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ORGANIZATIONAL
DESCRIPTIONS

Northwest Bronx Community and Clergy Coalition
The mission of the Northwest Bronx Community and Clergy Coalition (NWBCCC)
is to unite area residents to identify common problems and then work together to
solve them. The NWBCCC is a coalition of 9 neighborhood associations and issue
committees that seek social, economic and racial justice and the empowerment of
northwest Bronx residents. At present it is engaged in tenant organizing to pre-
serve affordable housing, parent and teen organizing to improve area schools and
expand school capacity and neighborhood organizing to retain essential commu-
nity services. The NWBCCC seeks to build a large and diverse membership that
reflects the diversity of the people who live in the Northwest Bronx. People join the
organization through active participation in tenant associations, block associa-
tions, congregations, neighborhood committees and issue committees.

Community Development Project of the Urban Justice Center
Launched in September of 2001, the Community Development Project (CDP) of the
Urban Justice Center (UJC) partners with community-based organizations in low-
income neighborhoods and communities of color throughout New York City to pro-
vide legal, technical and research assistance to promote and strengthen their
organizing and advocacy goals and strategies. We promote civic participation and
build social capital in the communities where such services are most desperately
needed in the following ways: 1) By representing our client groups on organiza-
tional matters and community development projects that strengthen the econom-
ic infrastructure of low-income communities; 2) By engaging in creative litigation
that builds and preserves economic and social assets in low-income communities;
and 3) By utilizing applied social science research methods to measure communi-
ty needs, strengthen local knowledge about such needs and inform public dis-
course about meeting such needs. The Research and Policy Initiative, the area of
CDP involved in this project, is guided by participatory-action research methodol-
ogy, which explicitly seeks to address issues of power, leadership development and
capacity-building through the participation in decision-making and the promotion
of ownership by community members of the research process and outcomes.  
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1 According to a list of all Scattered Site addresses

released to the Urban Justice Center pursuant a

Freedom of Information request on June 10, 2004, 32 of

the 112 Bronx-based buildings were in the zip codes

10453, 10457 and 10468, which encompasses the Mt.

Hope neighborhood.  

2 The Scattered Site Task Force is an initiative spear-

headed by community members and staff of the

Northwest Bronx Community Clergy Coalition, a non-

profit housing rights organization.  

3 See Office of New York City Comptroller William C.

Thompson, Jr., Audit Report on Department of

Homeless Services Controls Over Payments to Hotel

and Scattered Site Housing Operators July 1, 2001 –

June 30, 2002. October 1, 2003 (cited hereinafter as

“Comptroller’s Report.”; Office of the New York City

Public Advocate Betsy Gotbaum. Scatter Site Housing =

Scatter Brain Housing. May 2003 (cited hereinafter as

“Public Advocate’s Report.”); and selected newspaper

articles released including: Kaufman, L., “‘Temporary’

Homeless Plan Keeps Growing in New York.”  New

York Times, December 24, 2002;  Topousis, T., “City’s

Rent Waste Pays Slum Landlords $72M a Year for

‘Welfare Hotels’.” New York Post, November 25, 2002;

Grossman, J., “Shelter Skelter.”  City Limits, March

2002, Vol 27(3); Moss, J. & Wichert, W., “Landlord

Linked to Dozens of Problem Buildings.” Norwood

News, December 2002; and Haddon, H. “City Homeless

Program Rewards Bad Landlords.” Norwood News,

December 2002. 

4 In Saltonstall, D., “Hellhole apartments for homeless

at $3,000 a month.” Daily News, October 3, 2003, Gibbs

stated that the program will be phased out in

December 2005.  In Cooper, M., “City to phase out scat-

ter-site apartments for homeless families.” New York

Times, May 20, 2003, Commissioner Gibbs stated that

she hoped to phase out the program in one to three

years; Department of Homeless Services. City Council

Hearing on the FY05 Preliminary Budget and Mayor’s

Management Report, March 23, 2004. p. 3.  Retrieved

October 12th, 2005 from

http://64.233.161.104/search?q=cache:NSmdGKHUjqk

J:www.nyc.gov/html/dhs/pdf/test032304.pdf+Commis

sioner+Gibbs+and+Scatter+Site+Program&hl=en (cited

hereinafter as “Management Report to City Council).

See Section III for more discussion about DHS changes

in the program. 
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INTRODUCTION
In late 2001 and early 2002 residents of the Mt. Hope neighborhood of the
Bronx, where well over a quarter of the borough’s Scattered Site buildings are
concentrated, began to feel the adverse impacts of this “temporary” transi-
tional shelter program.1 Moreover, many of the operators to which the
Department of Homeless Services (DHS) was paying $97 a day, or $3,000 a
month, to house a homeless family were the very landlords against whom ten-
ants and the City had been struggling for years to maintain their buildings and
provide adequate services. With the introduction of the program into their
buildings, residents in rent-regulated apartments witnessed even further dete-
rioration of living conditions and increasing unresponsiveness from landlords
to their accumulating repair needs. In addition, they experienced more aggres-
sive attempts to evict them from their apartments through tactics such as
harassment, bribes and negligence. Meanwhile, homeless families were being
housed in units with poor living conditions. The provision of social services
originally meant to facilitate their timely transition into stable housing ranged,
in most cases, from inadequate to non-existent. Efforts to speak out or report
these problems were commonly received with threats or active negligence.

As a result, Mt. Hope residents and Scattered Site tenants formed the Scattered
Site Task Force in the fall of 2002, recognizing their shared problems and iden-
tifying the serious threat posed by the program to the long-term housing stabili-
ty of low-income community members.2 As there was very little public informa-
tion about the program, the Task Force, with the support of the Community
Development Project of the Urban Justice Center, set out to uncover the specifics
of its legal and programmatic structure and expose its negative effects on tenants
and homeless families alike. In the summer and fall of 2003 after meeting with
members of the NWBCCC's Scattered Site Task Force, the offices of the New York
City Public Advocate and the New York City Comptroller released two important
reports. Several major media outlets ran pieces denouncing similar problems in
the program to those the Task Force members and community members were
highlighting.3 The reports and media attention exposed structural failures of the
program, particularly the lack of formal contracts between the City and the pro-
gram operators.   

In response to the increased public criticism and in recognition of the problems
with the program, DHS Commissioner Linda Gibbs announced in October, 2003
that the agency would phase out the program. Although dates by which this
would happen have varied as reported in several newspaper articles, in a report
to the City Council Gibbs said, “DHS remains committed to ending the scatter site
program, while also ensuring our ongoing ability to provide shelter to record
numbers of homeless families”.4 With homelessness on the rise, it is unclear that
this will happen any time soon. Along with the decrease of new Scattered Site
units over the past two years since its height in 2001 and 2002, DHS made some
changes to address the most pressing problems of the program, including the ter-
mination of the Scattered Site owners/operators with the worst records of mis-
management and the creation of a system to evaluate the social service compo-
nent.5 As more fully described in Section II, this has been done largely in an
uneven manner, however, and with little collaboration with community organiza-
tions working in neighborhoods most widely impacted.



Scattered Dreams: Methodology and key findings
In order to portray a more complicated and complete analysis of the Scattered
Site program, Scattered Dreams seeks to give voice and a human face to the
communities and families impacted by this program, while exposing the sys-
temic problems and issues inherent in the program’s approach to addressing
the homeless crisis in the City. Therefore, our research integrates nineteen in-
depth interviews with Scattered Site families and long-term residents from
half of the Scattered Site buildings in the Mt. Hope neighborhood, with quan-
titative data sources pertaining to the program and the communities in which
it is implemented.6

The findings of our research clearly show continued and serious problems with-
in the implementation of the Scattered Site program. While not new news in some
respects, the report points to ongoing failures of the program to respond effec-
tively to the problem of homelessness and homeless families that it was devel-
oped to address. What has yet to be fully disclosed and included in the public and
policy debate, however, is how this program actually serves to exacerbate the
homelessness crisis in low-income communities. In addition to taking affordable
and rent-regulated units off the market to shelter homeless families, it is also pro-
viding incentives to Scattered Site owners/operators to move out current resi-
dents in rent-regulated units to make way for more lucrative, City-funded tenants.
Those residents previously in stable housing, in turn, find themselves at risk of
homelessness themselves. The reality for these families is that their search for an
affordable place to live will be even more difficult, as the program has taken
2,206 units of affordable housing off the market for temporary shelter use since
2000.8 Residents overall, as a result, are facing an increasing affordable housing
crisis in their communities.

