mile: Two Adult Families with Children. (N =1,839)
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Figure 3c. Density per Square Mile: Single Adult Families with Children. (N =5,587)
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Figure 3d. Density per Square Mile: Two Adult Families without Children. (N = 827)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System

Unduplicated Eligible Entries to DHS Family System
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Two Adult Families without Children

Density per Square Mile
Cinly " 200" Eligible Families

Ota 5
fto 9
101012
131017
181ta 22
23 to 28 N
29 to 36
Tt 77

o
o

17




Figure 4a. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Overcrowding Reason Code (N = 7,241)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System

Unduplicated Eligible Families to DHS Family System
07/01/1999 — 06/30/2003

Reason Code: Overcrowding
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Figure 4b. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Eviction Reason Code (N = 4,254)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System
Unduplicated Eligible Families to DHS Family System
07/01/1999 — 06/30/2003

Reason Code: Eviction
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Figure 4c. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Domestic Violence Reason Code (N = 2,564)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System

Unduplicated Eligible Families to DHS Family System
07/01/1999 — 06/30/2003

Reason Code: Domestic Violence
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Figure 4d. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Family Discord as Reason (N = 2,561)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System

Unduplicated Eligible Families to DHS Family System
07/01/1999 — 06/30/2003

Reason Code: Family Discord
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Figure 4e. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Unlivable Conditions as Reason (N = 667)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System

Unduplicated Eligible Families to DHS Family System
07/01/1999 — 06/30/2003

Reason Code: Unlivable Conditions
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Figure 4f. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Financial Strain as Reason (N = 190)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System

Unduplicated Eligible Families to DHS Family System
07/01/1999 — 06/30/2003

Reason Code: Financial Strain
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Figure 4g. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Crime Situation as Reason (N =113)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System

Unduplicated Eligible Families to DHS Family System
07/01/1999 — 06/30/2003

Reason Code: Crime Situation
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Figure 4h. Point Map of Unduplicated Eligible Homeless Families with Illegal Lockout Reason Code (N =31)

Department of Homeless Services — Client Tracking System

Unduplicated Eligible Families to DHS Family System
07/01/1999 — 06/30/2003

Reason Code: lllegal Lockout
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Figure 5. Building Size of Last Address of Homeless Families by Community District. (N = 20,084)

Department of Homeless Services -- Client Tracking System
Unduplicated Eligible Entries to the DHS Family System
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Two Samples of NYC Census Tracts

VERA (general)

VERA (outlier)

Variables N=1,984 N=233

EAU number 8.8 19.8
Black 854.7 1805.4
Hispanic 820.4 2291.3
Population under 18 773.2 1700.9
Population over 65 198.1 485.1
no HS diploma 570.3 1421.9
female headed hh 221.9 541.9
female h hh children <=5 54.5 125.8
householder over 65 115.2 255.9
# subfamilies 524 110.5
Noinstgrpg 30.5 199.3
fronpop 1990-3/2000 475.4 1207.6
Unemployment 131.8 365.9
# with public ass. Inc 86.8 238.8
median hh income 39841.9 41879.4
families below poverty 634.2 1762.6
pop not in labor force 1036.3 2560.7
median contract rent 672.5 707.2
renter occupied units 779.5 2416
ratio median contract rent to median hh inc 0.018 0.022
hu with >2 persons/room 28.6 102.5
# vacant units 57.5 137.4
# ph dwelling units 54.9 249.5
# with ssi income 84.8 244.5
moved in 15 months or less 169.1 462.9
no telephone 29.6 87.1
no plumbing 14.3 50.1
no kitchen facilities 12.4 53.2
total population 3144 7598.7
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Table 5. OLS Regression of Number of Unduplicated Eligible Entries to DHS Family System for NYC Census Tracts

