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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

This report examines how the changes in New York City’s homeless re-housing policy implemented in 

Fall 2010, in combination with time limits in domestic violence (DV) shelters, affected the ability of DV 

shelter residents to achieve housing permanency after leaving shelter.   

 

The study period covers three months (October through December) in 2010.  In the 12 months prior to 

this period, the number of housing subsidy programs available to domestic violence survivors in shelter 

decreased markedly.  Then, beginning in October 2010, a new more stringent version of a previously 

available subsidy program (Work Advantage Program or WAP) was introduced in the DV shelter system.   

 

The overall effect of these changes was a significant decrease in shelter residents’ ability to obtain 

permanent housing before their stays in shelter ended, compared to the same period in the previous 

year. 

 

In Winter 2009, the waiting list for Section 8, the most flexible and reliable rental subsidy available, was 

closed—eliminating one of the most desirable rental subsidy programs.  This was followed less than a 

year later by the elimination of the Domestic Violence Advantage Program (DVAP), Short Term 

Advantage (HIFI) and Children Advantage and the introduction of more stringent versions of Work 

Advantage (WAP) and Fixed Advantage (FIX).  

 

 Following these changes, several important trends emerged in November and December of 2010: 

 Residents in emergency and Tier II shelters experienced a 2.08% and 16.33% decrease in 

permanent housing attainments, respectively, compared to the same period during the previous 

year. 

 Housing achievement through the new versions of the Work Advantage Program (WAP) and 

Fixed-Income Advantage (FIX), the only City subsidy programs available, achieved negligible 

increases at best, sometimes exhibiting lower rates of success following the elimination of 

DVAP, HIFI, and Children Advantage and the changes to previous versions of WAP and FIX 

compared to the same period during the previous year. 
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 The decrease in the numbers of residents obtaining permanent housing following the zeroing 

out of DVAP, HIFI, Children Advantage, and Section 8 DV Priority far exceeded increases in the 

number of residents leaving for ‘other’ permanent housing, and the new versions of WAP, and 

FIX placements combined. 

 Residents with longer shelter stays did not obtain permanent housing at higher rates using the 

new versions of WAP or FIX in 2010, but rather benefitted from the additional time in shelter to 

identify ‘other’ sources of permanent housing. 

 

Further Research Needed 

 

While shedding light on the effects of the reduction of the number of subsidies available and the 

transition to the new WAP and FIX programs, this study leaves several outstanding questions. Further 

research is needed to: 

 Investigate if the large surge in “other” permanent housing is safe for shelter residents.  

 Explore reasons for ineligibility to see if future programs can address common barriers like 

public assistance and immigration status.  

 Research the characteristics and capabilities of those who were able to obtain housing and 

determine if these factors are replicable and will help other residents attain permanent housing 

earlier. 

 Research who is hardest to place in permanent housing and why. 

 Research whether a homeless prevention/rapid re-housing approach can be used in a housing 

program and if those who do not require a long time to stabilize can be given the resources that 

permit them to leave shelter quickly.  

 Research the types of jobs people get and if salaries from those jobs are capable of supporting 

housing. 

 

Recommendations 

 

To end the cycle of homelessness and domestic violence shelter dependence for low-income domestic 

violence survivors, we recommend that the City provide shelter residents with a range of housing 
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subsidy options better suited to their circumstances and to the short length of stay permitted in DV 

emergency shelter.  One size does not fit all.   

 

The findings of this study show that the reduction of housing subsidy options and the almost complete 

reliance upon employment as the path to housing stability resulted in a larger number of shelter 

residents leaving without permanent housing or with unstable and unsafe housing.  

 

Future housing subsidy programs should be calibrated to individuals’ abilities and resources and serve 

groups like immigrants who are currently excluded from eligibility.  In a few cases, shelter residents can 

move to permanent housing with a relatively small subsidy.  However, because most domestic violence 

shelter residents can qualify only for minimum wage or low-paying jobs, they will need more substantial 

subsidies and the opportunity to pursue education and workforce development training to maximize 

their earnings and help them achieve long-term safety and stability.   

 

Finally, the study results point to the importance of time in improving permanent housing outcomes, 

provided that housing subsidies are available.  The short length of stay in domestic violence emergency 

shelters severely hinders the ability of residents to achieve housing permanency.  Addressing this will 

involve a change of State regulations extending the length of stay in emergency shelters, an expansion 

of New York City’s specialized domestic violence Tier II system, and special housing set-asides or priority 

processing of housing applications for homeless domestic violence survivors.  

 

STUDY PURPOSE 

 

Background 

 

In 2007, New York City created the NYC Advantage Program, a rental subsidy program that replaced the 

earlier Housing Stability Plus (HSP) Program. This program was developed as part of its homelessness re-

housing strategy to provide short-term rental assistance to shelter residents while encouraging self-

reliance and emphasizing the importance of employment.  NYC Advantage recognized that “one size 
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does not fit all” by creating several different versions of the program, or “doors”, tailored to the needs 

of different groups using the homeless system. 

 

Until July 15, 2010, domestic violence shelter residents were able to access Advantage through one of 

five “doors” depending on their situation: 

 Short-Term Advantage (HIFI): Available to those currently working and not receiving public 

benefits.  Participants had to be able to demonstrate that they could afford to pay rent on a 

regular basis in order to receive assistance covering costs such as broker fees, security deposits 

and the first four months’ rent. This program incentivized full-time employment and offered 

assistance to full-time workers unable to afford the upfront costs of securing a new home—a 

group not included under previous housing programs such as Housing Stability Plus (HSP).  

 

 Work Advantage (WAP): Available to those who worked at least 20 hours per week and had 

active public assistance cases. WAP was designed to assist those already on the road to self-

sufficiency while providing and incentivizing work and saving. Assistance lasted up to 2 years.  

 

 Domestic Violence Advantage (DVAP): Available to those residing in the HRA Domestic Violence 

(DV) Shelter System who had active cash public assistance cases. DVAP provided a 6 month 

waiver of the work requirement. This option was created to accommodate the special needs of 

domestic violence victims and compensate for the short term shelter system. This program 

allowed residents time to stabilize and find safe housing before being required to work. 

 

 Children Advantage Program (CAP): Available to families identified by the Administration for 

Children’s Services (ACS) as eligible for the program. Child welfare-involved families were 

deemed to have special needs and were not required to work.  Children Advantage provided a 

short-term rental subsidy until the family could qualify for Section 8, thereby, accommodating 

the special needs of this population and promoting family unity.  

 

 Fixed Income Advantage (FIX): Available to those households where a family member received 

SSI/SSD or other federally recognized benefit. Because this population had high barriers to self-

sufficiency, this was a one year program designed to provide for the special needs of the 

disabled and bridge to Section 8.  

http://www.newdestinyhousing.org/housinglink_online/old-AdvantageNY.htm#door4
http://www.newdestinyhousing.org/housinglink_online/old-AdvantageNY.htm#door4
http://www.newdestinyhousing.org/housinglink_online/old-AdvantageNY.htm#door1
http://www.newdestinyhousing.org/housinglink_online/old-AdvantageNY.htm#door3


Closing Doors  
Eroding Housing Options, Dangerous Outcomes 

 
 

Prepared by HousingLink, a program of New Destiny Housing Corporation             Page | 9  

 

Over 75% of residents of the domestic violence shelter system relied upon the door developed 

specifically for them—Domestic Violence Advantage (DVAP)1.   

 

In December 2009 the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) closed its Section 8 waiting list because 

it had exceeded its annual allocation. As a result, the City had to re-think its homeless re-housing 

strategy since FIX and CAP were dependent on Section 8 to allow for long term success. Even those 

timing off WAP were referred to Section 8 by homeless prevention programs due to the inability of 

many participants to earn a living wage once their two years in the program expired.  

In October 2010, the City changed its initial subsidy program dramatically. DVAP, HIFI, and Children 

Advantage were eliminated and the existing WAP and FIX programs were made more stringent.  

 

Work Advantage became an option available only to those working at least 20 hours per week and 

engaging in an additional 15 hours of HRA approved work or educational activities. Clients had to be 

able to document that they had been employed for at least 30 days, had an active public assistance case 

and an income below 200% of the Federal Poverty Line. Once in housing, they were required to pay 30% 

of their income toward rent in year one, and 40% in year two.  

 

FIX was available to those households where all adults in the household were receiving SSI/SSD or some 

other federally recognized disability benefit. Children with SSI/SSD no longer automatically qualified the 

family for FIX, unless the heads of household were deemed by HRA to be “needed at home.” Changes 

were made to increase the emphasis on work and personal responsibility partially in response to freeze 

of Section 8 in December 2009. Without the safety net that Section 8 provided, FIX and CAP no longer 

made sense and work was emphasized to encourage self-sufficiency.  

 

The overall effect of these changes was that fewer people qualified for the reduced number of programs 

available to provide housing assistance.  

 

                                                           
1
 “Outcomes of Domestic Violence Shelter Stays, Fiscal Year 2010,” 2010.  HousingLink, New Destiny Housing 

Corporation. 
<http://www.newdestinyhousing.org/publiceducation/documents/OutcomesofDomesticViolenceShelterStaysFisca
lYear2010.pdf> 
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On March 14, 2011, due to the State’s withdrawal of its contribution to the rental subsidy program, the 

City stopped any new lease signings under Advantage for shelter residents in HRA Domestic Violence 

and DHS Homeless Shelters. In addition, the City notified landlords that it would cease rent payments 

for current Advantage tenants as of April 1, 2011.  A court subsequently ordered the City to continue 

subsidy payments for current tenants until a lawsuit, brought by Legal Aid Society on behalf of tenants 

receiving Advantage, was heard.   

 

Domestic Violence Shelter System  

 

New York City’s shelter system is regulated by the State of New York, with the Department of Homeless 

Services (DHS) overseeing the local shelter system for the “general” homeless population and the New 

York City Human Resources Administration (HRA) administering specialized shelters serving homeless 

domestic violence survivors.  To gain access to HRA domestic violence shelters, families must be 

screened for both homelessness and domestic violence.  Only those who have no safe housing option 

other than shelter are admitted.   

 

The HRA shelter system provides up to 135 days of housing and services through 43 emergency shelters 

containing 2,228 beds.  The seven transitional—or Tier II—shelters contain 243 additional units reserved 

exclusively for families where the average length of stay is four to six months. The emergency and 

transitional shelters together serve over 4,500 households each year. 

