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Assessment of Homelessness in Counties Dublin. Kildare and Wicklow

Preface

This report of the 1999 assessment of homelessness in Dublin, Kildare and Wicklow was

prepared by the ESRI on behalf of the Homeless Initiative. The Initiative, which operates under the

joint direction of Dublin Corporation and the Eastern Health Board, is a partnership of voluntary

and statutory agencies working with homeless people in the area. The purpose of the Initiative is

to make services to homeless people more effective, particularly by improving their coordination

and planning. Achieving this is impossible without current, accurate information on the nature

and extent of homelessness and this assessment was designed to contribute to the availability of

this information.

Based on a survey of homeless individuals and families who made contact with a homeless service

or who were accepted as I:tomeless by a local authority in the last week of March 1999, the

assessment collected information on their age, gender, duration of homelessness and whereabouts.

The survey was organised and the results analysed by the ESRI. Questionnaires were administered

by the voluntary and statutory service providers and the assessment was coordinated by the

Homeless Initiative.

This was not the first assessment of homelessness in the area but it was the first to be undertaken in

this way. Under the Housing Act, 1988 local authorities must make an assessment of homelessness at

least every three years. Although their stated purpose is to "plan effectively to meet those needs" the

results of the four assessments held between 1989 and 1996 have had little practical impact on the

development of services to homeless people.

There are number of reasons for this. Firstly, the information collected was itself limited and focused

on housing rather than other service needs. Secondly, there was no clear or adequate methodology

and assessments were widely regarded as unreliable, particularly by voluntary organisations working

with homeless people, which highlighted inaccuracies and inconsistencies in them. This was

connected to the lack of resources and support available to local authorities in carrying out the

assessments. Finally, there was no analysis of the information collected which was published as

aggregate figures. It is these shortcomings which the current assessment methodology, supported by

the Department of the Environment and Local Government, has attempted to address.

While thi~ current assessment represents a significant improvement, in terms of information on

homelessness in the area, it does not, and was not intended to, provide a comprehensive picture of

homele~mess and the dynamic of homelessness. To do this would require intensive and extensive

reseilrch 011 people who are actually homeless and on people who are at risk or potentially

hOI11('le\s. Rather, this assessment methodology has concentrated on establishing a base line of

informillion on homeless people in Dublin Kildare and Wicklow. It has captured, as far as possible,

('\11 h'ol11cless people (including, for lhe firsl lime, rough sleepers) in the area at a given time and

colieCled basic information about them, using a unique identifier for each person to ensure that

there was no duplication.
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Preface 3 

The results of the assessment allow for the identification of unmet needs and indicate areas for 

further research. While this is useful in itself, its real value is in the future. When the same 

information is collected consistently over time it will be possible to identify trends in homelessness. 

This in turn will help to assess the effect of policies and other forces on homelessness. It will also help 

to evaluate the affect of services and inform their planning. Thus this assessment should be seen as a 

new starting point in describing homelessness and developing responses to it. The scope and 

methodology of this assessment is quite different to that of previous assessments and while 

comparisons between them are inevitable they may not necessarily be meaningful. 

This assessment identified 2900 adults who were homeless during the week of the survey. These fall 

into two distinct groups - those who used homeless services during the week (1,350) and those who 

were accepted as homeless by a local authority but who did not have contact with any service 

during the week (1,550). These two groups are analysed separately throughout the report and 

obvious differences emerge. The local authority group is predominantly women and families who 

typically stay with friends or family. The service user group is largely male, single and stays in hostels. 

Time spent homeless is generally shorter in the local authority group than in the service user group. 

These differences and the reasons for them are worthy of further consideration as are a number of 

other significantfeatures revealed in the survey. 

Over 700 people who used homeless services during the week said they had not applied for local 

authority housing. Given that the majority of these service users were single men it may be that they 

just did not bother to apply, feeling that they have very little chance of being housed. Alternatively 

they may feel quite settled in the hostel where they are staying and have no desire for local authority 

housing. Whatever the reason, it is startling that the majority of people who are homeless and using 

services do not apply for housing and this is a matter which must be investigated. 

For a significant number of people homelessness is not a transitory state but something of a 

permanent condition. Four hundred and twenty people have been homeless for all of the last five 

years and 160 people were aged 65 or more, the majority of them men. A further 360 of people in 

the homeless services group have been homeless for more than two years. This raises questions. Either 

the system has failed these people by maintaining them as homeless or they are in fact adequately 

housed in accommodation which is labelled "homeless" but which is really providing permanent 

sheltered or supported housing. This issue should be examined with a view to establishing the needs 

and preferences of this group and putting in place a plan to ensure that those needs are met. 

The evidence of rough sleeping in Dublin is clear for everyone to see. The assessment reveals that 

almost ten per cent (275) people who were homeless during the week of the survey slept rough, 

some of them in areas outside Dublin city. This is the first time that such a count has been 

undertaken as part of the assessment of homelessness but a count of rough sleeper carried out 

jointly by Dublin Simon and Dublin Corporation in June of last year found 208 people sleeping 

rough. Apart from the actual extent of rough sleeping the age profile is cause for concern, with one 

in five people aged under twenty. Rough sleeping is linked to lack of alternatives but also to issues 

such as drug dependency and if it is to be tackled all needs must be understood and addressed. 