Culhane' | | Culhane’ Il VERA (general) VERA (outliers)
Culhane’
variables VERA variables Stdzd. B Stdzd. B B Stdzd. B B. Stdzd. B
Demographic RBLACK Black 0.363*** 0.342* 0.002*** .203* 0.000 -0.001
RSPAN Hispanic 0.098*** 0.082*** .001** .062** -0.001* -0.125*
RUNDER18 population under 18 -0.038** -0.058*** 0.001 0.038 0.002 0.085
ROVER64 population over 65 -0.121*** -0.124** 0.000 -0.002 0.006 0.078
RNOHIGH no HS diploma 0.08 0.057** -0.002 -0.049 0.000 0.021
RFHHOLD female headed hh 0.04 0.085*** 0.009*** 0.131* 0.025** 0.016***
RFYOUCHD female h hh children <=5 0.186*** 0.196*** 0.022*** 0.006*** 0.025 0.084
ROLDFAM householder over 65 0.014 0.008 -0.003 -0.020 -0.011 -0.087
RSUBFAM # subfamilies 0.091*** 0.083*** -0.001 -0.002 0.002 0.019
RGRPQUAT noinstgrpg -0.003 -0.002 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.018
RFRBNRN70 frbonpop 1990-3/2000 -0.148*** -0.003*** -0.115*** -0.001 -0.036
Economic RUNEMP unemployment -0.001 0.018 0.009*** 0.003*** 0.003 0.03
MNHHPAI # with public ass. inc 0.040* 0.064*** 0.054*** 0.418** 0.063*** 0.562***
MEDHHINC median hh income 0.062** 0.095*** 0.000** 0.000** 0.000 0.000
RNOPOV families below poverty 0.024*** 0.248*** 0.005*** 0.217** 0.001 0.074
RNOWORK pop not in labor force 0.042*** 0.024 0.003** 0.135** 0.003 0.002
RTMPWORK 0.006 0.006
Housing MEDCOREN median contract rent -0.080*** -0.128** -0.004** -0.063** 0.001 0.016
RRENT renter occupied units 0.008 -0.025 -0.003*** -0.163*** -0.001 -0.068
RENTHINC Med Con rent/Med hh inc 0.072*** 0.082*** 92.556*** .043*** 34.798 0.026
RCROWD hu with >2 persons/room 0.049*** -0.034*** 0.008 0.006 -0.003 -0.012
RVAC # vacant units 0.080*** 0.094*** 0.043*** 0.168*** 0.017** 0.087***
RBOARDUP 0.058*** 0.058***
VERA added # ph dwelling units -0.002** -0.030** 0.001 0.028
# with ssi income -0.004 -0.024 -0.022*** -0.185***
moved in 15 months or less 0.013** 0.133*** 0.008 0.104
no telephone 0.023*** 0.007*** 0.077*** 0.240***
no plumbing 0.006 0.009 0.016 0.03
no kitchen facilities -0.017 -0.023 -0.015 -0.042
Control total population -0.002*** -0.338** -0.003** -0.434**
F 332.547*** | 332.547*** | 46.287*** 46.287***
R-square 0.828 0.819 0.826 0.826 0.864 0.864
Adjusted R-square 0.824 0.824 0.845 0.845
N 2,107 2,107 1,984 1,984 233 233

* Statistically significant at the .10 (two-tailed test); ** .05 level; *** .01 level. Source of Data: U. S. Census 2000, DHS, NYCHA.

* From Culhane, D. P., C-M Lee, and S. M. Wachter (1996) Where the Homeless Come From. Housing Policy Debate, (7)2: 327-365.
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Introduction

Building on our previous work on geographic origins of homeless families, the Vera Institute of
Justice conducted a geographic analysis of the buildings that produce homeless families in New
York City. This analysis was guided by the following research questions:

e What buildings are producing the greatest numbers of homeless families?

e What types of buildings do homeless families come from?

e What proportion of the overall population of families do the different building types
account for?

This report provides a summary of the key findings from this analysis. We provide basic
descriptive indices of the number of EAU eligible families produced per unique building, the
geographic distribution of these buildings, and a discussion of how these patterns vary by
different building types. We examine these patterns citywide and among the six community
districts (CDs) that the Department of Homeless Services has targeted for its new prevention
initiative.



Methodology

To learn more about the buildings that are producing homeless families, Vera conducted a series
of analyses using the last address variables in DHS’s Client Tracking System for the time period
July 1, 1999 to June 30, 2003. This field contains the addresses where families stayed
immediately before they entered shelter. The original data file consists of 24,448 cases. This
analysis was based on a subset of this file that consists of those records for which the last address
was successfully geo-matched to the HPD buildings database, a total of 20,466 cases." We
aggregated these cases to the building level and identified 14,369 unique buildings (defined by
HPD’s building sequence number) that “produced” one or more homeless families during the
four-year study period.”