 

The New York State Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS) regulates the length of stay in 

emergency shelter, permitting an initial 90-day stay with one potential extension of 45 days.  Beyond 

135 days, HRA receives a sanction, and both the 25% reimbursement from the State and the 50% 

reimbursement from the federal government are discontinued, leaving the City to pay 100% of costs. 

Shelter providers are rarely able to persuade the City that a resident should stay longer than the 

designated 135 days.  

 

State regulations do permit a longer length of stay in the transitional system.  Households generally stay 

in HRA Tier II shelters for less than six months and those who access housing leave even sooner.  
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New York City’s confidential domestic violence shelter system provides residents with temporary safety 

and with the services required for preliminary healing.  It is less successful, however, in helping residents 

access the permanent housing that helps guarantee their long-term security and stability.  HRA does not 

have the same resources to devote to housing permanency as DHS does and it cannot always shelter 

residents long enough to access the housing options that are available. Most importantly, those options 

are more limited than the ones available to DHS shelter residents and are not generally designed with 

the needs of DV victims in mind.  

 

As a result, each year residents exit the emergency and Tier II shelters without anywhere safe to go.  

And, even among those survivors who are most motivated to escape abuse—the ones who remain in 

the system as long as they can, comply with the rules, and make use of the resources – nearly 80% of 

households exiting the emergency shelter system per year do so without an appropriate affordable or 

supportive housing option, still homeless and at risk of future abuse.  Of those leaving with a safe 

option, only 11% move to permanent housing – the others move on to domestic violence transitional 

shelters. 

 

Shelter residents who anticipate that they will not be able to access an appropriate permanent housing 

arrangement within the relatively short time frame provided in an emergency shelter generally try to 

transfer to a Tier II shelter, so as to gain more time, within a safe environment, to find a viable 

permanent and safe exit strategy.  

 

Transfers are arranged through a two-step process in which emergency shelter providers submit the 

names of all the households that are about to reach the 135-day limit to HRA, and HRA uses a computer 

system, tracking available spaces across the Tier II shelter network, to arrange placement.  The Tier II 

shelter providers identified through this process then interview prospective residents to determine 

whether their particular shelters are appropriate in terms of safe location and other key factors.  While 

all families in the emergency shelter are eligible for transfer, the fact that the Tier II system has fewer 

than one third the number of beds in the emergency system, and the fact that families can stay longer in 

transitional shelter combine to ensure that historically only 20% of the families who reach their 135-day 

stay in the emergency system can move to a Tier II shelter.  
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Goal of the Study  

 

This report aims to demonstrate the importance of providing DV shelter residents with a housing 

subsidy program that recognizes and accommodates their unique needs in order to move residents to 

long-term safety and stability.  Conducted during a period when viable housing subsidies were 

disappearing, this study documents and investigates the negative impact of decreasing subsidies on 

residents’ ability to obtain permanent housing.   

 

To better understand the declining number of shelter residents able to obtain permanent housing by the 

end of their shelter stay, this report explores residents’ reasons for discharge, destinations after 

discharge, Advantage status, and reasons for Advantage ineligibility.  These variables are compared 

across various lengths of stay, in both 2009 and 2010, to demonstrate the effect the changes to 

Advantage, coupled with length of stay restrictions, had on shelter residents’ ability to obtain safe and 

permanent housing.  

 

The intent of this study is to guide discussions on future homeless re-housing strategies by learning from 

past programming and using these lessons to inform program development as we attempt to afford 

homeless domestic violence survivors a real chance of safety, stability, and self-sufficiency.  

 

METHODOLOGY 

Data Source  

 

This study stems from New Destiny Housing Corporation’s collaboration with the NYC Coalition of 

Domestic Violence Residential Providers through the Statistics for Advocacy Project.  Since 2003 New 

Destiny has collected and analyzed monthly surveys from HRA-contracted shelters to track the 

destinations of shelter residents when they leave shelter. These surveys also provide insight into some 

of the factors that may support or inhibit a resident’s long-term goal of achieving independence and 

stability following shelter stay.  
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Study Period   

 

This study focuses on a three-month period – October through December 2010—to determine what 

happened to shelter residents’ ability to obtain permanent housing as a result of (1) the decreasing 

availability of housing subsidies and (2) the transition to a more stringent “one size fits all” version of 

Advantage. It compares this period to the same three-month period in the prior year, 2009, when more 

housing subsidy options were available. Hereafter, “October – December 2009” will be referred to as 

“2009” or the “2009 period”, and “October – December 2010” as “2010” or the “2010 period.” 

 

Response Rate 

 

In the sample of residents in emergency shelter, an average of 35 shelters completed the survey for a 

response rate of 89% during the 3-month study period (October – December 2009). In the 

corresponding 2010 period, an average of 38 shelters completed the survey for a response rate of 89%. 

In the sample of residents in Tier II shelter, 6 out of 7 shelters completed the survey with a response rate 

of 86%, during both periods.  

 

Limitations of Data 

 

The information regarding housing destination after shelter is based on statements made by clients on 

the verge of discharge from shelter as reported by case managers. These statements may not accurately 

reflect what actually occurs after discharge and residents may have responded in a way intended to 

either satisfy or displease the shelter staff. The small sample size used in the analysis of the data also 

limits our ability to generalize from this report’s findings.  
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DATA ANALYSIS  

 

The goal of this study is to demonstrate how changing housing policies and length of stay in shelter 

influences the ability of shelter residents to attain housing permanency post-shelter.  It looks at the 

trends of discharges from both emergency and Tier II DV shelters, based on the residents’ length of stay.  

 

Emergency Shelter Analysis 

 

The following analysis focuses on total number of discharges, length of stay, attainment of permanent 

housing, types of permanent housing obtained, and eligibility of residents in the domestic violence 

emergency system for Advantage apartments.  

 

 To aid in analysis, emergency shelter residents have been allocated into one of four cohorts according 

to length of stay in shelter: Cohort 1: <42 days; Cohort 2: 42-90 days; Cohort 3: 90-135 days; Cohort 4: 

>135 days. Current State regulations limit domestic violence emergency shelter stays to a maximum of 

135 days during which residents must apply for housing subsidies, locate permanent housing, address 

any family court procedures, receive counseling for their abuse and handle additional tasks. Please see 

Appendix B for more specifics on these cohorts.    

 

Total Number of Discharges  

 

The following chart combines data from all four cohorts to compare the total number of shelter 

discharges during the 2009 and 2010 periods.  
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Across all periods, October exhibited the largest increase—a 31 household increase—in the number of 

discharges between 2009 and 2010. This is most likely due to the changes made to Advantage in 

October 2010 greatly limiting the options that assist in attaining permanent housing. These changes may 

have caused more people to leave shelter because of the lack of safe, affordable housing options or may 

have caused confusion about the available options leading to lack of trust in the system and more 

discharges. In November, the data shows a smaller 13 household increase in discharges between 2009 

and 2010.  This suggests that  by November residents and shelter staff had time to adjust to the changes 

in housing policy and were able to  learn a new process, thereby, stabilizing the system as they came to 

terms with the scarcity of permanent housing options.  

 

When comparing December from both time periods the total number of discharges changed only 

slightly, suggesting that the volatility from the transition to the new programs had ended.  The overall 

numbers are higher than the two previous months in both time periods. This increase is most likely due 

to seasonal fluctuation due to people leaving shelter during the holidays due to family pressure. 

 

 These results, specifically October and November, demonstrate the effect the changes in Advantage 

had on the increase in discharges as a result of the decreasing number of permanent housing options.  
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Length of Stay 

 

The chart below combines Cohorts 1 – 4 to show the overall distribution of the length of stay in shelter. 

 

 

  

The average length of stay in the 2009 period was 84 days, with a median of 95 days. The average stay in 

the 2010 period was 80 days, with a median of 86 days. Most notably, discharges at day 135 (the 

maximum length of stay allowed by State regulation) decreased by approximately 20% between 2009 

and 2010.  

 

This decrease can be explained by the lack of permanent housing programs or the difficulties 

accompanying the changes in Advantage. Those who cannot adapt to shelter life with its rules and 

requirements may resort to other housing options—such as staying with family— and those who are 

using shelter may leave earlier than the maximum allowable time because they are discouraged by the 

lack of housing options.  

 

Despite this decrease, those exiting the system at the maximum 135th day represent the highest volume 

of discharges. This can be attributed to the fact that a larger percentage of people stay until their time 

ends because they have no other resources, unlike those who leave earlier.  
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Discharge Destinations 

 

The table below demonstrates the contrasts in destinations before and after the changes were made to 

Advantage. Permanent housing is the safest most stable outcome for shelter residents but, Domestic 

Violence Tier II shelter is also a safe option for those who need to remain in a confidential shelter for 

additional time as they work to obtain housing.  When a resident is unable to locate permanent housing 

and a Domestic Violence Tier II shelter placement is unavailable, there are only unsafe options such as 

staying with family and friends known to the abuser or the general homeless system which is not 

confidential and does not offer DV specific services. The table below shows that in the 2010 period there 

was an overall increase in unsafe housing in comparison to 2009. The contrast shows increases in other 

locations such as the general homeless system, unknown destination, and a slight increase in the 

“returned to batterer” category, thus showing the unsafe consequences of not having a housing 

program specific to the needs of DV victims.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Destination After Discharge N=578 

Oct-Dec 2009 

N=639 

Oct-Dec 2010 

% Point Change  

Permanent Housing  13.51% 11.43% -2.08% 

Live with friends/family 20.42% 18.94% -1.48% 

Returned to batterer 1.21% 1.88% 0.67% 

Unknown destination 16.09% 19.87% 3.78% 

Other DV emergency shelter 2.08% 1.41% -0.67% 

DV Tier II Shelter 12.80% 11.74% -1.06% 

General homeless system 31.66% 33.49% 1.83% 

Other  2.25% 1.25% -1.00% 
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The table and chart below depict the percentage of residents obtaining permanent housing in the 

November – December 2009 and 2010 periods, respectively.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

While housing placements were down in 2010 overall, a correlation between length of stay and housing 

persists. In 2009, there was a positive, nearly linear correlation. In 2010, this trend varied: first 

increasing sharply between Cohorts 1 and 2, then dipping 34% in Cohort 3, and finally, peaking in Cohort 

4 at 43% of the 2009 figure.  