The Scattered Site program is catching low-income families in a merciless
revolving door. Rather than developing strategies to address the real problems
causing homelessness- among them the lack of economic opportunity and
affordable housing, the City has spent inordinate amounts of public funds in a
manner that exacerbates homelessness and affordable housing crises. And all
the while, Scattered Site owners/operators are reaping the benefits, not tenants
or people in need of shelter. 

5 It has been difficult to obtain an exact number of total

Scattered Site units currently in operation in the City

today, despite several inquiries. As per a Freedom of

Information Act requested by the Urban Justice Center,

DHS disclosed in a letter dated October 1, 2004 that the

following numbers of units were started in each calen-

dar year: 51 apartments in 2000; 1231 apartments in

2001; 882 apartments in 2003; 42 apartments in 2004.

Again, it is impossible to know from this data how

many of those units still house homeless families.

Commissioner Gibbs did state in her management

report to City Council in March, 2004 as previously

cited that DHS had “reduced scatter site capacity” by

323 units and that 40 more were expected to be

reduced by the end of that month.   See Section II of this

report for more information about the social service

evaluation. 

6 See appendix for more detailed description of

methodology.

8 Department of Homeless Services. Freedom of

Information request released to the Urban Justice

Center, October 1, 2004.  
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Rather than developing strategies to address the
real problems causing homelessness- among them
the lack of economic opportunity and affordable
housing, the City has spent inordinate amounts of
public funds in a manner that exacerbates home-
lessness and affordable housing crises.
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Our report is divided into the following sections: 
Section I: The Problem places the report’s analysis and findings related to
the Scattered Site program and its effect on affordable housing into a
broader context of social and economic hardship in New York City low-
income communities. 

Section II: The Failures of the Scattered Site Shelter Program outlines the
on-going problems and failures of this temporary, transitional shelter pro-
gram to effectively address the homelessness crisis. 

Section III: The Impact clearly highlights the winners and the losers of the
more than one hundred million dollar investment by New York City
through the Scattered Site program.

Section IV: Recommendations draws from the analysis of the report to put
forth concrete and timely recommendations to improve strategies to pro-
vide temporary housing to homeless families and prevent low-income fam-
ilies from entering the system in the first place. 



9 United States Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census of

Population. Socioeconomic profile New York City.

Retrieved June 25, 2004 from:
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10 US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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12 Leonhardt, D.  “More Americans were uninsured and

poor in 2003, Census Finds,” The New York Times,

August 27, 2004. (Cited hereinafter as More Americans

were uninsured)

13 Levitan, M. “Poverty in New York City, 2003.  Where

is the Recovery?  Where was the Recession?”

September, 2004. Retrieved September 20th, 2004 from

http://www.cssny.org/pdfs/PovertyNYC2003.pdf  

14 More Americans were uninsured

15 Community Service Society.  The Unheard Third,

2004: Bringing the voices of low-income New Yorkers

to the policy debate.  August, 2004. P. 22 (cited here-

inafter as Unheard Third.)

16 Association for Neighborhood and Housing

Development.  Inequitable Enforcement; The Crises of

Housing Code Enforcement in New York City, 2003. P.

11 & 12 (Cited hereinafter as Inequitable Enforcement)

17 State of New York City’s Housing and Neighborhoods

2003. Previti, Denise., Schill, Michael.  Furman Center

for Real Estate and Urban Policy. P. 72 – 77. (Cited here-

inafter as State of New York City’s Housing.)

18 New York City, Department of City Planning.

Retrieved from:

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popdiv.htl 

19 New York City, Department of City Planning.

Retrieved from:

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/census/popdiv.htl

20 Farther Out of Reach than Ever. (2003) National Low

Income Housing Coalition. Retrieved on June 24th,

2004 from: http://www.nlihc.org/oor2003/ 

21 State of New York City’s Housing, Pg 277
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SECTION I: THE PROBLEM
The crisis among low-income communities in New York: a revolving
door from precarious housing to homelessness

Before discussing the housing crisis in low-income communities, it is important
to put the economic crisis in New York City in context.  Poverty rates, unemploy-
ment and the extent to which families are shelter poor are all clearly connected
and indicators of hardship.  Thousands of low-income New Yorkers walk a fine
line in terms of economic stability. As discussed in Sections II and III, ill-con-
ceived investments and strategies can tip that balance and push families and
communities into situations of crisis. 

Lack of Economic Opportunity
It is no secret that New York City is a hostile environment for its 345,834 fami-
lies living below the poverty line.9 The beginning of the 21st century brought an
even greater crisis for the most vulnerable of New Yorkers. The unemployment
rate in the City rose to 6.3% in August, 2004 from 5.7% in January, 200110, well
above the national average of 5.4%.11

The United States Census Bureau announced in the end of August that the 2001
recession hit poor and middle-income Americans the hardest in the long run.12

Although the recession officially ended in November 2001, it did not lead to a
recovery in the job market according to The National Bureau of Economic
Research.13 Moreover, the number of Americans without health insurance has
increased for the third straight year and the percentage of Americans below
poverty is steadily rising.14 Although the New York City poverty rate has been rel-
atively stable when compared to the nation, the prediction is that these figures
will not improve much in the near future. For low-income New Yorkers, a weak
economy means limited jobs, increased poverty, and, as a result, difficulties pay-
ing rent, the single largest monthly expense.15

Affordable Housing Crisis
The crisis in the affordable housing stock is a serious contributor to the hardship
among low-income New Yorkers. The 2002 New York Housing and Vacancy
Survey indicated that just under a quarter of households (22.7%) in the City spent
more than half of their gross income on rent. The median monthly contract rent,
which excludes tenant payments for utilities and fuel, was $706 in New York City;
almost 20% more than the national average. However, New Yorkers’ median
incomes were approximately 9% less than the national average.16

The three neighborhoods that pay the highest percentage of their income on rent
in the City all are located in the Bronx.17 On average, New Yorkers spend 26.5%
of their income on rent, while community members in the northwest Bronx sec-
tion of University Heights/Fordham, which is the focus neighborhood for our
research and this report, spend an average of 34.7% of their income on monthly
rent.18 This is the second highest rate in the City.19

As indicated in the 2003 National Low-Income Housing Coalition’s Rental Housing
for America’s Poor Families: Farther Out of Reach than Ever, an individual would
have to earn $20.63 an hour ($42,920 year), which equals almost four full-time
jobs at minimum wage to afford a two-bedroom rental unit at the fair market
rents.20 This is inaccessible for many low-income families living in the University
Heights/Fordham section of the Bronx where the average income is $20, 800.21



SECTION I

22 As part of a settlement of litigation surrounding the

New York City homeless system, a Special Master

Panel was appointed to evaluate and make recommen-

dations for how to improve shelter and homelessness

prevention strategies. Family Homelessness Prevention

Report. November, 2003. New York City Family

Homelessness Special Master Panel.  P 3 (cited here-

inafter as SMP Report)

243 Unheard Third.  pp. 9 – 12. 

24 New York City Department of Homeless Services

(2004) Historical Data. Retrieved on June 25, 2004 from:

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dhs/downloads/pdf/histda-

ta.pdf  (cited hereinafter as DHS Historical Data)

25 Inequitable Enforcement.

26 DHS Historical Data

27 DHS Historical Data
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It is no wonder, therefore, that low-income New
York City residents in an annual survey conducted
by the Community Services Society responded that
the preservation and development of affordable
housing should be the most urgent concern of
elected officials.23

Alarming Growth in Homelessness Crisis
With such an adverse economic burden on low-
income families and the crisis in the available
affordable housing stock, many face seriously
insecure housing conditions and thousands are
becoming homeless a year. According to the
New York City Department of Homeless Services (DHS), the homeless crisis in
New York City continues to grow at an alarming rate.24 In the last five years alone,
there was an 82% increase in shelter demand in New York City.25 During 2003,
the number of New Yorkers in shelters reached an all time high with 38,310 men,
women, and children sleeping in shelters a night.26 Families in the shelter system
nearly doubled over the course of the five years between 1999 and 2003.27

What has been the City’s response to the problem?
Given the increasing burdens placed on NYC’s working poor in their efforts to
attain secure, stable and decent housing coupled with the rising number of home-
less New Yorkers, how has the City responded?  With an aggressive program that
strikes at the root of the affordable housing crisis, or with ‘emergency’ measures
that further eat away at the fabric of families, neighborhoods and homes to the
benefit of private, for-profit Scattered Site owners/operators? Unfortunately, the
Scattered Site Shelter Program, one of the City responses to this crisis and the
subject of our research and report, represents the latter. 