To identify the type of buildings associated with these addresses, we used information from the
New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development’s building database,
which we obtained through a data match conducted by HPD. Based on discussions with the
agencies about data coding issues, we were able to distinguish between three types of buildings,
including the following:

= NYCHA Buildings — These are buildings, commonly referred to as public housing
projects, owned and operated by the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA).
The fact that the last address matched a building identified as “NYCHA” in the
buildings HPD database does not necessarily mean that the family was an official
tenant of the NYCHA building. In some instances, these NYCHA addresses reflect
families that were living doubled-up with a primary tenant in a NYCHA building.

= Mitchell-Lama Buildings —These are buildings participating in a New York State-run
program designed to provide affordable rental and cooperative housing to moderate-
and middle-income families. Assistance is provided in the form of low-interest
mortgages and/or tax exemptions for these buildings. Similar to NYCHA, persons
who reported last addresses at Mitchell-Lama buildings may include official tenant
families as well as doubled-up families.

= Other —These include all buildings that did not participate in any of the above
mentioned housing programs. In some instances, the HPD database may have

! Cases that did not geo-match include those with a last address outside of New York City (“out-of-town” cases),
cases with a last address that are DHS homeless shelters, and other cases that did not geomatch the HPD building
databases for a variety of reasons (e.g., insufficient or incorrect address information).

2 The term “produced” is used as a shorthand way of saying that eligible families last resided at these building types
before arriving at the EAU. Use of this term should not be taken to mean that the conditions in buildings were
primary causal factors in producing homelessness or forcing families to apply at the EAU.



indicated that the building was a participant in a wide variety of other types of
programs, for example, SCRIE or the Section 8 Voucher programs.’

*HPD’s building database captures information on those buildings that participate in the Section 8 Voucher
program. However, building-based Section 8 participation is a highly dynamic process and designation of Section 8
program participation within the database indicates that the building participated in the program at some point in
time. Thus, buildings so designated may or may not have been part of the Section 8 program at the time the EAU
eligible family had lived there.



Citywide Overview

Citywide, there were 14,369 unique buildings, which contributed a total of 20,466 families to the
shelter system, during the four-year study period. The vast majority of these buildings were
classified as “other.” Just under 9% of these buildings were NYCHA, and the remaining 1.5%
were Mitchell-Lama properties. The vast majority of buildings (77%) produced only one family
during the four-year period, and 23% produced two or more families during this time. The
following graph shows the frequency distribution of families per building.

Higible Homeless Families per Building
July 1, 1999 - June 30, 2003
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Citywide, the average number of eligible families produced per building was 1.42. This rate
varied by building type. NYCHA and Mitchell-Lama buildings produced averages of 2.52 and
2.40 families per building, respectively. Other building types yielded an average of 1.30 eligible
families per building. NYCHA and Mitchell-Lama buildings were more likely to produce more
than one homeless family during the study period. About 58% of NYCHA buildings and 50% of
Mitchell-Lama buildings produced multiple homeless families. On the other hand, only 19% of
other building types produced multiple families.

We suspect that this variation is due to building size. Subsidized housing buildings, like NYCHA
public housing and Mitchell-Lama, tend to be very large buildings; thus, we would expect more
families to come from them. Among those buildings that produced homeless families during the
study period, the number of units per building differed for different building types.



Building Type Total Number of Mean # of Range
Buildings* Units/Building

NYCHA 1,262 92.1 1to0 920

Mitchell-Lama 205 207.3 11t01,192

Other Bldg. Type 12,562 23.1 1t01,173

We also examined the proportion of eligible families that came from each building type. The vast
majority of families (82%) came from other buildings; while nearly 16% came from NYCHA
buildings and 2.5% from Mitchell-Lama buildings.

Table 1 compares the counts of homeless families and buildings by designated building types
citywide, across the six-targeted CDs and individually for each targeted CD.

* For this calculation, we excluded records for which the number of building units was designated as “0.” These “0
unit buildings” are treated as missing values.