Percentage of Residents in Emergency Shelter 

Obtaining Permanent Housing at Discharge 

Cohort Nov - Dec 2009 Nov - Dec 2010 

1 2.54% 7.52% 

2 6.06% 13.19% 

3 16.67% 9.42% 

4 34.48% 18.64% 
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The differences seen between Cohorts 2 and 3 in 2010 can presumably be explained by the variations in 

capability and resources of each Cohort. Cohort 2 is exiting quickly and attaining more permanent 

housing due to the active use of their social networks, such as family and community ties, to assist them 

with a place to live and financial assistance. Those who are able to, because they are, for example, more 

financially stable, move out of the shelter and into more permanent housing.  Exiting shelter quickly may 

not always be safe since the communities residents are most likely to reach out to for support are often 

known to the batterer.  But, absent other choices, residents exiting shelter most quickly made use of the 

best resources available to them for housing permanency despite the risks in doing so. 

 

Those in Cohort 3 staying longer than 90 days are not capable of moving out. The members of this 

cohort need the most assistance and more time to heal and achieve stability, particularly housing 

stability.  

 

These results may indicate that the characteristics of cohorts, such as financial capabilities or use of 

social networks, influence how the residents can make use of their shelter stay, along with available 

housing programs, thereby affecting their attainment of permanent housing.  

 

Even with a longer length of stay, however, members of cohorts 3 and 4 still were less able to attain 

permanent housing in 2010.  Fewer obtained housing than in 2009, most likely due to the lack of rental 

subsidy programs. If more housing opportunities existed and if current programs took the special needs 

of DV shelter residents into account, then shelter residents would have had better chances of obtaining 

permanent housing.          

 

Types of Permanent Housing 

 

The chart below highlights the permanent housing locations across all cohorts. Presumably, as they 

learned of the cancellation of DVAP, HIFI, and Children Advantage and the changes making WAP and FIX 

more stringent, residents changed their behavior by: 

 Returning to their own apartments without the batterer. Residents who were able to safely 

return to their apartments did so early in their shelter stay. Comparing 2009 and 2010, this 
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number in Cohort 1 increased nearly triple-fold. While we cannot be sure of the reasons for this 

increase, residents may have felt pressure to leave shelter for lack of viable permanent 

alternatives and, thus, their destination may not always have been safe.  

 Finding “other” permanent housing sooner, such as renting a room in the home of a friend or 

relation. “Other” permanent housing can include the return to a location that the batterer may 

be familiar with or to housing unregulated for safety zones or housing quality standards—such 

as inspections for violations or fire safety.  

 Obtaining NYCHA units through both new placements and safety transfers. In Cohort 2 during 

the 2010 period, 50% (2 in 4) residents leaving shelter for NYCHA housing were living in a NYCHA 

unit before the domestic violence occurred. These residents successfully obtained a safety 

transfer to another NYCHA unit following a stay in shelter. 

 

See Appendix C for a more detailed description on these outcomes by cohort.  

 

 

 

Percentage of People Obtaining Permanent Housing 

The following tables are comprised of data from Cohorts 2-4, comparing the November – December 

periods of 2009 and 20102. Here, we examine the percentage of residents who were able to obtain 

permanent housing by the end of their shelter stay. 

 

                                                           
2
 Cohort 1 is excluded from this section of the analysis due to the Advantage ineligibility of a resident staying less 

than 42 days in a shelter.  
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% of Residents Staying More Than 42 Days Who 

Obtained Permanent Housing 

N = 50  

Nov - Dec 2009 

N = 36 

Nov - Dec 2010 

% Point  

Change 

NYCHA Housing 2.00% 13.89% 11.89% 

DVAP Apartment 50.00% 0% -50.00% 

WAP Apartment 6.00% 27.78% 21.78% 

FIX Apartment 2.00% 2.78% 0.78% 

HIFI Apartment 2.00% 0% -2.00% 

Children Advantage Apartment 4.00% 0% -4.00% 

Section 8 Housing 6.00% 8.33%* 2.33% 

Other Permanent Housing 22.00% 38.89% 16.89% 

Returned to Apartment without Batterer 6.00% 8.33% 2.33% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.00% 
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The results show a 2.08% point decrease in permanent housing attainment overall (see table on page 

17).  Any increases across individual permanent housing types, however slight, were offset by the 

decreases that occurred following the changes to WAP and FIX, elimination of DVAP, HIFI, Children 

Advantage, and Section 8 DV Priority—suspended in December 2009.  

 

Usage of the more stringent version of WAP did not increase enough to compensate for the loss of other 

programs compared to usage of the previous version of WAP suggesting that “work-first” programs 

simply aren’t appropriate for all DV shelter residents.  

 

The data show that as Advantage subsidies became increasingly difficult to attain, residents turned to 

“other” permanent housing options. This suggests that “other” was better for nonworking people or for 

people who did work but got so little subsidy that applying for the program was not worth the trouble. 

 

 The trends in the 2010 period show increases in the number of people who obtained NYCHA housing 

and “other” sources of permanent housing, as well as an increase in the percentage of residents 

returning to their apartment without the batterer.  

 

Residents Eligible for or Placed in Advantage Apartments 

 

The following table shows the percentage of emergency shelter residents eligible for or placed in 

Advantage apartments by the end of shelter stay. This data includes information on Cohorts 2, 3, and 43. 

This segment of analysis excludes October data from both periods because certification awards were 

suspended in October 2010. The November – December 2009 data include certifications for DVAP, WAP, 

FIX, HIFI, and Children Advantage Programs, while the  November – December 2010 data include 

certifications for only the new WAP and FIX Programs because other options were not available in the 

2010 period. 

 

 

 

                                                           
3
 Cohort 1 is excluded because residents in this category cannot be found eligible for Advantage unless they have 

been in shelter for 42 days. 



Closing Doors  
Eroding Housing Options, Dangerous Outcomes 

 
 

Prepared by HousingLink, a program of New Destiny Housing Corporation             Page | 23  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The table below demonstrates the reasons for ineligibility for Advantage at discharge. A concerning 

statistic below is the extreme decline of immigrant residents between the 2009 and 2010 period. This 

decrease by no means demonstrates that immigrants are no longer facing problems obtaining 

permanent housing upon discharge. Rather, this decline can possibly be explained by immigrants not 

entering the shelter system at all, or leaving the shelter early on in their stay knowing the dearth of 

housing options available for them. Further research is needed to understand this decrease in the 

immigrant subpopulation. 

Reasons for Ineligibility  

N= 58 

Nov – Dec 2009 

 

N=148 

Nov – Dec 2010 

% Point 

Change  

Income Over 200% Federal Poverty Line 17% 5% -12% 

Working Too Little (<20 hours per week) N/A 7% 7% 

Not working long enough (income not 

budgeted into PA case or not enough 

pay stubs) 

N/A 12% 

12% 

Unemployed, Receiving PA N/A 29% 29% 

Disabled, not federally recognized (i.e. 

worker's comp, SSI pending) 
9% 3% 

-6% 

PA Case closed or sanctioned within the 

past 30 days 
29% 25% 

-4% 

Immigration Status 33% 16% -17% 

Out of County 7% 1% -6% 

Other  5% 1% -4% 

Total 100% 100% -1% 

% of Residents Staying More Than 

42 Days 

N = 249 

Nov - Dec 2009 

N = 263 

Nov - Dec 2010 

%  Point 

Change 

Eligible for Advantage at 

Discharge(but not placed in an apt.) 63.83% 39.54% -24.32% 

Placed in Advantage at Discharge 12.85% 4.18% -8.67% 

Ineligible for Advantage at Discharge 23.29% 56.27% 32.98% 

Total 100.00% 100.00% -0.01% 
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The number of people placed in Advantage apartments at discharge decreased by 8.67%, demonstrating 

that the program’s increasingly stringent eligibility requirements reduced the number of people able to 

safely transition into housing using Advantage by the end of shelter stay.  

 

Typically, only a small fraction of people eligible for Advantage are able to secure an apartment due to 

the difficulty that residents face in finding a suitable apartment for the maximum allowable rent, and 

identifying landlords willing to accept the program. In 2009, approximately 11.83% of eligible residents 

were able to secure an apartment. This percentage decreased to 5.67% in the 2010 period, perhaps 

because landlords were less willing to take the subsidy after the changes made it less generous. 

 

Summary of Findings: Emergency Shelter 

 

Overall permanent housing placements in the 2009 period were higher than in the 2010 period 

suggesting that residents with a variety of housing programs available were more successful in linking to 

housing than those who had only “work-first” housing programs available. 

 

The percentage of residents obtaining permanent housing was largest in Cohort 4 (those staying longer 

than 135 days in shelter) in both periods, supporting the assertion that longer shelter stays allow for 

improved permanent housing outcomes. In a time where a dearth of permanent housing options is the 

reality, residents require extra time in shelter to survey available permanent housing, obtain 

employment, address any family court proceedings, receive counseling for their abuse, complete 

housing applications, and handle a plethora of additional tasks. 

 

Shelter residents who stay beyond the 135-day time limit tend to have better outcomes.  A previous 

New Destiny study concluded that there are no major differences in the resident attributes of each 

Cohort with regard to eligibility for housing assistance4. The resident characteristics this study 

specifically looked at were educational level, work experience, and family size. The only difference in 

attributes between cohorts that hindered their eligibility for housing assistance was legal U.S. 

documentation and, thus, ineligibility for public benefits. The only critical factor affecting the ability to 

                                                           
4
 Length of Stay Report 2008 

http://www.newdestinyhousing.org/publiceducation/pdf/Length%20of%20Stay%20Report.pdf  

http://www.newdestinyhousing.org/publiceducation/pdf/Length%20of%20Stay%20Report.pdf
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find permanent housing was “length of stay”. The residents allowed to stay beyond the typical 

maximum 135 days in shelter consistently experienced the best outcomes.    

 

Tier II Shelter Analysis  

 

The following analysis compares the results of the Statistics for Advocacy surveys of transitional (“Tier 

II”) DV shelters for 2009 and 2010 during the three month period of October – December. State 

regulations permit a longer length of stay in the transitional than in the emergency system. Households 

can stay in Tier II shelters for six months or more, and those who access housing can leave sooner. Since 

the pressures of length of stay are reduced in the transitional system, the data from the transitional 

domestic violence shelters show the effects of changing housing policy more clearly5. 

 

Total Number of Discharges  

 

The chart below illustrates the number of monthly discharges in Tier II shelter during the October – 

December 2009 and 2010 periods, respectively.  

 

                                                           
5 The methodology used to allocate emergency shelter residents into ‘cohorts’ based on their length of 
stay in shelter is irrelevant for residents of Tier II shelters. Because residents have spent at least 3 
months in emergency shelter prior to their admittance into Tier II shelter, they have fulfilled 
Advantage’s minimum length of stay requirement. Additionally, because the length of stay of residents 
in this category can vary greatly, the range length of stay within an individual cohort would be too wide 
to provide useful information. In the 2009 period, the average stay was 7 months, with a median of 5 
months. In 2010, the average stay was 6 months with a median of 4 months. In 2009 and 2010, the 
longest stay in shelter was 558 and 466 days, respectively. 
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The total number of discharges in 2009 was 90 and 2010 was 93. The biggest changes in the number of 

discharges took place in October and November of both periods--representing a 20% increase and 17% 

decrease respectively.  