The Family Homelessness Special Master Panel
commissioned by Mayor Bloomberg found in its
assessment of homelessness in the City that rent
burdens are increasing faster than wages or the
public assistance shelter allowance, and that the
stock of available, affordable housing has declined.
Moreover, poor housing conditions create crises
that serve to push people to seek other shelter.22
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28 Letter from the Department of Homeless Services

dated June 10, 2004  in response to a Freedom of

Information Request submitted by the Urban Justice

Center. 

29 In the report we refer to the neighborhood of focus

using two names, Mt Hope and University

Heights/Fordham, which are the same general areas;

however, with minor variation in boundaries.  Mt Hope

covers the zip codes 10453, 10457, 10468 and is, in gen-

eral, the name with which community member identify.

University Heights/Fordham is the community district

and used as the boundaries for secondary data sources.

SECTION II: THE FAILURES OF THE
SCATTERED SITE SHELTER
PROGRAM TO ADDRESS THE CRISIS
Scattered Site Shelter Program

With the dramatic increase in the number of homeless families, the Department
of Homeless Services (DHS) for New York City created the Scattered Site Shelter
Program in 2000 as a temporary program to alleviate the lack of shelter space.
The program places approved homeless families who come through the
Emergency Assistance Unit (EAU) into vacant apartments, paying up to $3,000 a
month per family to the Scattered Site owners/operators for the unit and to pro-
vide minimal social services to the family to facilitate their transition into perma-
nent housing.  As of March 2004, 13,375 families have been in the program and
$165,637,247 has been paid out to operators of buildings since the program’s
inception.28

The following sections of this report are dedicated to highlighting the on-going
failures of this “temporary” transitional shelter program and expose the long-
term crisis it is creating in low-income communities where it has been imple-
mented, focusing specifically on the impact in the Mt Hope neighborhood located
in the University Heights/Fordham neighborhood of the northwest Bronx.29
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SECTION II



30 For HPD Online go to: http://www.nyc.gov/html/

hpd/html/online-tools/hpd-online-portal.html 

31 State of New York City’s Housing.

32 Data on levels and severity of housing code viola-

tions were accessed on August 19, 2004 from the NYC

Department of Housing, Preservation and Development

Online database http://www.nyc.gov/html/hpd/html/

online-tools/hpd-online-portal.html.

33 Public Advocate’s Report.

34 Memo from Senora Selsey, Family Hotel Program

Director, and Steve Smith, Scattered-Site Coordinator, July

17, 2002, released to the Urban Justice Center pursuant a

Freedom of Information Law request June 18, 2003.  

35 Letter dated April 1, 2003 to providers from Linda

Sullivan, Family Intake and Reception Division of Family

Services, DHS obtained pursuant a Freedom of

Information Law request from June 18, 2004. 

36 Allen, Iris, Records Access Officer, Department of

Homeless Services. Phone Interview. May, 2004

37 Uniting for Solutions beyond Shelter: The Action Plan for

New York City. June 2004 The City of New York, Office of the

Mayor.  Pg. 27 (cited hereinafter as Uniting for Solutions.)
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Failure #1: Poor living conditions for homeless families and lack of
City agency coordination
Homeless families have faced poor living conditions in the apartments and build-
ings in which DHS has placed them through the Scattered Site Program.
Individuals interviewed cited numerous critical housing code violations, includ-
ing lack of heat, leaking or collapsing ceilings, rats, mice, roaches, exposed wires
and no locks on windows, to name only a few.  

DHS did not have to go very far to find out that their chances of placing families
into violation-filled buildings in the Mt. Hope neighborhood would be high.
Minimally, the agency could have checked the Department of Housing,
Preservation and Development’s (HPD) online database that registers housing
code violations.30 They would have found, as others have, that University
Heights/Fordham ranks the highest in New York City for average number of
maintenance deficiencies per unit and for percent of housing units with five or
more maintenance deficiencies. Moreover, it is the sixth highest ranking neigh-
borhood for number of serious violations per 1,000 rental housing units.31 The
map of levels and severity of housing code violations in Scattered Site buildings
located in this section of the Bronx illustrates the serious nature of the violations
in many of the buildings for which DHS is paying to house homeless families.  A
total of 7,842 violations were reported in the Bronx Scattered Site buildings.32

Additionally, DHS could have visited the neighborhoods where they were consid-
ering sheltering their clients, and interviewed tenants and community organiza-
tions who have dealt extensively with the buildings’ Scattered Site owners/oper-
ators. They would have quickly discovered a history of landlord negligence in
many of these locations. The Public Advocate’s May 2003 report Scatter Site
Housing=Scatter Brain Housing exposed interesting facts about some of the
prominent operators of Scattered Site buildings, including bribery charges, arrest
for failure to correct unsafe building code violations, and charges for using scare
tactics to evict low rent tenants.33

Landlords with poor records of housing maintenance and sketchy legal histories
hardly seem to be the kind of operators to implement a transitional housing pro-
gram for the City effectively and efficiently. Unfortunately, there has been an obvi-
ous lack of coordination between the City agencies and little to no interaction with
renters and the communities whose stability are now threatened by the ill-con-
ceived Scattered Site Program.    

Failure #2: Homeless families not being transitioned to permanent housing 
DHS states that it is “fully committed to fostering the timely and appropriate
movement of eligible clients into permanent housing.”34 Regardless of the millions
of dollars channeled towards the Scattered Site Shelter program, it has floun-
dered in achieving this mission. Homeless families in the program are not effec-
tively and rapidly moving into permanent housing. DHS itself said that it was
“distressed” about the low placement rates of clients into stable housing due to
rejections for rental assistance and subsidies, or because clients had never even
applied after many months in the system.35

Unfortunately, it is neither possible to know the length of stay in the program of
the 13,375 families who have passed through it over the past three and a half
years, nor the rate of success once placed into permanent housing, as DHS does
not maintain records to track this information.36 We do know that the average
stay in the City’s shelter system overall is eleven months, already inordinately
long to be considered transitional.37

SECTION II

“I’ve been in here going on three years.  Each
one (building) I went into…is just terrible. It is
like they don’t care about the shelter person
so much, but (what they care about) is getting
paid. So much that they don’t choose to fix it
(the problems).  The pipes are rusty.  The walls
got rats coming out of them.  The ceiling is
dropping.  They just try to put more plywood
and sheet rock and plaster on it thinking it’s
going to fix it, but the problem is still
there.”Scattered Site resident

“The ceiling in my daughter’s room fell, and it
was this much from hitting her head as she
was sleeping.” Scattered Site resident 

“There is no lock on the front door, no security,
from the 3rd floor to the 6th floor, there is
garbage everywhere. The elevators don’t
work.  They fix it, but two days later it’s broke
again. My kids have opened up the door and it
was empty all the way down to the basement.
If somebody fell from there, they could die.  In
the apartments, the windows are broken, the
smoke alarms don’t work.” Scatter Site resident



SECTION II

10 SCATTERED DREAMS

0 0.25 0.5

Mile s

S ource : NY C  D e pa rtm ent
 o f H ome le ss  S ervice s

U N I V E R S I T Y  H E I G H T S  /  F O R D H A MU N I V E R S I T Y  H E I G H T S  /  F O R D H A M

L E V E L S  A N D  S E V E R I T Y  O F  T H EL E V E L S  A N D  S E V E R I T Y  O F  T H E
H O U S I N G  C O D E  V I O L A T I O N SH O U S I N G  C O D E  V I O L A T I O N S

I N  S C A T T E R E D  S I T E  B U I L D I N G SI N  S C A T T E R E D  S I T E  B U I L D I N G S

C las s  o f V io la tio n

C

B

A

Map 2



SECTION II

SCATTERED DREAMS 11

38 Eighteen months was found as the average stay

among the 11 Scattered Site residents interviewed

through our research. 

39 As outlined in the Scatter-Site DHS Social Service

Requirements  May, 2001 provided to operators by DHS

on August 18, 2003, required social services include the

following: (1) apartments must be cleaned and inspect-

ed prior to arrival of new client; (2) contact by a case

worker must take place within 24 hours of a family’s

arrival;  (3) provision of a crib for a child under 3 years;

(4) contact with the Board of Education upon arrival and

move-out for families with school-aged children; (5)

after 90 days of residency, the opportunity to complete

a NYC Housing Authority Application (NYCHA) and an

Emergency Assistance Re-housing Program Application

(EARP) must be offered; (6) case worker must maintain

a case ratio of 1 : 25, be at the home office Monday –

Friday, 9 am to 12 pm; (7) provider must supply DHS with

a 24/7 contact person and telephone number, including

holidays and weekends; and (8) clients must sign a

Client Reauthorization Form, which is a form to be

signed every two weeks by residents so that payments

can be processed along with billing claim form.