Strategies in other countries have been effective in tackling the levels of rough sleeping and 

consideration should be given to targetting rough sleeping in Dublin. 
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The relative effectiveness of this assessment is due to the use of a technically robust methodology

and the involvement of the voluntary and statutory services in contact with hOrT!eless people in

Dublin, Kildare and Wicklow. In an evaluation of the exercise service providers stated their willingness

to participate in such an exercise periodically, notwithstanding the additional burden of work.

However, they also pointed to the need to develop more effective administrative systems to collect

information on an ongoing basis, with a view to ensuring the most up to date and accurate

information with the least amount of effort. It is possible that such systems could replace the current

system of periodic surveys and could be integrated with other systems. The potential of this

approach should be examined.

This assessment has provided more complete information about homelessness than prev.ious

assessments. It represents a collaborative effort between the Department of the Environment and

Local Government, local authorities, the Eastern Health Board and voluntary agencies providing

service to homeless people. A recurring question from homeless people participating in the survey

was "what difference will it make?" This question poses a challenge to everyone involved in the

planning, funding and delivery of services to take action on the issues highlighted by this assessment

to ensure that. it does make a difference.

Mary Higgins

Administrative Director

Homeless Initiative
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Chapter I:
Introduction

Homelessness is a pervasive problem affecting almost all countries regardless of their state of

economic development. Some estimates of the number of homeless persons throughout the former

EU-12 countries put the figure at as high as 2.4 million persons. This represents 0.7 per cent of the

total population of some 333 million persons in the combined populations of the 12 countries in

question. Some national estimates for Ireland put the national figure at 5,000, representing some

0.14 per cent of all persons in the State'.

The reality of the situation is that the estimated figures for homelessness are often based on opinion

rather than firm statistical fact. By their nature, the homeless population is extremely difficult to

access, track or quantify. The data deficiencies in this area mean that estimates of the scale of

homelessness cannot be based on strong, empirical data. Instead, they are often drawn up by

groups or bodies which have cieariy identifiable sectional interests and, consequently, the objectivity

of the estimates is sometimes suspect.

With a few notable exceptions (e.g. O'Sullivan 1994, 1996), there has been a dearth of quantitative

research or analysis into homelessness in Ireland. The first national assessment of hamelessness was

carried out in 1989 on foot of the 1988 Housing Act. That Act represented a watershed in the

debate on homelessness in that it (a) imposed a statutory obligation on Local Authorities to make an

assessment of their homeless population and (b) it provided a definition of who should be

considered 'as homeless.

Under section.2 of the 1988 Act a person was to be regarded as homeless by the relevant housing

authority if:

(a) there is no accommodation available, which in the opinion of the authority, he, together

with any other person who normally resides with him or who might reasonably be expec.ted

to reside with him, can reasonably occupy or remain in occupation of, or

(b) he is living in a hospital, county home, night shelter or other such institution and is so living

because he has no accommodation of the kind referred to in paragraph (a) and he is, in the

opinion of the Authority, unable to provide accommodation from his own resources.

[Section 2, 1988 Housing Act]

In accordance with the requirements of the Act assessments of the homeless population were

undertaken in 1989, 1991 and 1993 with national returns of 1,491,2,371 and 2,172 respectively

(s.ee O'Sullivan 1996, p.36). These assessments were based on a combination of figures derived from

the local authorities' administrative lists as well as those from the voluntary sector - mostly the

accommodation providers within that sector.

In response to the debate generated by the resultant figures, the Homeless Initiative set up a

working group to examine the current assessment and to make recommendations regarding

See for example, Narional Correspondenrs' reports ro rile European Observarory on Homelessness, 1993.
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Chapter One 9

proposals for addressing some of the methodological criticisms levelled at previous estimates.

The principal recommendation of this working group was that a survey should be co-ordinated and

analysed by an independent external body which had expertise in data analysis and which was not

itself involved in any way in the homeless sector. The working group was particularly anxiolls that a

methodology be devised which was, on the one hand, simple and operationally feasible while, on

the other, was sufficiently comprehensive and technically robust as to respond to the criticisms made

of previous assessments.

Central to any such methodology is the definition of homelessness. The working group decided to

adopt the definition set out in sections (a) and (b) of the 1988 Act, notwithstanding what it

perceived as a risk of understating the extent of those who were "at risk" in terms of housing needs.

This group would include those with no security of tenure; those who were in arrears with rent;

those who had been served a notice to quit etc. The working group felt that it would be extremely

problematic to attempt to quantify this "at risk" group because of the conceptual, definitional and

measurement problems which would be associated with its inclusion. Consequently, it was decided

to exclude them from the assessment.

The terms of reference of the current study were, therefore, as follows:

• an enumeration ofthe actual (in contrastto potential) homeless population in the Eastern

Health Board counties of Dublin, Kildare and Wicklow;

• the population in question was to be accessed through the service providers (both voluntary

and statutory) in the study area;

• the reference period for the study was to extend over one week, ending on the 31 st March

1999;

• in addition to the enumeration through the service providers throughout the week in

question a census of rough sleepers was to be included as a component in the project.