 

October 2010 may have exhibited a higher number of discharges due to the suspension of Advantage 

certification letters and the resulting inability of shelter residents dependent upon housing subsidies to 

find housing by the end of their shelter stay. As the programmatic transition concluded in December 

2010, residents may have remained in shelter longer, with hopes of securing one of the few remaining 

housing subsidies despite the difficulty of attaining this goal. 

 

Reasons for Discharge 

 

The table below documents the reasons Tier II residents were discharged.  

 

Mimicking the trends in emergency shelters, residents in Tier II experienced a 16.33% decrease in 

permanent housing attainment across the two periods. But, unlike emergency shelters, many of the 

residents in both periods left Tier II shelter for permanent housing—59.34% and 43.01% in 2009 and 

2010, respectively. 

 

Tier II 

Reasons for Discharge 

N = 91 

Oct – Dec 2009 

N = 93 

Oct – Dec 2010 

% Point 

Change 

Administrative Discharge 19.78% 22.58% 2.80% 

Left Without Notice 0% 12.90% 12.90% 

Left on Own 12.09% 13.98% 1.89% 

Left for Permanent Housing 59.34% 43.01% -16.33% 

DPE Discharge 6.59% 5.38% -1.21% 

Safety Transfer 1.10% 2.15% 1.05% 

Other 1.10% 0% -1.10% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.00% 
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Most strikingly, the percentage of people leaving shelter without notice jumped from zero to nearly 13% 

of the shelter population. The fact that residents will ‘stick it out’ in shelter for at least 135 days, and 

then leave without notice or providing shelter staff with information on where they are going is 

disconcerting. We can only speculate about the destinations of residents in this category but some of 

these residents are likely to end up in unsafe or unstable situations. 

 

Also notable are increases in administrative discharges and those opting to leave shelter on their own. 

These figures increased 2.80% and 1.89%, respectively. This trend is interesting given residents’ length 

of stay in shelter. Due to the tangible impact of cuts to Advantage and elimination of Section 8, residents 

may ‘self discharge’ because they have given up on shelter life and no longer trust the system. Self 

sabotage by rule breaking accounts for increases in administrative discharges and demonstrates how 

demoralizing loss of housing options are.  

 

Obtaining Permanent Housing  

 

The table below shows the percentage of residents who were able to obtain permanent housing by the 

end of their shelter stay. The results show a 16.33% decrease in permanent housing attainment overall 

(see table on page 26). Figures in every category except “other” permanent housing and FIX either 

declined or stayed the same as in the previous year.  

Percentage of Residents in Tier II Shelter 

Obtaining Permanent Housing 

N = 35 

Nov - Dec 2009 

N = 13 

Nov - Dec 2010 

% Point 

Change 

NYCHA Housing 11.43% 23.08% 11.65% 

DVAP Apartment 31.43% 0% -31.43% 

WAP Apartment 5.71% 15.38% 9.67% 

FIX Apartment 2.86% 15.38% 12.52% 

HIFI Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

Children Advantage 2.86% 0% -2.86% 

Section 8 Housing 40.00% 0% -40.00% 

Other Permanent Housing (rented room) 5.71% 46.15% 40.44% 

Returned to Apartment without Batterer 0% 0% 0% 

TOTAL  100.00% 100.00% -0.01% 
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Despite these negligible gains in the new versions of WAP and FIX compared to the former WAP and FIX 

programs, losses due to the elimination of DVAP, HIFI, Section 8 and Children Advantage exceeded gains 

in permanent housing attainment from 2009 to 2010 demonstrating the negative effects of the stringent 

changes made to Advantage. 

 

The cancellation of DVAP and Section 8 dealt heavy blows to residents’ permanent housing options and 

left residents most dependent on locating permanent housing on their own, and without a subsidy in 

2010. 

 

Types of Permanent Housing  

 

The chart below highlights the permanent housing destinations of residents in Tier II shelters.  

 

 

 

Residents of Tier II shelters did not have the great variety in destinations seen in emergency shelters. 

There were fewer people leaving shelter for Section 8 Housing and WAP and FIX apartments; instead, 

the majority of residents were leaving for “other” permanent housing.  

 

The drop off in Section 8 is due to the closed waiting list. Because of this closed list, there are no new 

Section 8 cases; the present cases are Section 8 transfers that are done while in emergency shelters and 

not in Tier II shelters.   
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Under WAP, if the resident is working or employable this subsidy is used quickly.  However, those with 

the highest barriers—residents in Tier II shelters—remain in the system as they struggle for options. 

 

 Importantly, one destination category fell from the chart completely: the number of residents returning 

to their own apartment without the batterer. Of those residents leaving Tier II shelters, not a single one 

returned to her own apartment without the batterer. This statistic highlights the fact that if it were 

possible to safely plan a return to the community, residents would do so sooner rather than later. 

Residents in this category must choose between safety in shelter and danger.  

 

Percentage of Residents Eligible for or Placed in Advantage Apartment  

 

The table below shows the percentage of Tier II residents eligible for or placed in an Advantage 

apartment by the end of shelter stay. Following the emergency shelter methodology, this segment of 

analysis excludes October data from both periods because certification awards were suspended in 

October 2010. Note that November – December 2009 data includes certifications for the DVAP, WAP, 

FIX, HIFI, and Children Advantage Programs, and November – December 2010 data includes 

certifications for only the new WAP and FIX Programs since the others were eliminated.  

 

As was the case in emergency shelters, the number of residents eligible for and linked to Advantage in 

Tier II dropped dramatically following the modifications to WAP and FIX and the cancellation of DVAP, 

HIFI, and Children Advantage. The percentage of people ineligible for Advantage increased by 50.59% 

and those moving to Advantage apartments at discharge decreased by 19.43%.  

 

 

Percentage of Residents In Tier II Shelter N = 55 

Nov - Dec 2009 

N = 51 

Nov - Dec 2010 

% Point 

Change 

Eligible for Advantage at Discharge (but 

not placed in an apartment) 52.73% 21.57% -31.16% 

Moving to Advantage at Discharge 27.27% 7.84% -19.43% 

Ineligible for Advantage at Discharge 20.00% 70.59% 50.59% 

TOTAL 100% 100%  
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In 2010, 70.59% of the resident population was not eligible for Advantage.  

 

These statistics underscore the fact that even without a cap on length of stay, increasingly stringent 

eligibility requirements ensured that Advantage was simply unattainable by the majority of shelter 

residents.  The result was that most residents left shelter for unstable and possibly unsafe housing 

accommodations. See Appendix D for more details.  

 

Summary of Findings: Tier II Shelter 

 

By taking maximum time limits out of the equation, Tier II shelter shows how changes in housing policy 

impact the choices facing shelter residents. Advantage’s increasingly stringent eligibility requirements 

significantly decreased the number of people able to transition into safe, permanent housing.  

 

With the cancellation of DVAP, HIFI, and Children Advantage, the data show that additional time in Tier 

II shelter affected residents’ ability to obtain permanent housing much differently than was the case in 

emergency shelter. Residents with an unlimited stay did not necessarily improve their rates of housing 

attainment using the more stringent versions of WAP and FIX.  Instead, they used the additional time in 

shelter to identify “other” permanent housing or move through the NYCHA public housing waitlists. 

 

Most importantly, the data for November and December 2010 show a disproportionately small number 

of residents obtaining permanent housing, comprising 1/2 to 1/3 of the number of attainments seen 

during the same period in 2009. These findings reveal that prior to the programmatic cuts to Advantage, 

residents benefitted from a longer, unlimited stay in shelter in planning and searching for permanent 

housing. But in November and December 2010, even without a cap on a resident’s length of stay in 

shelter, Advantage’s placement rates were significantly below those witnessed in the previous year. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Major Findings 

 

The Fall 2010 changes to Advantage dealt heavy blows to the ability of domestic violence shelter 

residents to achieve permanent housing by the end of shelter stay in both emergency and Tier II 

shelters. 

 

The data reveal an unexpected trend: while residents in emergency shelters showed a disappointing 

2.08% point decrease in permanent housing attainments (11.43% down from 13.51%), this figure was 

far exceeded by the 16.33% point decrease seen in Tier II shelters (43.01% down from 59.34%). Because 

existing housing programs are so limited and most accessible to those who are working and already on 

the road to self sufficiency, those who were best poised to take advantage of them were able to do so 

earlier in their emergency shelter stays than in the past.  Those not served by the few remaining 

programs had no other resources to access and moved on to Tier II shelters.  Even with the luxury of 

time, they were less able to link to housing in the past.  This suggests that the lack of viable housing 

subsidy programs impacted the hardest to serve residents the most.  

 

Previous studies conducted by New Destiny have shown that emergency shelter residents’ ability to 

secure housing is seriously inhibited by a cap on the maximum allowable stay in shelter. Emergency 

shelter residents have historically exhibited much lower rates of permanent housing attainment, with 

the vast majority of residents exiting the emergency system as homeless as when they first arrived.6 

Residents in Tier II shelters, which do not have a length of stay limit, have by contrast achieved better 

permanent housing outcomes.  

 

In the 2010 period following the Advantage cuts, this pattern changed. Residents benefited from the 

additional time in shelter by identifying “other” permanent housing, not by improving their rates of 

                                                           
6
 “Discharge Destinations and Types of Housing 2004-2009, 2009 

<http://www.newdestinyhousing.org/publiceducation/pdf/Discharge%20Destinations%20and%20Types%20of%20
Housing%202004-2009.pdf> 
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housing attainment through the new WAP or FIX programs.  Tier II residents did better than emergency 

residents but not as well as in previous years and their ability to obtain housing cannot be attributed to 

a subsidy program.  

 

The housing success rates following October 2010, when only the new more stringent versions of WAP 

and FIX housing subsidies were available, were not uniform for all cohorts. Housing attainment through 

these programs achieved negligible increases at best, sometimes exhibiting lower rates of success after 

the programmatic change in October 2010. The decreases in housing attainment following the zeroing 

out of HIFI, Children Advantage, the NYCHA Section 8 DV Priority, and particularly DVAP, a program 

tailored to the DV shelter population and the option most used by shelter residents, far exceeded gains 

in ”other” permanent housing or WAP or FIX placements, however small. ”Other” and “returned to own 

apartment” increased most sharply for the residents who exited early in their stay. Cuts to Advantage 

and Section 8 DV Priority represented a 55% reduction in the permanent housing options (elimination of 

5 of 9 options), and a 67% reduction in the permanent housing subsidies—elimination of 4 of 6 

programs—for DV survivors overall. The elimination of Advantage subsidies has placed residents at risk 

of further violence, recurring homelessness and welfare dependency.  