40 A November 14th, 2001 memorandum from Sanora

Selsey, Hotel Program Director  for DHS to Scattered-Site

Operators states that caseworkers must; 1) exhibit

knowledge of basic social work principles and skills espe-

cially in dealing with homelessness and seeking shelter,

2) possess a Bachelor’s degree in a related field to Social

Work, an Associate’s degree in a closely related field and

have at least 2 years experience in the field, or a High

School Diploma and 5 years experience in working in

areas that require social services assistance.

Inadequacy of social service
The provision of social services in a transitional shelter program to help stabilize
homeless families and get them into permanent housing is of critical importance
to those who find themselves in this situation of crisis. Although the Scattered Site
Program explicitly includes and financially allots for the provision of social serv-
ices, in practice, those services are less than adequate and far from effective in
achieving DHS’ goal. A memo from DHS to Scattered Site Operators in May 2001
outlines the extent of services they are expected to meet as part of the $3,000 a
month they are given for each family placed in their building, including cleaned
and inspected units upon arrival of a new resident, provision of the opportunity
for the resident to complete applications for subsidized housing, access to a case
worker, and compliance with obtaining resident’s signature on a form necessary
for processing of payments.39 This is hardly the comprehensive support necessary
for those families that are in need of services. 

According to the Scattered Site residents interviewed for this report, the extent
and quality of social and support services provided were inadequate, at best. A
few interviewees reported a minimal level of support and assistance from their
caseworkers. The majority cited serious problems with caseworkers and frustra-
tion with the program. Several residents said that caseworkers only came around
twice a month to have them sign the Client Reauthorization Form required for the
operator to receive reimbursement from the City. Other residents reported that
this was not even happening. In fact, these residents said they had not signed this
form for numerous months. Several residents expressed that their caseworkers
were incompetent, losing important paperwork that negatively impacted their
process of obtaining permanent housing. Additional residents stated that they
knew of no case workers or social services in their building at all.  

Although problems are expressed as individual experiences with case workers’
apathy, incompetence or inability to respond to the complexity of families’ needs,
they reflect a broader, systemic failure. Of principle concern is the lack of stan-
dards for social service provision. Rather than requiring professionally trained
social work agencies with successful track records of providing the type of serv-
ices needed by families in situations of crisis, the Scattered Site Program leaves
the contracting out of these services to the discretion of the Scattered Site own-
ers/operators, who are business people, not social work administrators.
Moreover, DHS guidelines set forth very low standards for the level of profes-
sional social work training case workers need to have and nowhere do they
require that a professionally trained social worker supervise caseworkers to
ensure compliance with proper social work practice and protocol.40

Our research revealed, however, that Scattered Site resi-
dents can expect their wait for stable housing to be
even longer, as the average length of stay for families
was eighteen months.38

“There are too many homeless people and the
system is overworked.  I don’t feel that I am
helped.  They need to speed up the process
for permanent housing.  I am given excuses,
lost applications and am pushed around with
these services.” 
Scatter Site resident 

“The worker comes by once every two weeks
to get the papers signed but nothing else.”
Scattered Site resident 

...Scattered Site owners/operators are not qualified to
oversee the provision of critical services to such a high-
need population.



SECTION II

41 Information released by DHS pursuant a Freedom of

Information Request by the Records Access Officer on

June 10, 2004. 

42 Memorandum to Scattered Site Social Services

dated July 17th, 2002 released by DHS pursuant a

Freedom of Information request on June 18, 2003. 

43 Information released by DHS pursuant a Freedom of

Information Request by the Records Access Officer on

June 10, 2004.

44 Comptroller’s Report.

45 Comptroller’s Report. 

46 Bernstein, A. and Eddings, A.  “Handshake Hotels

part 3- How a few big landlords benefit from NYC’s

homeless placement system,”   June 25-27, 2003,

http://www.wnyc.org/news/articles/17637 (cited here-

inafter as Handshake Hotels.) 

47 Comptroller’s Report.
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It would appear from our research that, in some cases, operators simply established a
social service entity under a separate, though similar, name as the operator.  In many
cases, there is no agency name listed at all for the social service provider, and the mail-
ing address of the operator is given for social service correspondence.  Moreover, the
contact name for social services is also frequently the contact for the operator.41

Regardless, it is clear that established and reputable social service providers are not
being contracted with as part of the arrangement operators have with the City. As a
result, our findings show that Scattered Site owners/operators are not qualified to over-
see the provision of critical services to such a high-needs population.

DHS has made some efforts to improve the social service provision for Scattered
Site homeless families. The agency conducted a 21/2-hour training session during
the months of July and August, 2002 for caseworkers on how to help families
complete the Emergency Assistance Rehousing Program (EARP) and New York
City Housing Authority (NYCHA) Housing Application Forms accurately.42 In addi-
tion, they developed an evaluation tool for social service provision, which is
essentially a checklist of what needs to be offered to shelter families.43

Unfortunately, these efforts have been too little and too late and, with little over-
sight of and accountability for social service provision, do little to address the
structural problems that permit for inadequate and ineffective services.  

Failure #3: System breakdown: No contracts, no transparency, no
accountability
Due to the stated “temporary” nature of the program, DHS did not enter into formal
contracts with the Scattered Site owners/operators to whom they were paying mil-
lions in public monies to administer the Scattered Site Shelter program.44 Because of
the absence of registered contracts with the City Comptroller, oversight of the pro-
gram has been near to impossible.45 The City Comptroller in a September 2003 Audit
Report denounced the behind-closed-doors “gentlemen’s agreements” into which
DHS entered with a handful of Scattered Site owners/operators.46 The audit found
DHS in non-compliance with the City Charter and stated the following:

Given the absence of formal contracts, we question how the Department
can enforce performance standards and ensure that operators provide
safe and sanitary conditions to clients.47

“Some of those case workers just go to
work to get their pay checks and they don’t
care if you’re going anywhere.” 
Scattered Site resident. 

“I have been in here for three years and
have had five different case workers.  I
have completed around eight applications
for subsidized housing vouchers. It was
only through my own investigation that I
found that portions of my applications were
missing when it was filed with Section 8
authorities. I think they were intentionally
sabotaged in order to keep me in this apart-
ment through Scattered Site so the landlord
could make more money.”  
Scattered Site resident 

“If DHS has produced any document with my
signature on it within the last five months, it is
not my signature. They must have been forg-
ing it if they produced it. Three weeks ago, a
new case worker appeared and tried to get
me to sign a document I had never seen
before – supposedly it was my service plan
for transitioning to permanent housing that
they are supposed to work with you on from
the beginning. I refused to sign it. I have been
here for three years. I had never seen it
before.” Scattered Site Tenant

Hope is a single mother of a 3-year old
boy in her early 20s. She has been
homeless for three years since she left
an abusive relationship. She lived with
her mother, but they were evicted and,
since then, Hope and her son have
moved to seven different locations in
the DHS system.
Hope’s apartment is roach and rat infest-
ed. The hot water consistently does not
work, and the pipes in her apartment are
rusty and constantly leaking.  In a previ-
ous apartment, her ceiling was so bad
that it literally fell on top of her.
Hope hardly sees her case worker and,
when she does, it is only to sign a role

log.  She has asked the caseworker for
applications for permanent housing
repeatedly, however the caseworker has
said that he forgot to bring them.  
Hope’s landlord threatened to kick her
out and send her back to the EAU
(Emergency Assistance Unit)  when she
signed papers in protest of the condi-
tions in her apartment saying she is not
supposed to participate in such organiz-
ing efforts. Hope has also experienced
tensions with the permanent tenants in
the building who don’t want homeless
families living with them. 

SCATTERED SITE TENANT PROFILE



The answer to the Comptroller’s question
is that DHS cannot and has not enforced
adequate standards and conditions to
homeless families and the communities in
which the program is located.   

Through telephone interviews with staff
from DHS and the Comptroller’s office, we
were informed that they were in the
process of negotiating contracts with a few
operators in the program and that public

hearings were taking place.48 After making several follow up calls and emails to
DHS and Community Board members in the University Heights/ Fordham neigh-
borhood, however, we were unable to obtain any information about public hear-
ings that had occurred or were scheduled to take place. Moreover, according to a
Freedom of Information request to DHS released to us on October 7th, there are
no written contracts or agreements in existence, signed or unsigned, to date.