Target Community District Overview

For the six target community districts, the building and family profiles are virtually identical to
those of the city (refer to Table 1). In the target CDs, the vast majority of buildings (90%) that
produced at least one eligible homeless family during the study period were buildings other than
NYCHA or Mitchell-Lama. About 16% of eligible families in these CDs came from NYCHA
buildings and just under 3% came from Mitchell-Lama buildings. Again, families that came from
NYCHA or Mitchell-Lama buildings were not necessarily official tenants in those buildings.

While the target CDs taken together are similar to the citywide profile, there are considerable
differences across these six CDs (refer to Table 1). While the category other building type
accounts for the majority of both unique buildings and EAU eligible families across all CDs, the
proportions accounted for by NYCHA buildings and Mitchell-Lama building vary considerably
across these CDs.

In both Manhattan CD 11 and Bronx CD 01, there are markedly high numbers and percentages
of homeless families from NYCHA buildings. In both instances, about one-quarter of the unique
buildings that EAU families reported as a last address were NYCHA facilities. In Bronx CD 01
about 43% of EAU eligible families reported a last address that was a NYCHA building, and in
Manhattan CD 11 the comparable figure was 36%. By contrast, in Brooklyn CD 03 about 16% of
eligible families reported a last address that was a NYCHA facility. The comparable figures in
the remaining four pilot CDs are all under 3%.

The variations in both the composition and clustering of building types across the six target CDs
suggest that different prevention strategies may need to be deployed in each target CD. For
example, strategies in Manhattan CD 11 and Bronx CD 01, where there are high numbers of
homeless families coming from NYCHA buildings, most likely will be different than those CDs
with high numbers of families coming from other building types. A different strategy may be
necessary because most families who enter shelter from NYCHA buildings are not NYCHA
tenants. NYCHA'’s policies and practices around non-legal tenants and overcrowding may
impact a provider’s ability to maintain families in these situations.



Geographic Patterns: Citywide Maps by Building Type

We created three citywide maps to provide a visual description of both the location of buildings
that produce homeless families and the number of eligible families produced per building. These
maps depict the citywide distribution of each building type and variations in the number of
eligible families produced per building. A more fine-grained picture of the geographic
distribution of these buildings is provided in the close-up maps of the six target CDs. These
graduated symbol maps show the location of the buildings with a symbol and the size of the
symbols represents the number of homeless families who reported that buildings address as their
last address before applying to the EAU. Each map contains a graph that shows the frequency
distribution for the number of EAU eligible families per unique building. We briefly discuss
spatial patterns and other issues associated with each map below.

Graduated Symbol Map for NYCHA Buildings

Citywide Map 1 presents a graduated symbol map for 1,266 NYCHA buildings that one or more
EAU eligible families listed as a last address prior to applying at the EAU.

Visual patterns within the map indicate that the largest concentrations of NYCHA buildings that
produced homeless families were in the Bronx, in portions of Manhattan, and in portions of
Brooklyn. Several distinct clusters are evident in Queens; while NYCHA buildings that produce
homeless families are relatively sparse in Staten Island. The spatial distributions of NYCHA
buildings that produced homeless families appears to parallel the overall distribution of NYCHA
facilities in New York City.’

For NYCHA buildings, the number of eligible homeless families per building ranged from 1 to
18. The NYCHA building producing the largest number homeless families during the study
period (18) is located in Bronx CD 03. The official address of that building is 1402-1428
Webster Ave., and is a 247-unit building, according to HPD’s online data system.

Among these 1,266 NYCHA buildings, there are 514 buildings (41%) that produced only one
homeless family during the study period. The remaining 752 NYCHA buildings (59%) produced
two or more homeless families.

® It was beyond the scope of this analysis to assess the geographic distribution of homeless family producing
NYCHA facilities relative to the overall distribution of NYCHA buildings. It appears evident, however, that there is
a strong correlation.