  

Further Research Needed 

 

While shedding light on the effects of Advantage’s Fall 2010 programmatic transition, this study leaves 

several outstanding issues.  Further research is needed to: 

 

 Investigate if the large surge in “other” permanent housing is safe for the residents. 

 

 Explore reasons for ineligibility to see if future programs can address common barriers like 

public assistance and immigration status.  

 

 Research the characteristics of those able to obtain housing and determine if these 

characteristics can be encouraged or supported in other shelter residents to help them obtain 

permanent housing.  
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 Determine who is hardest to place in permanent housing and why. 

 

  Research if a homeless prevention/rapid re-housing approach can be used to help shelter 

residents stabilize and leave shelter quickly. National studies have shown that homeless 

prevention works for DV survivors7.   

 

 Research the types of jobs people get and if they produce salaries capable of supporting 

housing. 

 

Recommendations 

 

To end the cycle of homelessness and shelter dependence for low-income domestic violence survivors, 

we recommend that the City provide shelter residents with a range of housing subsidy options better 

suited to their circumstances.  One size does not fit all.  The findings of this study show that the 

reduction of housing subsidy options and the almost complete reliance upon employment as the path to 

housing permanency resulted in a larger number of shelter residents leaving without permanent 

housing or with unstable and unsafe housing.  

 

Future housing subsidy programs should be calibrated to individuals’ abilities and resources and serve 

groups like immigrants who are currently excluded from eligibility.  In a few cases, shelter residents can 

move to permanent housing with a relatively small subsidy.  However, because most domestic violence 

shelter residents can qualify only for minimum wage or low-paying jobs, they will need more substantial 

subsidies and the opportunity to pursue education and workforce development training to maximize 

their earnings and help them achieve long-term safety and stability.    

 

Finally, the study results point to the importance of time in improving permanent housing outcomes 

provided that housing subsidies are available.  The short length of stay in domestic violence emergency 

                                                           

7
 “Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing for Survivors of Domestic Violence,” 2011 

<http://www.endhomelessness.org/content/article/detail/3822> 
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shelters, even when housing programs are available, severely hinders the ability of residents to achieve 

housing permanency.  Addressing this will involve a change of State regulations extending the length of 

stay in emergency shelters, an expansion of New York City’s specialized domestic violence Tier II system, 

and/or special housing set-asides or priority processing of housing applications for homeless domestic 

violence survivors.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

Definitions  

 

Reasons for Discharge 

 

The reasons for discharge are broken down as follows:  

 

 “Administrative discharge” refers to the discharge of individuals who failed to abide by shelter 

policies. Residents cannot let anyone know where they are, must report to shelter each night by 

curfew, and comply with other regulations. Because the shelter aims protect the safety of 

everyone who lives or works in the shelter, failure to abide by these rules results in discharge.  

 

 “Left without notice” refers to the residents who vacate shelter without telling anyone they are 

leaving. Residents in this category may make the decision to return to the batterer, but are 

ashamed to inform shelter staff of their decision. Most often, residents in this category pick up 

and leave shelter in the middle of the night, and are very likely to wind up in an unstable or even 

a dangerous living situation.  

 

 “Left on own” refers to residents who opt to leave shelter and inform shelter providers of their 

decision. Residents may choose to leave on their own for many reasons, including the desire to 

be near family, to be close to work or their children’s schools, or due to the difficulty of adapting 

to shelter life.  

 

 “Left for perm housing” refers to residents who have gained access to permanent, stable 

housing, including finding an apartment with the Advantage subsidy, NYCHA or Section 8 

housing, renting a room, or returning to an apartment previously occupied with the batterer.  

 

 “DPE discharge”, short for Date Payment End, refers to discharges occurring at the end of a 

resident’s maximum allowable stay. Current State regulations limit domestic violence 

emergency shelter stays to a maximum of 135 days during which time residents must locate 
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permanent housing, address any family court proceedings, receive counseling for their abuse 

and handle a plethora of additional tasks. Residents in this category have either not yet 

identified an apartment or other source of permanent housing or may have significant barriers 

to permanent housing due to inability to work, undocumented status, or closed waitlists, etc. 

 

 “Left for DV Tier II shelter” refers to residents who have secured a transfer to a Tier II 

(transitional) shelter upon nearing the end of their 135-day stay in an emergency shelter. Tier II 

shelters provide residents with additional time in a safe environment to find a viable, safe 

shelter exit-strategy, and are only available to families. While all families in the emergency 

shelter are eligible for transfer, the fact that the Tier II system maintains one-third the number 

of beds as the emergency system, and that families can stay longer in transitional shelter, 

ensure that there are spaces for only a small proportion of the families who reach their 135-day 

stay in the emergency system. 

 

 “Safety transfer” refers to residents whose safety in shelter has been compromised, such as 

when the batterer locates the victim in his/her shelter location. For the safety for the victim, 

other residents, and staff, the victim must be discharged from shelter and transferred to 

another emergency shelter.  

 

 “Other” encompasses miscellaneous reasons for discharge, most commonly referring to 

residents who are in the hospital or who have been incarcerated. 

 

Discharge Destinations 

 

Apart from the types of Advantage subsidy used to obtain apartments (DVAP, WAP, FIX, HIFI, and 

Children Advantage), below are the remaining categories used to denote a resident’s discharge 

permanent location: 

 

 “NYCHA” refers to apartments of the New York City Housing Authority. While NYCHA 

acknowledges the special housing needs of domestic violence survivors, and prioritizes this 

population in its allocation of units, it only recognizes survivors’ domestic violence status based 
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on criminal justice- or hospitalization-based evidence—a requirement that excludes all those 

survivors who cannot obtain such evidence.  

 

 “Section 8” refers to housing choice vouchers allocated by NYCHA or the NYC Department of 

Housing Preservation and Development (HPD). NYCHA provides the same DV priority process for 

Section 8 as it does for public housing. The application process for vouchers generally takes 

longer than the time allotted in the domestic violence system, thereby precluding receipt of 

those vouchers within the time constraints of shelter stay. In December 2009 NYCHA stopped 

issuing vouchers due to a lack of sufficient funding. NYCHA is no longer accepting new Section 8 

voucher applications or processing existing Section 8 vouchers, even for emergency DV 

applications. HPD closed its Section 8 list to DV shelter residents in 2008t. 

 

 “Other Permanent Housing” or “Other” refers to forms of permanent housing that are not 

publically funded or subsidized, and not otherwise included on the survey. The typical example 

is a rented room, private rental, or a ¾ house (an illegal boarding house). Shelter staff has 

reported increasing numbers of residents securing rented rooms in the home of a friend or 

family member. Although considered “permanent housing”, this situation is not always regarded 

as a safe or stable destination due to the fact that the batterer may be able to locate the victim 

at a familiar location, and because many do not enter into lease contracts securing their 

tenancy. 

 

 “Live with Friends / Family” refers to shelter residents who leave shelter to live doubled-up with 

a friend or relation. It is important to note that this is not considered ‘permanent housing’ as it 

is usually temporary, unstable, overcrowded and often known to the abuser. 

 

 “Other DV Emergency Shelter” refers to residents who have secured a safety transfer to another 

DV emergency shelter. 

 

 “DV Tier II / Transitional Shelter” refers to residents who exceed their DPE and are given a space 

in transitional shelter where residents can better develop a viable, safe exit strategy without the 

time constraints imposed by emergency shelter. 
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 “General Homeless System” refers to residents who have been transferred to the Department of 

Homeless Services (DHS) homeless system that serves the “general” homeless population as 

opposed to the confidential shelters specifically designed to house domestic violence survivors 

run by Human Resources Administration (HRA). 

 

 “Other” encompasses all other destinations, most commonly referring to residents who are in 

the hospital or who have been incarcerated. 

 

Advantage Status  

 

Below are several categories used to denote a resident’s Advantage status: 

 

 “Linked/moving” refers to residents who have identified and secured an apartment through one 

of the available subsidies. They have submitted all required paperwork for the lease and will be 

moving into the apartment shortly (“linked”), if they have not already done so. 

 

 “Eligible, but not linked” refers to residents who have been unable to secure an apartment, but 

are deemed “certified” for a rental subsidy. A large proportion of residents in this category 

report difficulties finding a suitable apartment in the subsidy range in addition to landlords who 

will accept the subsidy. Commonly, landlords request “side deals”, such as extra payments or 

sexual favors, as a condition for accepting the Advantage voucher8.  

 

Reasons for Advantage Ineligibility 

 

Several categories are used to describe a resident’s reasons for Advantage ineligibility, i.e.: 

 

 “Income over 200% FPL” refers to residents whose earnings exceed 200% of the Federal Poverty 
Line. 
 

 “Disabled, not federally recognized” refers to residents who may be unable to work due to 

injury or disability and are receiving benefits that are not federally recognized, including 

                                                           
8
 Liu, John. “Audit Report on the Monitoring of the Work Advantage Program by the Department of Homeless 

Services,” City of New York Office of the Comptroller; July 15, 2010.   
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Worker’s Compensation, or are waiting for the approval of their Social Security Income (SSI) 

case. 

 

 “PA Case closed or sanctioned” refers to residents who have incurred a Public Assistance (PA) 

case closure or sanction for reasons including alleged noncompliance, administrative errors, and 

a resident’s inability or failure to attend regularly scheduled appointments. Working residents 

receive single issuance public assistance, as opposed to cash benefits that are given to non-

working residents.  

 

The following categories were added to the list of reasons for Advantage eligibility on the survey in 

November 2010 to reflect WAP’s new work requirements: 

 

 “Working too little” refers to residents who worked less than the required 20 hours per week; 

 

 “Not working long enough” refers to residents who did not maintain employment long enough 

for their income to be budgeted in their PA case as required by certification; 

 

 “Unemployed, receiving PA” refers to residents unemployed and receiving Public Assistance 

(PA); 

 

 “Unemployed, receiving UIB” refers to residents unemployed  and receiving Unemployment 

Insurance Benefit; and  

 

 “Not Enough Training Hours in Addition to 20 hours of work / week (for a total of 35 hours of 

engagement)” refers to residents who did not participate in 15 hours of HRA-approved training 

in addition to their 20 hours of work. 