• the data were to be recorded at a micro-level i.e. at the level of the individual. This contrasts

with some previous exercises which collated aggregated information, thus seriously limiting

analysis;

• the principal focus of the study would include the following:

- a headcount of the homeless population

- basic profiling of that population by age, sex, duration of homelessness

- and type of accommodation used in the week preceding the survey;

I
I

I
I

•

•

it was explicitly decided that issues such as routes into homelessness or the assessment by

homeless persons of the services provided to them would not fall within the scope of the

study as both issues would have potentially adverse effects on response levels;

the estimation would be made for a single point in time only and would not attempt to

incorporate either the dynamics of homelessness nor transitions into and out of a

homeless state over time. All estimates relate to the references week of 25th - 31 March

and no extrapolation can be made, for example, to provide details of homelessness

throughout the year.
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Chapter 2:
Approaches to and issues in counting the homeless

In this chapter we discuss some of the general methodological approaches which have been

taken in previous studies on homelessness and attempt to signal some of the general issues and

problems associated with making estimates of the numbers or characteristics of homeless persons.

A number of related, though methodologically distinct approaches, have been adopted in the

enumeration of homeless populations in various countries - particularly in the United States. Many of

these are based on head-count surveys and suffer from common problems of duplication,

misrepresentation, overestimation or unintentional exclusions of members of the target population

(the homeless) which result in deflated estimates.

2.1 EXPERT OPINION

m
,

ID

ID

D
Early studies on homelessness were often based on the expert opinion of those who worked

in the area. This approach is characterised by a number of problems. The most important of these

relate to the degree to which experts specialise only in their own particular sector of homelessness

or, even more restrictedly, their own geographical area within a given sector. This specialisation in

one area may result in some imbalance in the overall figures presented as each expert may fail to see

the bigger overall picture. The degree to which expert opinion may be associated with interested

parties and related strategic response is also an issue in evaluating the merit of this approach.

Although this methodology was widely used in the 1960's and 1970's it is seldom used today.

2.2 NIGHT SHELTER COUNTS

o
o
i

m

Perhaps the most common approach to measuring the extent of homeless ness is through

night shelter counts. To avoid problems of duplication these are often undertaken simultaneously on

a single night throughout the study area. As noted by Burt (1996, pp27-30) a number ofissues must

be borne in mind in designing a study based on shelter counts so as to minimise bias in the

estimates. These include:

5easonality:

Duy or the week:

the services of shelters are obviously used much more in the winter than in the

summer months

the information should relate to a single day in the week, unless some method

can be used to eliminate duplication. As with seasonality, however, one must be

judicious in ones choice of which day if one wants to derive an "average"

night's use of shelter accommodation. How one defines an "average" night is,

of course, open to illl<.'rprclaLion

I
1

,

I
!

I
1

I
Wel'!< of tl/(.' lIIonth: it has been fOUIHI in ~\udie~ which were based on shelter counts in the United

States that the weell 01 ;1I1Y given month in which the survey takes place could

impact on the cslilll;lll'~ derived. In some studies it has been found lhat the

precariollsly housed «(lIdd ;lrrord some form of accolllillodalion in the first

it, - 3 weeks 01 till' 1ll0l1th until pension or welfare cheques ran out.

Consequently, OIH' «Ill lind i1 higher capture rate lIsing ~helter counls ill the

end of the mon1h Iholll ,11 the beginning.

I
I
I
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In addition to these problems, night shelter counts do not, of course, provide a full picture of 

homelessness. They can, however, be used as the basis for extrapolation to the homeless population 

as a whole. This extrapolation is usually based on some form of ratio measure. This can be as crude 

as, for example, that shelter users account for 60 per cent of the homeless. The derivation of the 

ratios used is often open to question and the magnitude of these ratios has been found to fluctuate 

widely from one study to another. For example, Burt notes that in a 1985 study of homeless ness in 

Chicago based on a combination of ratio estimates and shelter-counts the ratio used was 144 street 

people for every 100 in sheltered accommodation. In the same year a comparable study in Nashville 

used a ratio of as low as '7 street people to every 100 in sheltered accommodation (Burt 1996, P 30). 

Regional variations undoubtedly account for some of these differences in the ratios used. The real 

problem with this approach, however, is to quantify the ratio in the first instance. 

In addition to the problems associated with mis-estimation of the homeless using shelter counts/ratio' 

methodologies one also runS"the serious risk of mis-representing the structure or profile of the 

homeless population. In the extent to which the characteristics of those who use shelter 

accommodation differ from the totality of the homeless population as a whole a study based only on 

shelter counts could seriously distort the picture of overall homelessness and the general profile of 

homeless persons. For example, in the US it has been found that the shelter population contains a 

higher percentage of females than males. It has been further found that those who use shelters in 

the US have, on average, shorter spells of homelessness and joblessness as well as a lower level of 

mental and physical health problems, drug dependency etc. In general, shelter users in the United 

States, have better health than their counterparts who, for example, sleep on the streets or in shop 

doorways. Consequently, even if one could be assured of the accuracy of the ratios used to 

extrapolate from shelter users to the generality of the homelessness population, one could not be 

guaranteed of adequately representing the characteristics of the totality of the population. 

2.3 DUPLICATION 

By its nature the homeless population can be assumed to be a transitory and relatively 

mobile one which is extremely difficult to track. A homeless individual could show up within a very 

short space of time in a number of different recording centres. This means that it is extremely 

important to record sufficient information in surveys on homelessness as to allow one to uniquely 

identify the individual involved, regardless of the number of service providers he/she uses in any 

given period. The de-duplication of lists or surveys is, in the best of circumstances, not a simple or 

straight- forward exercise. All the problems associated with it are exacerbated in a survey of 

homeless persons who may suffer from heightened levels of suspicion and alienation and, 

accordingly, may not be receptive to a methodology which would allow them to be easily identified. 