Graduated Symbol Map for Mitchell-Lama Buildings

Citywide Map 2 presents a graduated symbol map for 207 homeless-family-producing Mitchell-
Lama buildings. Given the relatively small number of buildings, the overall distribution of
homeless-family-producing Mitchell-Lama buildings is not as dispersed as that of NYCHA
buildings. Homeless families coming from Mitchell-Lama buildings are rather concentrated in
sections of the Bronx and upper Manhattan. There are also several smaller concentrations evident
Brooklyn, notably in CDs 05 (the Starrett City and City Line areas) and 13 (Coney Island area).
Though relatively few families come from Mitchell-Lama buildings in Queens, a notable
concentration exists in CD 12 (Rochdale area).

The Mitchell-Lama building producing the largest number homeless families during the study
period (34) is located in Bronx CD 05. The official address of that building is 20 Richmond
Plaza, a 439-unit building, according to HPD’s database. Based on cases geo-matched to the
HPD buildings database, this building produced the largest number of eligible homeless families
in the city.

Among these 207 Mitchell-Lama buildings, there are 104 buildings (50%) that produced only
one homeless family during the study period. There are 103 Mitchell-Lama buildings (50%) that
produced two or more homeless families.

Graduated Symbol Map for Other Buildings

Citywide Map 3 presents a graduated symbol map for 12,896 homeless-family-producing
buildings that were designated as other (i.e., other than NYCHA or Mitchell-Lama). Not
surprisingly, these building are in more parts of the city than are NYCHA or Mitchell-Lama
buildings where homeless families come from. Distinctly heavy concentrations are evident in
large portions of the Bronx, in upper Manhattan, and in the northeast portion of the Brooklyn.
There are also several clusters of relative concentration evident in Queens. For other building
types, the number of eligible homeless families per building ranged between 1 and 14.



Geographic Patterns: Close-up Maps for Six Target CDs

Using graduated symbol maps, we examined the geographic distribution of building types and
the number of families per building for the six community districts that DHS has selected to be
part of its new prevention initiative. The format of the maps is similar to the citywide maps
above, except that all three building types are displayed simultaneously. We provide a brief
descriptive summary of each map below.

Manhattan Community District 11

There were 360 buildings from which homeless families came from in Manhattan CD 11. In
relative terms, this CD is more dense with homeless families who came from NYCHA addresses
than the other target CDs. As indicated in Table 1, while the majority of homeless producing
buildings in this CD were designated as other building types (71%), the proportion of buildings
that were identified as NYCHA (26%) was disproportionately high when compared to NYCHA
proportions for the city overall (2%) and the six pilot CDs combined (9%).

The proportion of families that reported their last address as a NYCHA facility in Manhattan CD
11 was even higher at 36% (compared 16% citywide and 16% across all six pilot CDs). In this
CD, average number of families per NYCHA building was 3.51. The reader is reminded once
again that these reported last addresses may include both official tenants of NYCHA as well as
unofficial, doubled-up families.

Spatial patterns evident in the Manhattan Community District 11 map reveal clusters of NYCHA
buildings dispersed among other buildings and several Mitchell-Lama buildings. Not
surprisingly, both NYCHA buildings and Mitchell-Lama buildings tended to produce more
families per building. This again can be partially attributed to the fact that these subsidized
housing buildings tend to be larger than buildings designated at other.

Bronx Community District 01

In terms of the proportion of building types, Bronx CD 01 resembles Manhattan CD 11. In Bronx
CD 01, a total of 357 unique buildings geo-matched the HPD file. This CD also is relatively
dense with homeless families who came from NYCHA addresses. As indicated in Table 1, while
the majority of homeless producing buildings in Bronx CD 01 were designated as other building
types (73%), the proportion of these buildings that were identified as NYCHA is comparatively
high (25%). The proportion of families that reported their last address as a NYCHA facility in
Bronx CD 01 is 42% (compared 16% citywide and 16% across all 6 pilot CDs). In this CD,
average number of families per NYCHA building was 3.51.



Spatial patterns in the Bronx CD 01 map reveal a mix of building types similar to Manhattan CD
11. This CD has a mixture of NYCHA buildings that yielded relatively large numbers of
homeless families per building and other building types that yielded fewer families per building.
There is a small cluster of 6 Mitchell-Lama buildings where a total of 10 homeless families had
lived in the center of the CD (just east of St. Mary’s Park).

Bronx Community District 06

In Bronx CD 06 all but a few of the buildings that produced homeless families during the study
period were other types of buildings. NYCHA buildings where homeless families had lived are
dispersed throughout the CD, as are Mitchell-Lama buildings. Several other type building
producing large numbers of homeless families per building are evident n the southern portion of
the CD.