 

Because surveys used prior to November 2010 lacked these categories, the incidence of these reasons 

for Advantage ineligibility was not recorded until the 2010 period—not that these would not have 

disqualified residents under “old” Advantage rules. The status of these categories in 2009 is therefore 

marked “N/A” in the data tables. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Description of Cohorts 

 

Cohort 1 is comprised of residents residing in shelter less than 42 days before discharge. Residents who 

are not in shelter for at least 42 days cannot be considered for Advantage subsidies, even if they might 

otherwise be found eligible. During this time, residents are encouraged to take steps to meet Advantage 

criteria, in hopes that they can be certified on or shortly after their 42nd day in shelter. 

 

Cohort 2 is comprised of residents residing in shelter between 42 and 90 days before discharge. The 

time limit for residents staying in shelter, without securing approval for a time extension, is 90 days. The 

decision to request a time extension is made on a case-by-case basis, following recommendation from 

shelter staff.  

 

Cohort 3 is comprised of residents residing in shelter between 91 and 135 days before discharge. 

Residents in this cohort have received a length of stay time extension that expires on the 135th day in 

shelter. 

 

Cohort 4 is comprised of residents residing in shelter more than 135 days before discharge. Typically, 

further extensions are granted only if a resident is waiting to sign a lease to move into her own 

apartment. Some shelters are able to raise private dollars to fund stays beyond the State, so this cohort 

contains resident “outliers” who stayed far beyond the maximum allowable stay. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Detailed Cohort Analysis  

 

The following section is a detailed analysis of the data collected divided into the respective cohorts. It is 

instructive for providers and policy makers to see and understand what happens at various points in a 

shelter stay to inform programming9.   

 

COHORT 1 | LESS THAN 42 DAYS 

 

Reasons for Discharge 

 

The following table depicts the incidence of reasons for discharge across Cohort 1, if known. With the 

exception of October, discharges in Cohort 1 were down in 2010. Administrative discharges and 

incidence of those leaving on their own or without notice were most common in both periods. 

Comparing the 2009 and 2010 period reveals that administrative discharges and the incidence of those 

leaving without notice decreased 8.40% and 3.12% respectively, while the incidence of those leaving on 

their own increased 8.76%. Because residents in this Cohort have not met the 42 day stay in shelter 

requirement for Advantage, we see in the next section that they were primarily returning to their own 

apartment without the batterer. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
9
 In the following charts WAP and FIX 2010 reflect the changes made to Advantage, whereas WAP and FIX 2009 do 

not. Also, the other programs available in 2009, such as DVAP, were not available after the changes were made in 
2010. 
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Cohort 1 N = 169 N = 195 % Point 

Reasons for Discharge Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

Administrative Discharge 36.09% 27.69% -8.40% 

Left without Notice 19.53% 16.41% -3.12% 

Left on Own 34.32% 43.08% 8.76% 

Left for Permanent Housing 1.18% 6.67% 5.49% 

DPE Discharge 0% 0.51% 0.51% 

Left for Tier II Shelter 0.59% 1.54% .95% 

Safety Transfer 4.73% 2.56% -2.17% 

Other 3.55% 1.54% -2.01% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.01% 

 

Destinations After Discharge 

 

The following table shows the incidence of destination after discharge across Cohort 1, if known. Cohort 

1 residents primarily left shelter for an unknown destination, to live doubled up with family or friends, 

or were transferred to the general homeless system. Incidence of residents leaving shelter for an 

unknown destination remained consistent, while those opting to live with friends or family increased 

8.48%, and those leaving for the general homeless system decreased 12.63%. A possible explanation is 

that individuals leave shelter to preserve family and neighborhood ties despite the risk, once they enter 

shelter and learn that better alternatives are not available. People may choose abuse, or the risk of 

abuse, over homelessness in the absence of realistic re-housing options.  More people appear to have 

given up on shelter than in previous years.   
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Cohort 1 N = 169 N = 195 % Point 

Destinations After Discharge Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

NYCHA Housing 0% 0% 0% 

DVAP Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

WAP Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

FIX Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

HIFI Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

Children Advantage Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

Section 8 Housing 0% 0.51% 0.51% 

Other Permanent Housing 0.59% 2.05% 1.46% 

Live with Friends / Family 17.16% 25.64% 8.48% 

Returned to Own Apartment 

without Batterer 1.78% 5.64% 3.86% 

Returned to Batterer 2.37% 5.13% 2.76% 

Unknown Destination 34.91% 34.36% -0.55% 

Another DV Emergency Shelter 4.14% 2.05% -2.09% 

DV Tier II Shelter 0.59% 2.05% 1.46% 

General Homeless System 33.14% 20.51% -12.63% 

Other 5.33% 2.05% -3.28% 

TOTAL 100% 100% -0.02% 
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COHORT 2 | 42 – 90 DAYS 

 

Reasons for Discharge 

 

The table below depicts the incidence of reasons for discharge across Cohort 2, if known.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Between 2009 and 2010, the number of residents asked to leave shelter decreased 9.96% and those 

leaving shelter without notice increased 5.85%. This latter statistic is especially disconcerting because 

the destinations of the majority of residents in this category cannot be tracked.  

 

Keeping in mind that the percentage of DV survivors obtaining permanent housing overall fell 3.76% in 

the study period, Cohort 2 exhibited an increase in those obtaining permanent housing. This increase is 

directly attributable to an increase in the number of shelter residents who obtained NYCHA housing. 

Half—2 of 4—successfully applied for safety transfers from a NYCHA apartment where the domestic 

violence occurred, to another, safe NYCHA apartment. 

 

The distribution of the primary reasons for discharge shed light on several interesting trends within this 

cohort. Examination reveals that administrative discharges remained the highest reason for discharge 

during both the 2009 and 2010 periods. This data supports the fact that despite the time already spent 

in shelter, not only do residents continue to experience difficulty acclimating to shelter life and rules, 

Cohort 2 N = 96 N = 137 % Point 

Reasons for Discharge Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

Administrative Discharge 47.92% 37.96% -9.96% 

Left Without Notice 7.29% 13.14% 5.85% 

Left on Own 23.96% 24.82% 0.86% 

Left for Permanent Housing 9.38% 13.14% 3.76% 

DPE Discharge 4.17% 3.65% -0.52% 

Left for Tier II Shelter 6.25% 5.84% -0.41% 

Safety Transfer 0% 1.46% 1.46% 

Other 1.04% 0% -1.04% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.00% 
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but there is a higher incidence of shelter-rule disobedience or, they run out of chances as they rack up 

infractions leading to discharge. Shelters typically give warnings first and try to work with people as 

infractions become numerous. Once the behavior becomes disruptive to the programming the 

individuals are discharged. Presumably well-accustomed to shelter rules after spending 42-90 days in 

shelter, residents may knowingly disobey shelter rules as a deliberate act of giving up on shelter life.  

 

Destinations After Discharge 

 

The table below depicts the destinations after discharge of residents in Cohort 2, if known.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cohort 2 N = 96 N = 137 % Point 

Destinations After Discharge Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

NYCHA Housing 0% 4.38% 4.38% 

DVAP Apartment 2.08% 0% -2.08% 

WAP Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

FIX Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

HIFI Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

Children Advantage Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

Section 8 Housing 1.04% 0.73% -0.31% 

Other Permanent Housing 4.17% 5.11% 0.94% 

Live with Friends / Family 25.00% 18.98% -6.02% 

Returned to Own Apartment 

Without Batterer 1.04% 2.19% 

 

1.15% 

Returned to Batterer 0% 0.73% 0.73% 

Unknown Destination 18.75% 26.28% 7.53% 

Another DV Emergency Shelter 2.08% 0.73% -1.35% 

DV Tier II Shelter 6.25% 6.57% 0.32% 

General Homeless System 37.50% 32.85% -4.65% 

Other 2.08% 1.46% -0.62 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.02% 
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The most common destinations aligned in 2009 and 2010: the majority of residents were discharged to 

the general homeless system, unknown destination, and doubled-up with friends or family.  

 

But, there were important fluctuations between the two periods.  The incidence of residents leaving 

shelter for an unknown destination increased 7.53%, those opting to live with friends or family 

decreased 6.02%, and those leaving for the general homeless system decreased by 4.65%. Increase of 

“unknown” is indicative of overall disenchantment with the shelter system.  Trust erodes when it 

appears that shelter staff cannot offer concrete solutions. Importantly, NYCHA placements increased 

from zero to comprise almost 5 percent of the resident population in 2010. Two of the four residents 

leaving shelter for NYCHA housing were living in a NYCHA unit before the domestic violence occurred. 

These residents successfully obtained a safety transfer to another NYCHA unit following a stay in shelter.  

 

Advantage Status 

 

The following table depicts the Advantage status of residents in Cohort 2, if known. In 2009, residents 

who were eligible for DVAP comprised nearly 43% of the cohort. This number was slashed to zero with 

DVAP’s elimination. This drop coincided with increases in the number of residents found eligible for 

WAP. Those eligible for WAP more than tripled, as residents met WAP’s new stricter eligibility 

requirements in order to vie for one of the few remaining rental subsidies. But this increase failed to 

offset the decrease in those ineligible as a result of the elimination of DVAP. Importantly, the number of 

residents found ineligible for Advantage more than doubled, until it comprised the majority of residents 

in 2010 suggesting that many residents were able to find some sort of employment. More research is 

needed on the types of jobs people obtained and if they were living wage positions capable of 

supporting housing. 
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Cohort 2 N = 86 N = 125 % Point 

Advantage Status Oct - Dec 2009 Oct - Dec 2010 Change 

Linked / Moving to DVAP Apt 6.98% 0% -6.98% 

Linked / Moving to WAP Apt 0% 0% 0% 

Linked / Moving to FIX Apt 0% 0% 0% 

Linked / Moving to HIFI Apt 0% 0% 0% 

Linked / Moving to Children 

Advantage Apt 0% 0% 0% 

DVAP Eligible, but not linked 43.02% 0% -43.02% 

WAP Eligible, but not linked 9.30% 33.60% 24.30% 

FIX Eligible, but not linked 2.33% 2.40% 0.07% 

HIFI Eligible, but not linked 2.33% 0% -2.33 

Children Advantage Eligible, but 

not linked 1.16% 0% -1.16% 

Advantage Ineligible 27.91% 60.80% 32.89% 

Other 6.98% 3.20% -3.78% 

TOTAL 100% 100% -230.68% 

 

 

Reasons for Advantage Ineligibility 

 

The table below identifies the reasons, if known, that residents in Cohort 2 were found ineligible for 

Advantage. What is most striking is that from 2009 to 2010, the incidence of those with recently closed 

or sanctioned Public Assistance (PA) cases was nearly halved by 25 percentage points. A common reason 

for incurring a PA case closure or sanction arises from a resident’s failure to attend regularly scheduled 

appointments or from the agency’s own error.  