Section Conclusion
Almost four years into this temporary program and a year after broad public crit-
icism, the Scattered Site program continues to be extremely problematic, both in
terms of its failure to effectively provide support and services to families to suc-
cessfully transition them to stable housing and the unacceptable conditions under
which families are living while in the program. But as homeless families lose out
in the deal closed on just a handshake, Scattered Site owners/operators continue
to come out as big winners, as millions of public dollars line their pockets.   
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48 Phone interviews with Karl Pitter from DHS, July

2004 and Michael Morgese from the NYC Office of the

Comptroller, October, 2004. Based on the telephone

conversation with Karl Pitter, DHS, establishing con-

tracts with landlords is known as the process.  It

involves: 1) The operator sends in its contract proposal

to the relevant Community Board; 2) the contract pro-

posal is read at the public hearing and the proposal and

the budget are debated; 3) if all is agreed to, the oper-

ator and DHS sign the contract: 4) the contract is sent

to the Mayor's Office of Contracts: 5) the contract is

sent to the Comptroller for records; and 6) only after the

contract is registered, does it take effect.

The tolerance of poor living conditions, failure to transi-
tion homeless families to permanent housing, and lax
implementation of social services are the direct out-
comes of a program with no formal standards, mecha-
nisms of accountability and means of enforcement.



49 The amounts operators received from DHS to admin-

ister the Scattered Site program in their buildings

ranged from $642, 976 to $32, 117, 509, and the aver-

age among the 21 operators was $7,887,488, as per

data obtained pursuant a Freedom of Information

request from DHS dated October 1, 2004.

50 Amount based on the rent roll for a one bedroom apart-

ment in one Scattered Site building in which NWBCCC is

organizing with. This is much higher than the average

market rent of $578 for this neighborhood as stated in the

State of NYC Housing and Neighborhoods 2003 report

51 Based on interview with staff from Hogar, a similar

Scattered Site program for people living with HIV/AIDS.

52 Grossman, J. “Shelter Skelter,”  City Limits, New

York, March 31 2002, Vol 27(3), p. 22. Information pro-

vided UJC by staff at Partnership for the Homeless, a

leading homeless services provider in New York City,

showed that the level of services provided through the

DHS Scattered Site Shelter Program could be provided

for as low as $42.

53 Data released from DHS pursuant a Freedom of

Information Law request May 17, 2002.

54 The average stay of the Scattered Site residents inter-

viewed in our research.  Note that DHS does not keep

records of this information, as per their response to a

Freedom of Information request dated June 10, 2004.
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SECTION III: THE IMPACT 
Who are the winners? Scattered Site Operators! 

The City is paying Scattered Site owners/operators significant amounts of money,
in many cases millions of dollars, ostensibly to transition families out of their
buildings and into permanent housing as soon as possible.49 In other words,
Scattered Site owners/operators are responsible for putting themselves out of
business. If Scattered Site owners/operators did a good job by permanently hous-
ing homeless tenants in a timely fashion, they would stand to lose out on a great
deal of profit. Particularly as DHS promises to phase out the program and is
decreasing their placements of Scattered Site families in some buildings, land-
lords do not have an incentive to work for the best interest of families. As for-
profit entities, their incentive, we can assume, is to maximize profits. 

And Scattered Site owners/operators are certainly making a lot of money off of
City funds meant to help homeless families. Even if administered effectively to
achieve its stated goals as an emergency transitional shelter program – which is
not the case – the amount paid out to Scattered Site owners/operators is extreme-
ly high, given the percentage actually going to house and support a homeless fam-
ily. As shown in Figure 1, owners/operators are likely to pocket more than half of
the nearly $3,000 they are given to house a family a month and stand to profit
close to $30,000 per family that they place in one of their units. Outsourcing the
provision of shelter services to for-profit operators at such high profits should,
even without the other problems raised by this report, raise serious questions
about the efficiency of using city dollars in such a way.   

Scattered Site owners/operators Profiting from Homelessness

Rent

Furnishings (beds, couch, table, chairs, sheets)

Social Services Provided, paid $6/family/day

Actual costs of house, furnished, and provided social service for a family

Amount owners/operators receive per month per scattered site family

Land lords profit per family per month

Average stay of a scattered family 

Scattered Site owners/operators profit per family per duration of stay

$80050

$41651

$18052

$1,396

$2,99753

$1,601

18 (Months)54

$28,818

•Largest operator of Scattered Site Shelter
units in the Bronx:
Pilgrim Realty runs nearly a third of the
189 Scattered Site buildings in the bor-
ough; 12 of which are concentrated in
the Mt Hope neighborhood. 55

•Negligently running Scattered Site build-
ings:
There are a total of 4,758 outstanding
housing code violations of Pilgrim
Realty’s Scattered Site buildings.  36%
of those violations, or 1,692, are con-
centrated in the 12 buildings run in the
Mt Hope community district. 56

•Rewarded by City investment of millions
of dollars of public funds
Through September, 2004 Pilgrim Realty
has received $32,117,509  from DHS for
the Scattered Site Shelter Program. 57 

SCATTERED SITE OWNERS/OPERATORS
PROFILE: PILGRIM REALTY

Figure 1
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55 Information released by DHS to Urban Justice Center

Pursuant two Freedom of Information Law requests

dated June 10, 2004 and October 1, 2004.. 

56 NYC Department of Housing, Preservation and

Development online database, March, 2004. 

57 Information released by DHS to Urban Justice Center

Pursuant Freedom of Information Law request dated

October 1, 2004.

58 Complaint in Noble Drew Ali Plaza Tenants  Association

vs. Noble Drew Ali Plaza Housing Corp., et. al. 
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Who is losing out? Low-income communities!

It is clear that homeless families are losing out in this deal. But they are not alone.
So are the community members and residents who live in the buildings Scattered
Site owners/operators are using to gain profit from funding for homeless families.  

Displacement of Long-term tenants
Given the way the program is structured – high reimbursement, few expectations,
and lax oversight – Scattered Site owners/operators have little incentive to main-
tain the apartments of residents from whom they are getting less than a third of
the rent they receive from DHS to house a homeless family.  In fact, there are no
legal requirements that operators must disclose current or recent use of housing
units that they seek to convert for Scattered Site units or other transitional hous-
ing programs. On the contrary, the natural incentive clearly is to increase the
number of units they can rent to the City for nearly $3,000 a month. Permanent
residents, interviewed for this report, reported numerous tactics used by
Scattered Site owners/operators to get them out of their apartments, among them
harassment, wrongfully trying to evict them, offering bribes, or just running
down their living conditions so badly that residents can no longer bear it and opt
to vacate their homes.  

In Brownsville, East New York Brooklyn, owners/operators administering the
Scattered Site program in their buildings illegally evicted over 121 families to
make room for more lucrative transient housing units. The tenant association in
the building, with the legal assistance of The Brooklyn Neighborhood Office of the
Legal Aid Society of New York, is now suing several landlords for capitalizing on
the homeless crisis by evicting low-income tenants and then renting the units to
DHS.58 As described below, this is similar to many of the stories reported by res-
idents in the Bronx who participated in our study.   

Landlord abuse of permanent residents
Permanent residents expressed outrage at the increasing negligence of their land-
lords since the implementation of the Scattered Site program in their buildings.
Although the living conditions of Scattered Site units were poor, permanent resi-
dents reportedly had even harder times with landlords not repairing problems in
their units and harassing them when they pushed for them to be done.  

Increased division and tension among residents in buildings
The negligence of owners/operators administering the Scattered Site program in
buildings has led to division among low-income community members. Permanent
residents report resenting the perceived preference that homeless families
receive in terms of the quality of housing conditions of their apartments.
Moreover, residents complained that the families placed in their buildings are
dealing with problems connected to their situation of immediate crisis that the
program does not provide intensive enough services to effectively address. As a
result, issues such as littering, loitering, drugs and general lack of respect for the
space has increased. This was frequently expressed as anger towards the
Scattered Site families, and a scapegoating for the problems that have been exac-
erbated in their buildings and communities with the entry of the Scattered Site
program. 

This is not a common case of the “Not in my backyard” syndrome, however.
Rather, it is an issue of sharing the burden of homelessness and programs devel-
oped to address social “problems” that are overwhelmingly dumped continually

“The landlord has taken me to court a num-
ber of times to try to get me out.  He has
also offered to pay me to leave.  I know he
paid someone else who left…I don’t know
what happened to her after she left.”   
Long-term resident

“I’ve been here 24 years; he doesn’t want to
renew my lease because he knows he can
get more from the homeless through the
government’s program.” 
Long term resident



59 NYC Department of Homeless Services, pursuant

a Freedom of Information Law request dated

October 1, 2004.
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into the same low-income and communities of color. As evidenced in Graph 3,
there is a clear disparity as to the distribution of Scattered Site buildings in the
City. Except for eight buildings in Queens, Scattered Site buildings are solely
located in the Bronx and Brooklyn. There are no Scattered Site buildings in
Manhattan and Staten Island.    