Brooklyn Community District 03

Brooklyn CD 03 has relatively high concentration of NYCHA buildings that produced eligible
homeless. While the proportion such buildings that were NYCHA, 9%, is comparable to the
overall proportion for the city (9%), it does falls short of the proportions in Manhattan CD 11
and Bronx CD 01. Spatially, NYCHA buildings and other building types are relatively distinct.
In particular, there is a NYCHA housing project cluster in the northern portion of the CD (north
of Myrtle Ave.) that produced a large number of families as well as a smaller cluster in western
portion (below Dekalb Ave.). There are only few scattered Mitchell-Lama buildings in Brooklyn
CD 03 that produced homeless families.

Brooklyn Community District 04

Much like Bronx CD 06 just described, other building types account for most homeless family
last addresses in Brooklyn CD 04. A relatively small cluster of NYCHA building that yielded

homeless families is evident in the center of the CD. There are no Mitchell-Lama buildings in

Brooklyn CD 04 that produced homeless families.

Queens Community District 12

In Queens CD 12, the vast majority of building that produce homeless families are designated as
other types of buildings. There are, however, several distinct clusters of NYCHA buildings that
produced homeless families on or New York Blvd as well as an isolated cluster of Mitchell-
Lama buildings in the southern portion of the CD.
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Table 1-- Citywide and Pilot Program CD Comparisons by Building Type

Count of Unique
Buildings for EAU

Eligible Families
(HPD geomatch)
Building Type Citywide
NYCHA 1,266
Other 12,896
Total Geomatched 14,369 100.00%
Building Type 6 Pilot CDs
NYCHA 292
Other 3,079
Total Geomatched 3,426 100.00%

Building-Type-Categroy
Percentages

(% Based on Total Unique Buildings) Building

Individual Community Districts in DHS Pilot Initiative

Building Type Manhattan CD 11
NYCHA 92

Other 254

Total Geomatched 360 100.00%
Building Type Bronx CD 01

NYCHA 90

Other 261

Total Geomatched 357 100.00%
Building Type Bronx CD 06

NYCHA 5

Other 406

Total Geomatched 421 100.00%
Building Type Brooklyn CD 03
NYCHA 81

Other 855

Total Geomatched 946 100.00%
Building Type Brooklyn CD 04
NYCHA 9

Other 603

Total Geomatched 612 100.00%
Building Type Queens CD 12
NYCHA 15

Other 700

Total Geomatched

730 100.00%

Count of EAU
Unduplicated
Minimum Maximum Eligible Families
Families per ~ Families per ~ Mean Families by Building-Type-
Building per Building Category
18 2.52 3,184
14 1.30 16,785
34 1.42 20,466 100.00%
13 2.73 796
12 1.27 3,920
13 1.42 4,850 100.00%
8 2.41 222
6 1.39 353
10 1.72 620 100.00%
12 3.51 316
7 1.57 409
12 2.06 735 100.00%
6 3.00 15
12 1.58 643
12 1.66 700 100.00%
13 2.58 209
7 1.24 1,064
13 1.36 1,288 100.00%
2 1.33 12
4 1.12 674
4 112 686 100.00%
3 1.47 22
7 1.11 77
7 112 821 100.00%

EAU Eligible Family
Percentages (% Based on
Total Unduplicated EAU
Families)




Eligible Homeless Families per Building:
NYCHA Buildings*

Eligible Homeless Families per Building
NYCHA Buildings
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Eligible Homeless Families per Building Histogram
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* NYCHA building status based on HPD building-geomatch.

Data Sources: DHS Client Tracking System and HPD Buildings Data File.
Note: Quality of map color and resolution may be printer dependent.




Citywide Map 2

Eligible Homeless Families per Building:
Mitchell-Lama Buildings®

Eligible Homeless Families per Building:
Mitchell Lama Buildings
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* Mitchell-Lama building status based on HPD building-geomatch.

Data Sources: DHS Client Tracking System and HPD Buildings Data File.
Note: Quality of map color and resolution may be printer dependent.




















































































































































































































































































































































