 

Comparing the number of people unemployed to the number of residents working too little and those 

not working long enough highlights an interesting point: in this category, the percentage of residents 

who are working—but are still found ineligible because they are working too little or have not worked 

long enough—is close to the percentage of those who are unemployed. These work numbers indicate 
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the challenges involved in securing proper employment in 42-90 days. Also important is the 8.12% 

decrease in the number of residents without U.S. citizenship. This decrease may reflect that these 

individuals opted not to enter or stay in the system since, without work authorization, there was no 

hope of securing housing assistance.  

 

 

Cohort 2 N = 26 N = 81 % Point 

Reasons for Advantage Ineligibility Oct - Dec 2009 Oct - Dec 2010 Change 

Income Over 200% Federal Poverty Line 3.85% 1.23% -2.62% 

Working Too Little (<20 hours per week) N/A 7.41% 7.41% 

Not Working Long Enough (income not budgeted 

in PA case or not enough pay stubs) 

 

N/A 

 

14.81% 

 

14.81% 

Unemployed, Receiving PA N/A 23.46% 23.46% 

Not Enough Training Hours in Addition to 20 hours 

of work / week (for a total of 35 hours of 

engagement)  N/A 

 

 

6.17% 

 

 

6.17% 

Disabled, Not Federally Recognized (i.e. worker’s 

comp, SSI pending) 7.69% 2.47% 

 

-5.22% 

PA Case Closed or Sanctioned Within the Past 30 

Days 57.69% 32.10% 

 

-25.59% 

Immigration Status 19.23% 11.11% -8.12% 

Out of County 3.85% 0.00% -3.85% 

Other 7.69% 1.23% -6.46% 

TOTAL 100% 100% -0.01% 
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COHORT 3 | 91 – 135 DAYS 

 

Reasons for Discharge 

 

The table below shows the reasons for discharge across Cohort 3, if known. The number of discharges in 

Cohort 3 is highest compared to all Cohorts. DPE discharges and those leaving for Tier II shelters were 

highest during both periods because this is close to or at the end of shelter stay. The incidence of 

administrative discharges and those leaving on their own or without notice both decreased, compared 

to Cohort 2. This fact may demonstrate that residents in this group are most committed to shelter due 

to the lack of any alternative housing option. The data also reveal a 7.59% decrease in the number of 

people leaving shelter for permanent housing in the 2010 period, compared to 2009. This decrease is a 

tangible result of the changes to WAP and FIX, the elimination of DVAP, HIFI, Children’s Advantage, and 

Section 8 DV Priority. Similarly, the increase in residents opting to leave shelter is due to the lack of 

permanent housing options available. 

 

Cohort 3 N = 237 N = 226 % Point 

Reasons for Discharge Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

Administrative Discharge 7.17% 11.06% 3.89% 

Left Without Notice 4.22% 4.87% 0.65% 

Left on Own 13.08% 16.37% 3.29% 

Left for Permanent Housing 16.88% 9.29% -7.59% 

DPE Discharge 33.33% 35.84% 2.51% 

Left for Tier II Shelter 23.63% 20.80% -2.83% 

Safety Transfer 1.69% 1.33% -0.36% 

Other 0% 0.44% 0.44% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.00% 
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Destinations After Discharge 

 

The table below indicates the reported destinations after discharge of residents in Cohort 3. Residents 

were most commonly discharged to 3 destinations: the general homeless shelter system, Tier II 

Domestic Violence Shelter, and to live with friends or family. Comparing 2009 and 2010, the number of 

residents leaving for Tier II Shelter remained consistent; discharges to the General Homeless System 

increased 12.38%; and those opting to live with friends or family decreased 6.60%. Residents leaving for 

unknown destinations increased 3.78%, once again reflecting fewer housing options. 

  

Cohort 3 N = 236 N = 226 % Point 

Destinations After Discharge Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

NYCHA Housing 0.42% 0% -0.42% 

DVAP Apartment 7.20% 0% -7.20% 

WAP Apartment 0.85% 3.98% 3.13% 

FIX Apartment 1.69% 0% -1.69% 

HIFI Apartment 0.42% 0% -0.42% 

Children Advantage Apartment 0.85% 0% -0.85% 

Section 8 Housing 0.42% 0.44% 0.02% 

Other Permanent Housing 4.24% 3.98% 0.26% 

Live with Friends / Family 20.76% 14.16% -6.60% 

Returned to Own Apartment 

Without Batterer 1.27% 0.44% 

 

-0.83% 

Returned to Batterer 0.85% 0.44% -0.41% 

Unknown Destination 5.51% 9.29% 3.78% 

Another DV Emergency Shelter 0.85% 1.33% 0.48% 

Tier II Shelter 24.15% 23.01% 1.14% 

General Homeless System 29.66% 42.04% 12.38% 

Other 0.85% 0.88% 0.03% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 2.80% 
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Advantage Status 

 

The following table depicts the Advantage status of residents in Cohort 3. The results are similar to the 

trends exhibited in Cohort 2 and 4, including a surge in both the number of people found eligible for the 

new WAP and those found ineligible for Advantage. Those eligible for the new WAP increased 29.47% 

compared to those eligible for the old version of the program, while those ineligible for Advantage 

increased 33.30%.  

 

Many more people were eligible for the new WAP but without other versions of Advantage to choose 

from this “surge” did not compensate for the large number of people not eligible for anything. Because 

of more stringent requirements, those found ineligible for Advantage comprised nearly 22% of all 

residents in 2009, growing to comprise the majority, or 55% of all residents in 2010.  

 

Increases in the number of people found eligible for Advantage but not linked may have equated to an 

increased competition for apartments with landlords willing to accept the Advantage subsidy. More 

people did qualify for the new WAP in this cohort, perhaps benefitting from more time to find work, but 

these gains did not compensate for loss of specialized options for DV shelter residents. 
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Cohort 3 N = 221 N = 209 % Point 

Advantage Status Oct - Dec 2009 Oct - Dec 2010 Change 

Linked / Moving to DVAP Apartment 9.95% 0% -9.95% 

Linked / Moving to WAP Apartment 3.17% 4.31% 1.14% 

Linked / Moving to FIX Apartment 1.81% 0% -1.81% 

Linked / Moving to HIFI Apartment 0.45% 0.96% 0.51% 

Linked / Moving to Children’s 

Advantage 0.90% 0% 

 

-0.90% 

DVAP Eligible, but not linked 48.87% 1.44% -47.43% 

WAP Eligible, but not linked 4.98% 34.45% 29.47% 

FIX Eligible, but not linked 1.81% 3.35% 1.54% 

HIFI Eligible, but not linked 1.36% 0% -1.36% 

Children's Advantage Eligible, but not 

linked 4.07% 0% 

 

-4.07% 

Advantage Ineligible 21.72% 55.02% 33.30% 

Other 0.90% 0.48% 0.42% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.86% 

 

 

Reasons for Advantage Ineligibility 

 

The following table depicts the reasons for Advantage ineligibility of residents in Cohort 3, if known. The 

number of discharges in 2010 greatly exceeded those in 2009 by two and sometimes three times the 

2009 figure.  
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Cohort 3 N = 134 N = 108 % Point 

Reasons for Advantage Ineligibility Oct - Dec 2009 Oct - Dec 2010 Change 

Income Over 200% Federal Poverty Line 23.53% 7.76% -15.77% 

Working Too Little (<20 hours per week) N/A 6.03% 6.03% 

Not Working Long Enough (income not budgeted 

in PA case or not enough pay stubs) N/A 9.48% 

 

9.48% 

Unemployed, Receiving PA N/A 23.28% 23.28% 

Not Enough Training Hours in Addition to 20 

hours of work / week (for a total of 35 hours of 

engagement)  N/A 1.72% 

 

 

1.72% 

Disabled, Not Federally Recognized (i.e. worker’s 

comp, SSI pending) 15.69% 2.59% 

 

-13.10% 

PA Case Closed or Sanctioned Within the Past 30 

Days 15.69% 

 

25.86% 

 

10.17% 

Immigration Status 35.29% 17.24% -18.05% 

Out of County 3.92% 2.59% -1.33% 

Other 3.92% 3.45% -0.47% 

Section 8 1.96% 0.00% -1.96% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.00% 

 

Comparing Cohorts 2 and 3, the number of residents who were unemployed and receiving cash 

assistance remained consistent, yet the incidence of PA case closures and sanctions in Cohort 3 

increased by 10.17%; further study is needed to explain why. Another reason for ineligibility is due to a 

drop in high income suggesting higher earners moved out sooner, thus explaining better outcomes 

shown in Cohort 2. Comparing the 2009 and 2010 periods of Cohort 3, the number of those with non-US 

citizenship decreased by 18.05%.    
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COHORT 4 | 136 OR MORE DAYS 

 

Reasons for Discharge 

 

The table below documents the reasons for discharge in Cohort 4. This cohort consistently exhibited the 

lowest number of discharges compared to all other cohorts. As mentioned previously, shelters lose their 

funding for those residents staying beyond 135 days. Residents are most commonly allowed to stay in 

shelter beyond 135 days if they are very close to securing an apartment or a Tier II shelter transfer. In 

order of decreasing incidence, DPE discharges, and those leaving shelter for permanent housing or Tier II 

shelters were the most common reasons for discharge, and remained fairly consistent across the two 

periods.  

 

Cohort 4 N = 76 N = 81 % Point 

Reasons for Discharge Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

Administrative Discharge 2.63% 2.47% -0.16% 

Left Without Notice 1.32% 1.23% -0.09% 

Left on Own 6.58% 3.70% -2.88% 

Left for Permanent Housing 30.26% 24.69% -5.57% 

DPE Discharge 46.05% 55.56% 9.51% 

Left for Tier II Shelter 13.16% 12.35% -0.81% 

Safety Transfer 0% 0% 0% 

Other 0% 0% 0% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.00% 

 

 

Destinations After Discharge 

 

The following table depicts the destinations after discharge of Cohort 4. Placements in the new version 

of WAP increased by 2.15 percentage points. Those leaving for the general homeless system increased 

14.35%, and those opting to double-up with friends and family decreased 5%. What is most striking is 

that residents in this cohort leaving shelter for “other” permanent housing jumped from 2.63% in 2009 
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to comprise 6.17% of the total composition in 2010. Furthermore, the number of residents finding 

“other permanent housing” outpaced those securing WAP apartments. Increases in “other” permanent 

housing may be misleading since the nature of these apartments is not known. Further research is 

needed to address this concern.  