There is a particularly large concentration of Scattered Site units in the University
Heights/Fordham neighborhood, as illustrated in Map 1 in the Introduction of the
report. One hundred and twelve of the 189 Bronx-based buildings are centered

“The landlord… got two million dollars for
this building here.  He’s not fixing nothing!
Nothing at all.” 
Long term tenant who has been living in the
building for 24 years 

“They don’t fix repairs, the only time they fix
the repairs is if they take the landlord to
court.” Long term tenant

“The landlord is getting so much money
through the Scatter Site Program and one
would think that he could make some of
these repairs.”
Long-term resident 

Number of Scattered Site Buildings per Borough
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Patricia is a mother of two young children in her
late twenties who lives with her partner and two
dogs in a one bedroom apartment. Things have
gotten worse in her building since Scattered
Site Shelter Units began to be placed there
starting in early 2003. Patricia complained about
many poor and dangerous living conditions in
her apartment and building, such as lead paint,
heat problems, falling windows, holes in the
wall, a broken sink and bathtub tiles that are
causing such serious damage in the bathroom
that, she fears, it is too dangerous to bathe in it
due to the risk of the entire floor falling in. She
and her children, therefore, only take sponge
baths. The conditions of the building are addi-
tionally horrible. There are no locks on the build-
ing doors, no intercoms or buzzers, and the
locks to the mailboxes are broken. The halls of
the building are littered and dirty and there are
mice, roaches and rats in the hallways. The ele-
vator regularly is broken and reekes of urine.
Patricia said that, with the deterioration of the
building, the safety and neighborhood have also
begun to crumble. There has been an increase

in gangs hanging out in the corridor and people
trying to break in through the roof.

Her landlord is even less responsive and has
wrongfully brought her to court several times to try
to evict her. She has won every time. She described
how many residents in the building have left as a
result of eviction, bribes from the landlord or
because their apartments were just so run down
that they could not handle it anymore. Patricia said
that the landlord offered her some money to leave,
she just didn’t know where she would move. She
said that a neighbor accepted the money. 

Soon after building residents vacate their
apartment, Patricia explained, workers are in
the unit getting them ready for shelter families.
She said that there was a time when there was
a lot of work going on, however things have
slowed down and now there are many apart-
ments that are empty. She said that she request-
ed a transfer from her apartment to one of the
apartments that were previously being used for
Scattered Site residents but remained vacant
since the homeless families left.  Her landlord
has never responded to her request. 

LONG TERM TENANT PROFILE



in this neighborhood. As shown in Table
1, for every 4,184 residents in Mt. Hope,
there is a Scattered Site building, as com-
pared to 7,024 Bronx residents, 15,905
Brooklyn residents, and 280, 269 Queens
residents. There are no Scattered Site
buildings in Manhattan and Staten Island.

Moreover, the primary issues that the
community has with the program is less
about “others” moving into their build-

ings and communities, rather the irresponsible and unaccountable manner in
which it is happening that is having a clear and undeniable adverse impact on
their lives and that of their community. 

Revolving door to homelessness:  Scattered Site exacerbating the
very problem it is meant to address by pushing tenants out and desta-
bilizing units
The fact that the Scattered Site program is contributing to displacement of per-
manent residents is alarming. With residents being evicted, bribed to leave, or
just plain pushed to the point that they choose to leave because their living con-
ditions are so bad, they will then find themselves at high risk of being in the very
same situation the program is supposedly set up to address- without a home and
in crisis.

While DHS has been gradually decreasing the numbers of Scattered Site units,
this phase out has not been coordinated with community groups and building
residents. The result has been that owners/operators are either bringing in sub-
sidized tenants or are leaving the units previously used for Scattered Site tenants
vacant.  

While it is unclear exactly what owners/operators’ intentions are in leaving pre-
vious Scattered Site units vacant, advocates, organizers and residents fear that it
will leave communities with a further crisis of affordable housing stock for low-
income residents. In order to accept Scattered Site tenants, owners/operators fre-
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With residents being evicted, bribed to leave, or just
plain pushed to the point that they choose to leave
because their living conditions are so bad, they will
then find themselves at high risk of being in the very
same situation the program is supposedly set up to
address- without a home and in crisis.

Ratio of Population to Every One Scattered Site Building

AREA

University Heights/Fordham

Bronx

Brooklyn

Queens

Staten Island

POPULATION

4,184:1

7024:1

15,905:1

280,269:1

443,728:0

Table 1

Manhattan 1,529,375:0



60 State of New York City Housing.
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64 Department of Homeless Services FY05 Budget and

Mayor’s Management Report, March 23, 2004. The Tier

II program entails longer-term shelters where more

than 10 families are housed and may receive a range of

comprehensive and intensive social services and assis-

tance finding housing. Some shelters offer single rooms

with congregate meals, some provide small apartment

units, and some may be contracted with a privately-

owned apartment, similar to Scattered Site.  

65 The Brooklyn Neighborhood Office of the Legal Aid

Society of New York. “The Anti-Revolving Door

Statute” Protecting Tenants from the Predatory
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quently make minor and superficial improvements to the apartments, quick paint
jobs, spackling holes and installing cheap, but quickly deteriorating, cabinets and
fixtures that look good enough to pass first inspection. Community members and
long-term tenants suspect that Scattered Site owners/operators will increase the
rents far above what they were able to collect in rent-regulated units before
exploiting the scatter-site program through claiming increases for costs incurred
and improvements made in the apartments and vacancy increases as residents
are pushed out and homeless families move through.

Counter-productive investments by City agencies to building communities 
Our assessment is that the millions of dollars DHS has invested in negligent own-
ers/operators through the Scattered Site Shelter program has resulted in the
deterioration of the housing stock and a reduction in affordable housing general-
ly. Not only has this program taken a serious toll on low-income communities
where it predominates, but it has also run counter to the positive investments the
City of New York has made during the past decade to increase and improve the
housing stock in New York City generally. A range of government programs
designed to increase the availability of affordable housing in New York City,
implemented through a combination of City capital funds, Federal rent subsidies,
Low Income Housing Tax Credits and City-owned land, have particularly benefit-
ed communities in the Bronx, where 14.9% of housing units existing in 2002 had
been assisted during the period of 1987 to 2002.60 There was a particularly sig-
nificant investment in the University Heights/Fordham section of the Bronx, as it
ranks as the third highest community district in the City for total housing units
assisted by New York City’s capital programs.61 These programs represented a
long-term commitment to developing affordable housing in these neighborhoods
with millions of dollars invested. Yet the value of these investments is now being
diminished by the Scattered Site, and other similar programs, in profound ways.

History repeated
The creation of such a haphazard program may not come as much of a surprise
to any New Yorker who has followed New York City’s homeless housing history.
New York City has a colorful past of working with negligent landlords and paying
enormous sums of money to house homeless families inadequately. In the early
1980s for example, dilapidated hotels were used as shelter for homeless individ-
uals and families.62 Some hotel owners/operators were being paid wildly exorbi-
tant prices to house homeless families, while the conditions of these hotels were
deplorable. Since this arrangement was supposed to be on a short-term basis,
there were no contracts between DHS and the owners/operators, limiting City
control over the operations of these hotels.63

Contracting out and privatizing of social services is only on the increase. In her
report at the City Council Hearing on the FY05 Budget and Mayor’s Management
Report, Commissioner Gibbs outlined her goal to convert Scattered Site units into
Tier II contracts.64 While this is good news in terms of accountability and offering
comprehensive social services, it poses the same problem in terms of taking crit-
ically needed affordable housing units off the market in low-income communities.
The Brooklyn Neighborhood Office of the Legal Aid Society, in their proposed
draft legislation on this issue outlines how both Tier II and Scattered Site are per-
petuating the homelessness and affordable housing crises in their neighbor-
hoods.65 If DHS does not develop effective cross agency and community coordi-
nation, and continues to make deals with negligent owners/operators, low-
income communities will suffer serious negative effects. 

“In late 2003, when scatter-site residents
were beginning to get moved out, only 1/3
of the building were renters. In the Spring
2003, we had tenant meetings with 15 peo-
ple at them. Now we get only a few of us.
There are only a few long-term tenants left
– the rest of the building is either a few
scatter-site tenants left, new section 8 ten-
ants, and many apartments are still vacant.
Things are so bad here now that even I’m
thinking of moving out. There was a kidnap-
ping in the building recently.  Kids don’t go
outside anymore because the block is too
dangerous. All the incoming tenants are on
section 8 and there is no screening
process. The landlord accepts just anybody
for a dollar. Rents are too high and I can’t
find any work. Shelter is almost better.  At
least I could get a voucher after awhile.”
Long-term resident
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Section Conclusion
Although it is necessary to identify the continued failures of the Scattered Site
Program, as we attempt to do in this report,  it is critical that we understand that
addressing the crisis of homelessness in not only a question of fine tuning social
services. That is dangerously missing the point.  Rather, it is an issue of bricks
and mortar. The critical lack of affordable housing is one of the major causes of
why people face the crisis of homelessness in the first place. It is a cruel joke then
that millions of dollars of public funds, originally intended to house the homeless,
are going to push even more families into homelessness and create incentives for
opportunistic and exploitative owners/operators to reduce the overall supply of
affordable housing!