Notwithstanding the difficulties involved, it is clearly critical that de-duplication criteria are built into 

any methodology which attempts to quantify the homeless. 

2.4 COUNTS IN NON-SHELTER SERVICES 

Numerous studies have relied extensively on counts in non-shelter service providers which 

principally, but not exclusively, serve homeless persons. The homeless among the clients in such 

service providers must be identified by screening questions which allow them to be classified as 

homeless. Counts of this nature have been used extensively in the United States (e.g. Burt and 

Cohen 1989, Dennis 1992). They are often undertaken on a systematic sample basis where every nth 
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person is selected for interview. Such surveys are then reweighted on the basis of a rough selection

probability. For example, if one interviews every 5th client in the non-accommodation provider one

would multiply the results by 5. On this basis one could make an estimate of the 'homeless to other

clients in the non-shelter service providers.

There are three main problems associated with this sort of approach to estimating homelessness.

First, duplication will be a potentially serious issue unless efforts to de-duplicate the data are

undertaken as outlined at Section 2.3 above. Secondly, the screening question to discriminate

between the homeless and non-homeless users of the centres in question is obViously of substantial

importance. Thirdly, it must be combined with other approaches - such as a shelter count - if it is

not to yield serious underestimates of the total homeless population.

2.5 ADMINISTRATIVE DATA

Estimates of homelessness in the United States have often used administrative data such as

returns from food stamp offices, Welfare offices etc. The only comparable administrative records

available in Ireland are the s~atutory returns made by local authorities.

2.6 STREET COUNTS

Because the homeless often congregate in known locations it is possible to identify areas

within a city which will allow one to capture a substantial proportion of them. Issues such as time of

the day, seasonality etc. will affect the accuracy of the counts in question. The main bias in the

estimates derived from street counts is the comprehensiveness (or otherWise) of the locations

chosen. Missing an important site which accounts for a substantial proportion of the rough sleepers

in a city will obviously lead to serious underestimation.

2.7 SNOWBALLING TECHNIQUES

When surveying populations which are difficult to contact one can use a technique known

as "snowballing". This basically involves locating the first few subjects in the population in question

and then following up the contacts which they reveal to the interviewer in the course of a

questionnaire survey. When these contacts are interviewed one in turn records details of their

contacts who are then followed up and included in the survey. In this way one can allow the

sample to generate itself by following through the contact networks established by the population

under study.

2.8 MARK-RECAPTURE OR CONTACT-RECONTACT TECHNIQUE

This technique was originally developed in the biological sciences to make estimates of the

prevalence of different animal or plant species etc. As discussed by Shaw et 01 (1996) it and has

recently been applied to a broad range of different areas of the Social Services to make estimates of

difficult-to-contact groups. At its simplest the approach requires that one draws an initial sample

tram the population under consideration. One "marks" this sample in some way and "releases" it

back to the population. A second sample is then selected. One then calculates the proportion of the

original (marked) sample which shows up in the second sample. This proportion is used as a

multiplier to gross up the figures in the original sample to provide population estimates of the

i Ilcidence in the population under consideration. For example, suppose one drew an initial sample
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Chapter Two 

and identified 50 homeless persons. These are then "marked" in some way. A second, independent 

sample is then selected and the number of those "marked" as having been in the first sample is 

calculated. Suppose 5 of the 50 "marked" homeless persons were found in a second sample of 100. 

This 5 out of 100 ratio can be used as a multiplier (in this case l-in-20) to provide an estimate of the 

incidence of the original sample in the general population. Much more sophisticated estimation 

techniques have been developed in the calculation of the multipliers in question but the principal 

underlying them is as above. (See, for example, Shaw et aI., 1996) 

Two main assumptions underpin this methodology. The first is that the composition of the homeless 

population is essentially constant over the period between the first capture and the recapture. This 

means that one must assume that homelessness is a relatively static phenomenon with, at most, a 

slowly changing stock of homeless persons. This requires a situation in which transitions into and out 

of homelessness between the first and second sampling exercises are relatively limited. This 

assumption is fairly unrealistic. The second assumption is that all members of the population have an 

equal probability of selection in the second sample (regardless of "mark status"). This approach has 

been recently used to count the homeless and rough sleepers respectively in Plymouth and Scotland 

by Williams (1996) and Shaw et al. (1996). 

In the next chapter on the methodology adopted in the current report we attempt to take on board 

the conceptual, definitional and measurement issues identified from previous research and· 

incorporate them in the current study. 

13 
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Chapter 3:
Methodology, questionnaire, definitions and scope of the study

3.1 GENERAL METHODOLOGY

The approach adopted in the present study attempted, as far as was feasible, to address the

issues raised above. The methodology used was based on the network of service providers to

homeless persons in Dublin, Kildare and Wicklow. Everyone who used the services of the

organisations and groups in question at any time in the reference week was asked to complete a

short questionnaire. In addition, a count of a "rough sleepers" was carried out as an integral part of

the project.

. The net of service providers was spread as widely as possible so as to maximise the number of

potential points of contact with the homeless in the week in question. A total of 83 separate centres

was included in the target group. In addition, the rough sleeper count was carried out at 6 locations

throughout the study area. Returns were made by 77 of the target centres plus the 6 locations for

rough-sleeper counts'. The types of centres in the survey included Local Authorities; relevant Eastern

Health Board offices; advice and information centres; food centres; hostels; women's refuges;

transitional/supported housing; youth services; outreach services; and drug treatment units.