 

Cohort 4 N = 76 N = 81 % Point 

Destinations After Discharge Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

NYCHA Housing 1.32% 1.23% -0.09% 

DVAP Apartment 19.74% 4.94% -14.80% 

WAP Apartment 5.26% 7.41% 2.15% 

FIX Apartment 0% 1.23% 1.23% 

HIFI Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

Children Advantage Apartment 1.32% 0% -1.32% 

Section 8 Housing 1.32% 2.47% 1.15% 

Other Permanent Housing 2.63% 6.17% 3.54% 

Live with Friends / Family 21.05% 16.05% -5.0% 

Returned to Own Apartment 

Without Batterer 0% 1.23% 

 

1.23% 

Returned to Batterer 1.32% 0% -1.32% 

Unknown Destination 3.95% 3.70% -0.25% 

Another DV Emergency Shelter 1.32% 1.23% -0.09% 

Tier II Shelter 13.16% 12.35% -0.81% 

General Homeless System 27.63% 41.98% 14.35% 

TOTAL 100% 100% -0.03% 

 

 

Advantage Status 

 

The following table identifies the Advantage status of residents in Cohort 4. The results are similar to the 

trends exhibited in Cohorts 2 and 3, including a surge in both the number of people found eligible for 

the new version of WAP and those found ineligible for Advantage. Those eligible for WAP increased 
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33.14%, while those ineligible for Advantage increased 18.67% demonstrating that without other 

Advantage programs the gains in WAP did not outpace overall ineligibility. The number of people linked 

or moving to an apartment through the WAP subsidy is highest compared to all Cohorts. 

 

Cohort 4 N = 72 N = 77 % Point 

Advantage Status Oct - Dec 2009 Oct - Dec 2010 Change 

Linked / Moving to DVAP 

Apartment 30.56% 5.19% 

 

-25.37% 

Linked / Moving to WAP 

Apartment 5.56% 7.79% 

 

2.23% 

Linked / Moving to FIX Apartment 0% 2.60% 2.60% 

Linked / Moving to HIFI 

Apartment 0% 0% 

 

0% 

Linked / Moving to Children’s 

Advantage 1.39% 0% 

 

-1.39% 

DVAP Eligible, but not linked 34.72% 2.60% -32.12% 

WAP Eligible, but not linked 9.72% 42.86% 33.14% 

FIX Eligible, but not linked 2.78% 5.19% 2.41% 

Advantage Ineligible 12.50% 31.17% 18.67% 

Other 2.78% 2.60% -0.18% 

TOTAL 100% 100% -0.01% 

 

 

Reasons for Advantage Ineligibility 

 

The following table shows the reasons for Advantage ineligibility of residents in Cohort 4, if known. 

Typically, residents in this Cohort may be facing long-lasting or permanent barriers to eligibility, 

including difficulty working due to severe emotional trauma, inability to secure employment due to the 

strained job market, and immigration status. Like Cohorts 2 and 3, the number of people unemployed 

and receiving cash assistance comprised 20% of all residents in 2010. Furthermore, Cohort 4 mimicked 

the trend witnessed in Cohort 3: the incidence of PA case closures and sanctions increased. The number 
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of people without US citizenship decreased 30% indicating that these individuals may have given up and 

left the shelter system. 

 

 

Cohort 4 N = 10 N = 25 % Point 

Reasons for Advantage Ineligibility Oct - Dec 2009 Oct - Dec 2010 Change 

Income Over 200% Federal Poverty Line 0% 8.00% 8.00% 

Working Too Little (<20 hours per week) N/A 12.00% 12.00% 

Not Working Long Enough (income not budgeted in 

PA case or not enough pay stubs) N/A 12.00% 

 

12.00% 

Unemployed, Receiving PA N/A 20.00% 20.00% 

Unemployed, Receiving UIB N/A 4.00% 4.00% 

Disabled, Not Federally Recognized (i.e. worker’s 

comp, SSI pending) 10.00% 0% 

 

-10.00% 

PA Case Closed or Sanctioned Within the Past 30 

Days 10.00% 20.00% 

 

10.00% 

Immigration Status 50.00% 20.00% -30.00% 

Out of County 30.00% 0% -30.00% 

Other 0% 4.00% 4.00% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 0.00% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Closing Doors  
Eroding Housing Options, Dangerous Outcomes 

 
 

Prepared by HousingLink, a program of New Destiny Housing Corporation             Page | 58  

APPENDIX D 

 

Tier II Detailed Analysis  

 

Destinations After Discharge 

 

The following table compares the months of October – December in 2009 and 2010 to examine 

residents’ destinations after discharge. Notably, October 2010 exhibited an increase in DVAP placements 

during a ‘big push’ to get residents out of shelter and into housing during the waning days of the 

program. Yet, this increase occurred simultaneously with a 13.90% surge in the percentage of people 

opting to live with family or friends. This finding reveals that, with the changes to WAP and FIX and the 

elimination of DVAP, HIFI, and Children Advantage, residents were forced to resort to unstable housing 

accommodations.  

 

 The combined total of the 2010 percentages of people living doubled up with friends or family 

(17%),leaving shelter for an unknown destination (17%) and returning to the general homeless system 

after at least a 135 day stay in shelter (18%)reveals that more than half (53%) of the residents left Tier II 

shelter for unstable destinations. The elimination of Advantage subsidies, particularly DVAP which was 

tailored to the needs of DV shelter residents, has put residents at risk of further violence and has kept 

survivors on a path of recurring homelessness and welfare dependency.  

 

With the changes to WAP and FIX and the elimination of DVAP, HIFI, and Children Advantage, “other” 

permanent housing has become the most common permanent housing destination, exhibiting a 2.04% 

increase between the two periods. Shelter staff has reported the majority of residents leaving for 

destinations in this category are renting rooms in a relative’s home often outside NYC or in a private 

property.  Very few residents are obtaining private apartments without a rental subsidy. 
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Advantage Status 

 

The following table depicts the Advantage status of residents in Tier II, if known. The results are similar 

to the trends exhibited in emergency shelter, including a surge in the number of people found ineligible 

for Advantage (29.65%) and an increase in those found eligible for the new WAP (5.99%). Interestingly, 

the increase in WAP eligibilities ran alongside a 1.46% decrease in WAP placements demonstrating that 

the program was unpopular with landlords.  

 

Also notable is a 5.31% increase in the percentage of residents linked or moving to DVAP apartments in 

the ”final push” to get residents into housing before the termination of the subsidy. As certifications 

sputtered then stopped in October 2010, the percentage of residents eligible for DVAP decreased 

27.35%. 

Tier II N = 91 N = 93 % Point 

Destinations After Discharge Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

NYCHA Housing 7.69% 5.38% -2.31% 

DVAP Apartment 17.58% 23.66% 6.08% 

WAP Apartment 5.49% 4.30% -1.19% 

FIX Apartment 1.10% 2.15% 1.05% 

HIFI Apartment 0% 0% 0% 

Children Advantage 2.20% 0% -2.20% 

Section 8 Housing 19.78% 0% -19.78% 

Other Permanent Housing  5.49% 7.53% 2.04% 

Live with Friends / Family 3.30% 17.20% 13.90% 

Returned to Batterer 1.10% 0% -1.10% 

Unknown Destination 14.29% 17.20% 2.91% 

General Homeless System 18.68% 18.28% -0.40% 

Other 2.20% 2.15% -0.05% 

TOTAL 100% 100% -1.05% 



Closing Doors  
Eroding Housing Options, Dangerous Outcomes 

 
 

Prepared by HousingLink, a program of New Destiny Housing Corporation             Page | 60  

 

 

Tier II N = 86 N = 92 % Point 

Advantage Status Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

Linked / Moving to DVAP Apt 18.60% 23.91% 5.31% 

Linked / Moving to WAP Apt 5.81% 4.35% -1.46% 

Linked / Moving to FIX Apt 1.16% 2.17% 1.01% 

Linked / Moving to Children 

Advantage Apt 2.33% 0% 

 

-2.33% 

Eligible for DVAP 36.05% 8.70% -27.35% 

Eligible for WAP 8.14% 14.13% 5.99% 

Eligible for FIX 2.33% 2.17% -0.16% 

Eligible for Children 

Advantage 4.65% 0% 

 

-4.65% 

Advantage Ineligible 15.12% 44.57% 29.45% 

Other 5.81% 0.00% -5.81% 

Total 100% 100% 0.00% 

 

 

 

Reasons for Ineligibility 

 

The following table depicts the reasons for ineligibility of residents in Tier II shelter for WAP. Nearly half 

(45%) of residents in this category were unemployed and receiving Public Assistance. This number is 

more than double the total percentage of residents in emergency shelter in the same category (20%).  

 

It is unclear if residents in Tier II shelter were slower to adapt to the more stringent eligibility 

requirements, had a more difficult time finding employment due to emotional trauma or disability, or 

were less motivated to obtain employment without the pressures of a looming DPE.  
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Also remarkable is the 11.61% decrease in the percentage of residents with an income over 200% of the 

Federal Poverty Line (FPL). This fact underscores that, as permanent housing options dramatically 

decreased with the Advantage cuts, only those most desperate for a roof over their heads remained in 

shelter. 

 

Especially troublesome is the 31.85% decrease in the number of residents without legal immigration 

status. It is unclear if fewer immigrant DV survivors entered shelter due to the current antagonism, both 

nationally and locally, toward undocumented immigrant, the dire lack of services to support this 

population, or the immigrant domestic violence victims that  there was nothing to gain by staying in 

shelter. 

 

Tier II N = 16 N = 42 % Point 

Reasons for Ineligibility Oct – Dec 2009 Oct – Dec 2010 Change 

Income Over 200% FPL 18.75% 7.14% -11.61% 

Working Too Little N/A 2.38% 2.38% 

Not Working Long Enough N/A 7.14% 7.14% 

Unemployed on PA N/A 45.24% 45.24% 

Unemployed on UIB N/A 4.76% 4.76% 

Disabled, not federally recognized 6.25% 9.52% 3.27% 

PA Case Closed or Sanctioned 25.00% 7.14% 

 

-17.86% 

Immigration Status 43.75% 11.90% -31.85% 

Other 6.25% 4.76% -1.49% 

Total 100% 100% -0.02% 
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