The Special Master Panel report states as follows: “An effective homelessness pre-
vention strategy must anticipate difficult policy decisions, trade-offs, and the pos-
sibility of unintended, negative consequences. For example, city policies that
direct scarce affordable housing resources to families in greatest need must be
part of a larger effort to prevent homelessness and housing emergencies.”66 In the
case of the Scattered Site program, DHS and the City have not contemplated,
evaluated or compensated for the impact it is having in the communities in which
it has been operating. The following section outlines some important recommen-
dations we believe are critical to ensuring that low-income communities do not
continue to bear the brunt of ill-conceived and run programs meant to alleviate
the homelessness problem, such as the Scattered Site Program. 

66 SMP Report.



SECTION IV:
RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Scattered Site Program has proved itself to be mismanaged and
ill conceived. It has destabilized affordable housing in many New York
City neighborhoods, pushing out long-term renters without providing
stable housing for the homeless. Therefore, we make the following
recommendations: 

Immediate Recommendations on the Scattered Site Program
RECOMMENDATION #1:
Working in close coordination with the experienced non-profit supportive
housing sector to rapidly transition families to permanent housing, the
Department of Homeless Services (DHS) should phase out the Scattered Site
Program by June 2005. Once terminated, the Department must commit to not
replicating the program’s mistakes through a similarly structured program
in the future. 

In October 2003, DHS Commissioner Gibbs announced plans to phase out the
Scattered Site Program. However, DHS has not provided a definitive phase-out
completion date, and efforts to return Scattered Site apartments to rent stabiliza-
tion have been spotty and insufficient. A year after this announcement, the City
is still paying owners/operators 54 million dollars to administer the program.      

Prompt phase-out requires that DHS end its reliance on owner-operators, and divert
funds to experienced non-profit and supportive housing specialists to facilitate
Scattered Site tenants’ transition to long-term housing. One obvious phase-out
method is to offer qualified Scattered Site tenants leases to the same apartments that
they now occupy. Rents should be calculated based on the last stabilized rent with
allowable adjustments and tenants should be supported with adequate rental subsi-
dies to enable them to enter into a lease and make regular rent payments.

RECOMMENDATION #2:
Strengthen New York City’s existing stock of service-enriched and supportive
housing without threatening or diminishing the existing stock of affordable
housing in the City.  

Many families in the Scattered Site Program are in need of the services that come
with service-enriched or supportive housing. Such services are customary in well
run Tier Two shelters. The City should expand the supply of service-enriched and
supportive housing for families by developing new projects on vacant land and
identifying underutilized properties that could be redeveloped for this purpose.
Existing occupied rent regulated housing must be considered off limits for this
use in order to reduce incentives to property owners to evict low-income rent reg-
ulated tenants in order to replace them with subsidized homeless or formerly
homeless tenants. As described in the Legal Aid Society’s proposed amendment
to the City Charter, the development of service-enriched and supportive housing
needs to follow strict guidelines to ensure the preservation of existing affordable
housing.67

67 The Brooklyn Neighborhood Office of the Legal Aid
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Temporary Housing for the Homeless.
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RECOMMENDATION #3: 
Conduct an official program and community impact assessment of the
Scattered Site Program and other transitional shelter programs that place
homeless families in previously rent regulated units.   

Both the New York City Comptroller’s audit and the New York City Public
Advocate’s investigation made critical recommendations towards correcting the
problems of the Scattered Site Program. But a full year after the release of these
reports and after much scrutiny by the press, the Program is still operating in 352
buildings and has provided temporary shelter to homeless families in a total of
2,206 units since its inception.68 These units were taken out of the stock of afford-
able apartments for other low-income families and it is unclear whether these
units are being placed back in service as rent stabilized housing after they are no
longer used for temporary shelter space. Therefore, New York City Council needs
to examine why the program is still operational and conduct a complete investi-
gation into abuses of the program and harms to DHS clients. Moreover, the City
should carry out a comprehensive impact assessment of all programs that admin-
ister temporary shelter through private owner/operators.  This evaluation should
include overall management of the building; adverse impacts on non-shelter
units, building-wide, and in the surrounding community; levels of landlord
harassment and displacement of residents; and the effect on availability of rent-
stabilized units and rents after the temporary shelter program is phased out. 

Recommendations to Support Stable Communities
RECOMMENDATION #4:
Transfer funds used for Scattered Site programs into ongoing rental assis-
tance vouchers for families already homeless or at risk of homelessness and
who are not in need of intensive social services. 

In June, 2004 Mayor Bloomberg released Uniting for Solutions beyond Shelter:
The Action Plan for New York to address the rising homelessness crisis in the
City. While the City has explicitly stated that prevention is of the utmost impor-
tance, their approach has primarily focused on the provision and coordination of
social and support services.69 A recently implemented component of the plan,
announced at a press conference on September 22, 2004, is the opening of six
homeless prevention offices in neighborhoods with high rates of families enter-
ing the shelter system to provide multiple types of social services.70 Although
clearly there is a significant number of families on the brink of homelessness for
whom such services are needed and appropriate, there are many more who just
need rent supports.    

We certainly agree with Commissioner Gibbs that the City needs to create “a
more effective citywide approach to rental assistance” and that vouchers should
not be conditional upon long and debilitating stays in shelter.71 But DHS’ recent-
ly released Housing Stability Plus plan raises serious questions. In a City with a
chronic lack of affordable housing and historically low vacancy rates, how are all
Section 8 recipients to locate permanent housing by December 19th, 2004?  With
the value of the vouchers decreasing 20% each year and ending completely after
five years, how does the City expect families to secure and maintain permanent
housing in a climate of chronic unemployment and rising rents?  

Research shows that supporting families with housing subsidies is the most effec-
tive strategy to prevent them from entering into homelessness in the first place.72

A study released in 1998 by New York University showed that the main cause of
family homelessness in New York City is the scarcity of affordable housing, rather



than drug addiction, mental illness and other social problems. Moreover, the
study found that 80% of formerly homeless families with subsidized housing
stayed stably housed.73 Other research out of the University of Pennsylvania found
that 90% of the time, a simple rent voucher, rather than social services, was
enough to prevent families from returning to homelessness.74

Such an approach of prioritizing sustained support for rent while developing
strategies to bolster affordable housing and economic development, would avoid
subjecting non-service needy families to arbitrary and unnecessary service pro-
vision. In addition, providing rental supports would be a much more cost effec-
tive means to address the specific need. As shown in Graph 4, providing rental
assistance is less than half the cost of housing in a City shelter and nearly a quar-
ter less than the Scattered Site program.

For the amount that the City pays to house a family for the average stay in a
Scattered Site unit, it could provide six years of rent vouchers to keep them stably
in their own apartment and out of the shelter system. This is critical, as the money
invested in keeping a family in their apartment goes beyond that family, it also
avoids the displacement of another family as a result of the kinds of practice
Scattered Site owner/operators have clearly engaged in to evict Paul to house Peter.  

The Mayor’s new homeless plan does address some deficiencies in the homeless
and housing bureaucracies, including the lack of coordination between and with-
in agencies, and recognizes the great problem of families’ inability to secure
rental assistance until they already become homeless. In addition to increased
agency coordination, dedicated funds for a voucher assistance program are nec-
essary to enable the preservation of permanent, rented housing for low-income
families and to end chronic homelessness.   

73 Shinn, M. and Beth C. Weitzman, New York

University Wagner Graduate School of Public Service.
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What you could buy....

18 months of Scattered Site shelter
for one family

=
6 years of permanent, affordable

housing with rent assistance
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RECOMMENDATION #5: 
Revise the Mayor’s New Housing Marketplace Plan to increase the preser-
vation and development of affordable housing for low-income New Yorkers,
to the levels proposed in the Housing First! plan. 