An attempt was made to complete a questionnaire with everyone who used the relevant

centres/offices at any time in the week of 25th-31 st March. These questionnaires were all

administered by the employees and volunteers in the centres in question. It was felt that it would .be

preferable to have the questionnaires administered by the people who worked in the centres rather

than by interviewers from the ESRI. The workers and volunteers in the centres had, in many cases,

established their credibility with the homeless in question and were trusted by them. It was hoped

that this trust would increase both response rates and the quality of the information recorded.

A pilot exercise was undertaken in 6 c~ntres in the course of one week in January. The purpose of

this exercise was to test operational procedures, the questionnaire etc.

In ,Hlv,1I1ce of the fieldwork for the milin survey all service providers were irlvited to a briefing session

which was conducted jointly by the ESRI and the Homeless Initiative. The background to the survey,

operational issues related to its implementation as well as the detail of the questionnaire were

di~(LJw:J at this briefing. All Service providers participating in the survey were also issued with a

(oillpre!lellsivc set of written instructions for interviewers.

hi "ddili(lIl to the questionnaires themselves. rc:fusalor non-response sheets were supplied to all

('1111;'\. Ilwse were used to record very basic details (initials, sex and date of hirth - or estimate 01

"<j(' il d"ll' of birth was not forthcomil1CJ) ill re~lJeCl of persons who refused to participate in the

\l·J1Vl'y. I\s will be outlined in Chapter 4 and disclissed in detail in Appendix I, this informalion 011

1('\11\,11\ W.1S tlwn used as an input to the rcwC'i9hting or statistical adjustment of the diltil so as to

('Il\llll' th.11 Ille estimates derived from the survey were representative of the full population of

IH>lI1I'I('\\ pc'r50m and not just those who completed the questionnaire.

'I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

· Chapter Three 

3.2 THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

In designing the questionnaire one had to be sensitive to the feasibility of adminislering il lo 

a homeless person in what could often be less than ideal circumstances for conducting surveys - e.g. 

as part of a "soup-run'; for the rough sleeper count. To have made the questionnaire too intrusive or 

demanding for either respondent or interviewer I would undoubtedly have had an adverse effecl on 

both response rates and also the quality of the information recorded. Consequently, whilst it would 

have been desirable to have included a series of very important and policy relevant topics it was 

decided at the outset to restrict the questionnaire to recording the minimum data necessary to 

provide a fairly detailed profile of homelessness in the counties in question. Issues which might have 

been covered include routes into homelessness; number of spells of homelessness over the last 5 

years; duration of current spell; perception of support services provided to the homeless; the 

aspirations of the homeless to make the transition out of homelessness; satisfaction .with lifestyle; 

measures of physical and psychological well-being etc. All of these issues, however, were clearly 

beyond the terms of reference and remit of the present study. 

The questionnaire itself recorded details on 7 different types of information as follows: 

• basic identifiers - these included initials; date of birth and gender; 

• asylum seeking; 

attempted screening question on whether or not the respondent considered him/herself 

homeless; 

• whether or not the respondent was registered with the Local Authority as beil)g homeless; 

• accommodation used in week preceding the survey; 

• duration of homeless ness in last five years; 

• family structure/composition. 

Identifiers 

15 

The basic identifiers were used to derive a composite unique identification key based on 

gender, date of birth and initials. This was used to de-duplicate the computerised file of completed 

questionnaires. As noted in Chapter 2 above, de-duplication of the data has been identified in almost 

all studies of the homeless as being particularly important, especially in .view of the potentially 

transient and mobile nature of the population in question. 

Screening Question 

The screening question used on the survey form (Q4) recorded whether or not the 

respondent considered him/herself to be currently homeless. We initially felt that this would act as a 

good filter which would allow us to identify those who were homeless, in contrast to non-homeless 

individuals using the services of the providers in question. In our analysiS of the data, however, we 

found that some service providers appeared to take a policy stance that their clients were not, in 

fact, homeless. This was the case even in some hostels and other accommodation providers which 

are oriented specifically to the homeless. Consequently, we were not able to use the responses to Q4 

I The questionnaires were completed by the emplayees and valunteers in the centres in question in addition to their usual workload 

and for no remuneration of any sorl. The authors would like to note that this was done by all participating service providers on an 

extremely professianal and comprehensive basis by all concerned in what were, in some situations, extremely difficult circumstances. 
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on the questionnaire to efficiently screen out, for example, the users of food centres who were not,

in fact, homeless.

Accommodation of Previous Week

The questionnaire recorded details on the profile of accommodation used in the week

preceding the survey. The accommodation types included on the questionnaIre were as follows:

• sleeping rough;

• sleeping in a hostel;

• sleeping in a refuge;

• sleeping in a B&B;

• sleeping in a friend's house because you had nowhere else to sleep;

• sleeping in your own house/flat/other accommodation;

• sleeping elsewhere.

Duration of Homelessness

Information on duration of homelessness rel~ted to the total period spent homeless over the

last 5 years. It did not relate to the numbe'r of spells of homelessness nor to the duration of the

current spell.

Family Structure

The section of the questionnaire on family structure recorded whether or not the

respondent was part of a family group which was also homeless or was on his/her own. It also

recorded details on the number of adults and children in the family group (if relevant) as well as the

unique identifiers of other adults and children in the family unit in question. The identifiers for both

adults and children were initials, date of birth and gender.

It is clearly possible that the questionnaire was completed by one partner but not the other. In such

cases the "other partner" who did not complete the questionnaire and who was also identified as

being homeless was incorporated into the main body of the estimates on the total numbers who

were homeless. This was achieved through so-called reweighting or statistical adjustment of the

data. It was also feasible, of course, that an adult member of another respo,:!dent's family group

appeared in the survey in his/her own right - as a separate questionnaire. It was important to identify

that this was the case so as not to overestimate the homeless population in the adjustment or

reweighting procedure.

3.3 WORKING DEFINITION AND COVERAGE OF HOMElESSNESS IN THE PROJECT

We noted in section 3.2 above that the questionnaire recorded details on the number of

nights spent in the preceding week in each of 8 different types of accommodation. This information

is extremely interesting not only substantively in its own right but also in terms of deriving a working

definition of homelessness which we used in the analysis and subsequent presentation of results. As

discussed in Chapter 1 above on terms of reference, the focus of the study was on those who are

actually homeless, in contrast to the "imminent homeless" or to those who might be considered to

be al risk of becoming homeless in the near future.

I
I
I
I

I

o
I

o
o.

m

m

I:



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

o 

Chapter Three 

At the outset of the survey we had envisaged that the screening question on whether or not the 

respondent perceived him/herself to be homeless would act as an adequate filter to address this 

distinction between the actual and "imminent" homeless populations. As noted above, however, the 

filter question did not work well because several of the service providers appear to have taken a 

policy position that their clients (even some of those in hostels etc.) were not homeless. 

Given the interpretational difficulties associated with the screening question we used the details on 

accommodation type in the week preceding the survey to discriminate between those whom we 

considered to be currently homeless and those who were not. On this basis we excluded from our 

analysis of homelessness those who, although identified in the survey had spent all 7 nights of the 

reference week either: 

(i) in their own house/flat/other accommodation or 

(ii) in transitional/supported housing. 

The basis for the exclusion of those who spent the previous 7 nights in their own home/flat etc. is 

obvious. The exclusion of those who spent the 7 nights preceding the survey in transitional or 

supported housing was based on the security of tenure of those who live in such accommodation. In 

general, people in transitional housing have made the first step from a state of homelessness to a 

more settled lifestyle. Those availing of this accommodation type generally have a 1- or 2-year 

contract with the service provider and in this respect have a reasonably high level of secudty of 

tenure. In addition to these two exclusions asylum seekers were also excluded from the analysis on 

the basis that this group is, in general, different from the totality of the homeless population. 

3.4 SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

In terms of who might or might not have been captured in the survey, everyone who used 

the services of the relevant support agencies in the reference week should have completed a 

questionnaire. The reader might ask about the inclusion or otherwise of special groups whose 

probability of being homeless may well be higher than average. These might include those with 

drink or drug dependencies, travellers etc. One can see from the list of participating agencies in 

Appendix 4 that alcohol and drug clinics were included and so clients of such centres were well 

catered for in the survey. Travellers as a group per se were not explicitly targeted but would have 

been included through their use ofany of the service providers included in the survey. 

17 



18 Assessment of Homelessness in Counties Dublin, Kildare and Wicklow

I
Chapter 4:
Response levels and reweighting the data

4.1 RESPONSE LEVELS

I
I

As noted in Chapter 3, the questionnaires were completed by workers in the service

providers who participated in the survey. A total of 3,854 completed or partially completed survey

forms was returned to the ESRI for analysis. Table 4.1 presents details on how this total was broken

down in terms of duplication, refusals etc.

Panel A of the table starts with the 3,854 questionnaires returned to the ESRI. Panel B breaks these

down in terms of the number of occurrences of duplicates as identified by the composite unique

identifier based on gender, date of birth, and initials. From this one can see that a total of 2,787

questionnaires appeared once only, a further 361 appeared twice in the set of returned

questionnaires; 79 appeared three times and so on. This means that a total of 3,253 uniquely

identified questionnaires was returned in the survey.

On inspection of the completed questionnaires it was found that 197 were only partially completed

to the extent that they were unusable for analysis and were thus treated as a de facto refusal'. As is

mentioned below and discussed in detail in Appendix 1, these were subsequently accommodated

within the re-weighting scheme used to statistically adjust the data prior to analysis.

The majority of over 1,600 questionnaires returned by the local authorities drew their information

from administrative records, much of which was recorded prior to the reference week'. In situations

in which an individual who was returned to us by a local authority was also found to have

completed a questionnaire in a service provider, the form completed by the respondent in person

was used for analysis. The rationale for this was that the questionnaires from the other service

providers were all completed in person with respondents rather than from administrative liSts". We

consequently felt that the information it contained would be the more current and accurate.

In addition to questionnaire survey forms, each service provider was also supplied with quantities of

Refusal Record Sheets. These were used to record the basic identifier information on initials, date of

birth and gender in respect of persons who should have been interviewed as part of the survey but

who declined to participate. From Panel D of Table 4.1 we can see that 45 persons were returned as

refusals on these sheets. This means that a total of 242 refusals (197 de facto and 45 actual refusals)

were identified in the course of fieldwork.

"n situatians where partially completed questiannaires appeared an a duplicated basis a process af shifting was undertaken ta ensure

that the duplicote with the most information was identified. Only after this sifting procedure had been completed and the most complete

of the duplicated survey forms identified was the decision token to treat the ultimate (most complete) questionnaire of the duplicated set

in question as a de lacto refusal.