PRODUCTION

Rental assistance alone will not secure stable, affordable housing for low-income
people without the development and preservation of affordable housing units.
In 2001 an ambitious, but achievable plan to produce and preserve 185,000
units of affordable housing was assembled by a broad housing coalition,
Housing First!. In late 2002 Mayor Bloomberg announced his New Housing
Marketplace Plan to produce a mix of middle, moderate and low-income hous-
ing through a series of initiatives managed by the City Department of Housing
Preservation and Development and the Housing Development Corporation.  The
Mayor’s plan fell short of the Housing First! plan both with regard to the capital
commitment necessary and the income levels that were targeted by the plan.
Specifically, the City plan for meeting the housing needs of low-income people is
very weak. While the City projects that it will meet 67% of the Housing First! ten-
year goal for production of middle-income units, it will only meet 13% and 17%
of the ten-year goals for units targeted to moderate and low- income households,
respectively.75

Housing First! has called for expanding the City’s production and preservation
efforts and outlined several steps towards increasing the necessary City capital
investments, which we support, including redirecting Community Development
Block Grant funds to capital preservation and production in HPD’s budget, and
ensuring that Battery Park City funds are invested according to their original
mandate to promote the “preservation, rehabilitation, and construction of
affordable housing.   

PRESERVATION

At present New York’s real estate sector is expecting a combination of rising
interest rates, increased fuel costs and increased insurance expenses. In the past
this combination has always resulted in decreased housing maintenance in low-
income neighborhoods and rent increases for populations most at risk of home-
lessness. Rising interest rates increase the City’s ability to use the attraction of
City-subsidized loans as a tool for setting new affordability goals. 

A proactive preservation strategy involves tying DHS’ new efforts at preventing
homelessness to both HPD’s code enforcement and litigation strategies and to
loan products aimed at improving and preserving affordable rentals. The neigh-
borhoods identified by DHS in Uniting for Solutions Beyond Shelter overlap sig-
nificantly with the neighborhoods identified by the Housing Vacancy Survey and
by the Association of Neighborhood and Housing Developers in examinations of
both high percentages of distressed housing and a lack of affordable units rela-
tive to residents’ income levels. A comprehensive approach to address the issue
of homelessness involves disincentives, such as aggressive code enforcement
and litigation aimed at owners who fail to meet housing code standards and who
abuse rent laws, as well as a package of incentives such as low interest acquisi-
tion loans for owners who can deliver both quality housing and affordable rents
to low-income tenants. The City could replicate elements of HPD’s third party
transfer program by creating an intermediary holding corporation that would
assist with the transfer and renovation of severely distressed and/or financially
distressed apartment buildings, with an explicit goal of producing long-term
affordable rents in addition to substantial building renovations.  
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APPENDIX
Are you or have you ever been in Scatter Site Program? If yes, use this guide

Scatter Site Interview Guide
Timeline of how they arrived to Scatter Site Housing:
• How long have you been in the Scatter Site Program?

• Have you been in any other shelter programs before Scatter Site?  If yes, please
describe (which programs, how long, what happened)?

• Access to other public programs? Why was the scatter site program chosen for
you?

• What other services/path/programs may have been better option for you?

• What do you think are the problems and strengths (or pros and cons) of the var-
ious shelter programs that you have either participated in or know about?

• Do you know your landlord, have you ever had contact with them?

Services provided for scatter site tenants:
• Do you know what the Scatter Site program is supposed to offer you in terms

of shelter, social services, furnishings (furniture, bedding), etc.? Please
describe. Do you have anything in writing (if yes, ask if it is possible to see it)

• Have the services been useful or helpful?  In what way yes or no?

• Who is providing these services?

• How is access to the social services? How could they be improved?

• Role and implementation of social worker and social services, i.e. time and
services provided by social worker. 

• Do you think that the Scatter Site program and the social services are helping
you to achieve a long-term, stable housing situation?  Why and how?

• Overall feelings about social services provided through scattered site program

General Maintenance of buildings:
• Describe current living conditions in your apartment and your building.

• Have you had any repair needs in your apartment since you entered the Scatter
Site Program?  If yes, please describe?

• When you have had repair needs, who do you contact?

• If you have contacted management (super, landlord, management agency) what
has been management’s response in addressing them?

• Have you ever called Housing, Preservation and Development (HPD) because
your landlord hasn’t fixed a problem?

• Any consequences of filing a complaint or talking with the landlord about build-
ing problems?

• Has your landlord ever threatened or tried to evict you?  If yes, please talk more
about this?



Relationship between tenants
• Describe treatment of scattered site tenants and long term community tenants

by landlords i.e. landlords maintenance of apartments.

• Is there any tension between you and the other residents in the building who
are not scatter site?  

Families and children: 
• Children; age, gender, history of school’s attended

• Describe your children’s overall well-being since entering the scattered site pro-
gram

• Describe children’s experiences with school, i.e. grades 

• Describe children’s relationships with others i.e.  Fellow classmates, neighbors
and/or teachers.

• Any needs for extra help or extra services within school or in general.

• How has Scattered Site affected your children

General comments on scatter-site program
• How would you rate the program

• What would you change about the program?

• Best/worst issues surrounding the scatter-site program

• Have you ever gotten together with other tenants to try to address these prob-
lems?

Are you or have you ever been in Scatter Site Housing Program? If no, use this guide

Long-Term Community Residents
General History in Building and Neighborhood
• How long have you lived in this community/area?

• How long have you lived in your apartment building?

• Who owns your building ?

Building Conditions
• Describe current living conditions of your apartment and your building.

• Have you had any repair needs in your apartment in the past three years?  If
yes, please describe?

• When you have had repair needs, who do you contact?

• If you have contacted management (super, landlord, management agency) what
has been management’s response in addressing them?

• Have you ever called Housing, Preservation and Development (HPD) because
your landlord hasn’t fixed a problem?

• Any consequences of filing a complaint or talking with the landlord about build-
ing problems?

• Has your landlord ever threatened or tried to evict you?  If yes, please talk more
about this?

APPENDIX
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Scatter Site Program
• How long has the program been in your building?

• What do you know about the program?

• Were you consulted or informed that it would be in the building?

• Have the living conditions improved or worsened since the Scatter Site Program
entered your building? Please describe in what way?  Why?

• Describe scatter-site program’s affect on your current community, i.e. safety,
cost of housing in neighborhood, maintenance of buildings.

• Has your neighborhood changed in anyway in the last three years, people, rent,
crime, quality of neighborhood etc..?

Relationship between tenants
• Describe treatment of scattered site tenants and long term community tenants

by landlords i.e. landlords maintenance of apartments.

• Describe relationships between long term community tenants and scatter site
tenants.

• Describe relationships between landlords and long term community tenants

Affordable Housing Issues
• How much rent do you pay?

• How much has your rent increased since you moved in?

• Do you know how much a two bedroom is going for today in this building?

•  In other buildings in your neighborhood?

• Have you noticed any changes in affordable housing in your neighborhood in
the last three years?

• Who has moved in your buildings, surrounding buildings (demographically
speaking)?

• Do you think you will be able to live in your building as long as you want to?

• Would you be able to afford to move into another building in this neighborhood
if you wanted to?

General Questions
• How do you think Scatter Sites have affected your building?
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METHODOLOGY
In order to portray a more complicated and complete analysis of the Scattered Site
program, Scattered Dreams seeks to give voice and a human face to the commu-
nities and families impacted by this program, while exposing the systemic prob-
lems and issues inherent in the approach to addressing the homeless crisis in the
City. Therefore, our research integrates nineteen in-depth interviews with
Scattered Site families and long-term residents from the six different Scattered
Site buildings in the Mt. Hope neighborhood, with quantitative data sources per-
taining to the program and the communities in which it is implemented.

Secondary data sources include: demographic, income and housing-related data
from the State of New York City’s Housing and Neighborhoods 2003 report; a
comprehensive literature review and analysis of reports, articles and press
releases pertaining to the Scattered Site program; document review and analysis
of information obtained pursuant Freedom of Information Law requests from
DHS; and analysis of housing code violations obtained from Department of
Housing, Preservation and Development online data base.  

The in-depth interviews were conducted during the months of Nov. 2003 – Feb.
2004 through door-to-door outreach in buildings in which the Scattered Site
Program is operated. In the initial phase of our research, interviews were solely
focused on the experiences of Scattered Site tenants with the program. As the
research process progressed, we identified a need to also interview long-term
tenants in the buildings where Scattered Site was operated to understand the
broader impact of the program in the buildings and communities. Over all, we
carried out in-depth interviews with eleven Scattered Site tenants and eight long-
term residents. Although a small sample, the experiences and perspectives of
residents interviewed as part of this research initiative serve to give insight into
and a depth of understanding of the on-going problems and impact of the
Scattered Site Program on the broader community.  

In addition to in-depth interviews, we conducted phone interviews with four
social service providers in Scattered Site buildings, staff from the New York City
Office of the Comptroller and New York City Department of Homeless Services,
as well as numerous advocacy, policy and social service organizations working
around issues of homelessness and afforable housing.