JAil the forms returned, however. by the locol authorities related only to persons whom they were satisfied were still actively homeless

and fulfilled the criteria set down in the 1988 Act.

'In all cases where a chaice had to be made between duplicated records, checks were carried out ta ensure that the record with the most

comprehensive and internally consistent information was chosen.
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Table 4:1: Breakdown of number of questionnaires, refusals and "dependent adults" returned

to the ESRI.

19

A. Total questionnaires returned

I
I
I
I

8. No. of questionnaires

Appearing:

Once

Twice

Three times

Four times

Five times

Six times

Uniquely completed:

2,787

361

79

23

2

3.854

---------•..................

No of

occurrences:

(2,787)

(722)

(237)

(92)

(10)

(6)

I
I
I

c.

D.

3,253

Unusable (partially completed)

(de facto refusals)

Usable

Recorded refusals

De facto refusals

Total refusals

(3,854)

(197)

3,056

45

197

242

I
I

E. Target Population

(C + D)

F. Not homeless

7 Nights in:

(i) Supported/transitional

(ii) Own home

(ii) Asylum seekers

3,298

228

197

128

553

G.

H.

I.

Valid homeless identified from the questionnaire and refusals (E·F)

Dependent adults not identified as having completed questionnaire

Total homeless population (G + H):

2745

160

2,905

I
I
I

This means that the total target population (defined as those who accessed the service providers in

question within the reference week) stood at 3,298 persons (Panel Eof Table 4.1). This was made up

of 3,056 completed' and usable questionnaires, the further 45 refusals and the 197 de facto refusals.

This total of 3,298 persons represents the target number of questionnaires which should have been

completed so as to provide one with comprehensive coverage of all service users throughout the

reference week. It is thus necessary to adjust the 3,056 usable questionnaires (Panel C of Table 4.1)

in such a way as to ensure that it adequately represents the 3,298 persons in the target population.

This process of adjustment is referred to as "reweighting" the data.

'The reader should note that although we describe these 3,056 questionnaires as having been completed and usable lor analysis some

. individual questions on them may hpve been omitted. This so-called "item non-response" is common in questionnaire surveys and has

been adjusted (or in the tables presented in Chapter 5 o( the report.
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4.2 REWEIGHTING THE DATA

A standard statistical procedure undertaken in sample surveys involves adjusting the

completed sample of questionnaires in such a way as to be representative of the total population

from which the sample has been selected. This involves assigning a "weight" to each 01 the

completed questionnaires in such a way as to ensure that the completed sample is representative of

the complete population from which it has been derived. In the present survey this means adjusting

the 3,056 completed questionnaires to represent the total figure of 3,298. These so-called "weights"

are principally used to account for sample selection probabilities and also non-response levels within

the chosen sample. In the present study we attempted to carry out a census of all those who

accessed the service providers and so we did not need to concern ourselves with issues of selection

probabilities. The adjustment of the data was entirely to account for non-response.

To carry out the reweighting of the data we adjusted to account for the refusals (both actual and de

facto). We then eliminated those whom we defined as not being homeless (on the basis of where

they had spent the 7 nights of the previous week). We then made a final adjustment to account for

the 'other adults' in the family units of those whom we identified as being homeless but who were

not identified in their own right as either having completed a questionnaire or as being on a local

authority list. The full technical details of the reweighting scheme used in the survey are contained in

Appendix 1 to the report.
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Chapter Five 

Chapter S: 
The results 

In this chapter we present the results of the survey in six sections. First, we consider the 

breakdown of the homeless into those who utilised the relevant services in the week in question and 

those who appeared only on a local authority list. In this section we also consider the number of 

family units which are homeless - in contrast to the number of homeless persons - as well as 

providing estimates of the number of dependent children who are homeless in these family units. 

Secondly, we discuss the basic socio-demographic characteristics of the homeless population in 

terms of their gender, age and duration of homelessness. Thirdly, we discuss the incidence of being 

registered on a local authority housing list. In this section we specifically consider the consistency or 

otherwise between the opinions held by homeless adults regarding their registration with a local 

authority and the information from administration records. We examine the characteristics of those 

who are of the opinion that they are registered with the local authority but who are, in fact, not on 

the authority's records. Fourthly, we consider where the homeless slept in the week preceding the 

survey. Fifthly, we briefly address the question of where the homeless are broadly located in terms of 

local authority area. Finaily we present a summary of our results. 

5.1 THE POPULATION OF HOMELESS ADULTS AND FAMILY UNITS 

5.1.1 HOMELESS PERSONS 

The analysis throughout the current chapter is considered separately for those who: (a) 

utilised homeless services in the reference week, and (b) those who fulfil the statutory definition of 

homelessness and appear on the local authorities administrative records as being homeless but who 

did not-access any of the service providers in the reference week. In other words, those who 

accessed the service providers in the reference week completed the questionnaire in person. These 

constituted one group of the homeless. The other major subgroup consists of those who were 

defined as homeless by the local authority, who are on the local authority homeless list" but who did 

not access the service providers in the reference week. The relevant authority, from their 

administrative records, completed the. questionnaire in respect of this latter group. The information 

contained in these records was initially collected by the local authority from the homeless person 

where he/she first registered with it. The lists in question are revised or "cleaned" on an on-going 

basis and homeless persons who have not contacted the authority over an extended period may find 

that their names have been deleted from it. 

Given the way in which the survey was undertaken it is, of course, quite feasible for someone to 

have been recorded on a local authority homeless list and also to have accessed the service providers 

in the reference week. Where. information was available from both sources the details used for 

analysis were taken from the questionnaire completed by the respondent in a homeless service as 

this was felt to more accurately reflect the current circumstances of the homeless person in question. 

As we noted above we refer throughout this chapter to those who utilised the homeless services 

in the week in question as well as to those who appeared only on the local authority homeless 

'Strictly speaking only Dublin Corporation maintains a homeless list per se. The inlormation on homelessness which was pravided to the 

f5RI by the other local authorities was taken fram their administrative records. For convenience throughout the text, however, we refer 

generically to the details on homelessness fram·the local authorities as having come from their "homeless lists". 

21 
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list. In circumstances where someone appeared both on the administrative list and also in the service

providers he/she was defined in the latter category. The figures in Table 5.1 below outline details on

the extent to whi.ch respondents were identified from both sources.

I
I
I

Table S.l: Distribution of homeless persons who w·ere identified in services in the reference week

classified according to whether or not they were also on the local authority list.

Not on LA list - from

service providers only

1,090

On LA list and from

service providers

260

Total

1,350

From the figures one can see that 1,350 homeless persons were classified as having accessed

homeless services in the reference week. A total of 260 of these were also identified from the various

local authority lists. All 1,350 adults in question were classified as having accessed the service

providers in the reference week.

In interpreting the figures throughout this chapter it is important that the reader remembers that

those who appear only on the local authority list are deemed to be homeless by the relevant

Corporation or County Council. One can surmise that many of them did not access other homeless

services but may instead have used more informal channels such as sleeping in friends' houses etc. In

view of the fact that they are on the relevant authority list they have clearly been accepted by a local

authority as being homeless under Section 2 of the 1988 Housing Act which states that they are in a

situation in which:

"there is not accommodation available which, in the opinion ofthe authority, he, together with any other

person who normally resides with him or who might reasonably be expected to reside with him, can

reasonably occupy or remain in occupation of"

The very substantial subgroup of the homeless population which utilises only private or informal

networks is clearly of importance in interpreting the overall situation regarding homelessness within

the study area. The distinction between, on the one hand, the homeless who utilised the services

specifically oriented towards them in the week in question and, on the other, those who were

identified only through local authority lists is maintained throughout the chapter.

Table 5.2 presents details on the total homeless population of adults classified according to

gender and also according to whether or not they utilised homeless services or, by inference, relied

on more informal supports in the reference week of the survey.

From Section C in the table one can see that the total population of homeless persons in the

Eastern Health Board is estimated at 2,900 adults. A total of 64 per cent (1,850) of those were male,

36 per cent (1,050) were female.
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Table 5.2: Homeless persons classified according to whether or not they used homeless services in

the reference week and gender

23

B. On Local

Authority Lists Only

C. All Homeless Persons

I
I
I

A. Utilised

Homeless Services

in Reference Week

Gender (N) (%)

Male 1010 7S.1

Female 340 24.9

Total 1350 100.0

Absolute figures rounded to nearest 10 persons

(N)

840

710

1550

(%)

. 54.4

45.6

100.0

(N)

1850

1050

2900

(%)

64.0

36.0

100.0

I

I

I

IU
I U
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I
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n
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From Section A in Table 5.2 one can see that a total of 1,350 adults (46.5 per cent of the 2,900

homeless persons) accessed homeless services in the reference week, the remaining 1,550 homeless

persons (representing 53.5 per cent of the total) were identified only by the information provided by

the local authorities.

It is immediately obvious that females constitute a substantially larger proportion of the homeless

who have been identified from the local authority lists whereas males predominate among those

who used homeless services. One can see from the table, for example, that a total of 75 per cent of

those who used the homeless services in the week in question were males. In contrast, only 54 per

cent of those who appeared exclusively on local authority lists were male.

5.1.2 FAMILY UNITS AND DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Table 5.3 begins to address the question of family units by classifying all homeless persons

according to their family status. The table is divided into 3 sections. If one initially focuses on the

bottom section (Section C) one can see that a total of 6.5 per cent of all homeless persons' were

classified as having a partner only; 8.2 per cent were classified as having a 'partner and child(ren)';

a further 14.8 per cent were classified as having 'child(ren) only' while the remaining 70:5 per cent

were classified as having 'no dependants'. From the gender breakdown in Section C one can see

that a much higher percentage of males than females were classified as having no dependants

(87 per cent compared with 41 per cent respectively). In contrast, it is clear that a very substantially

higher percentage of females than males are classified as having 'child(ren) only' (39 per cent

compared with only 1 per cent of males) or 'partner and child(ren)' (11 per cent compared with

6 per cent of males).

Sections A and B of Table 5.3 provide comparable details for those who were identified through

homeless services and those who were identified from local authority records. The figures indicate

that there are some major differences in the composition of the two groups.

'The reader is reminded that all homeless persons are included in Table 5.2. Consequently the two individuals in a single partnership are

each being counted.
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Table 5.3: Distribution of persons dassified according to whether or not they utilised homeless

services in the reference week (i) family circumstances; and (ii) gender

A. Utilised Homeless Services in Reference Week

Males Females TOlal

% n % n (Vo n

_______••• 0 __ 0 __• _ •• __,_._,,, ..__._-- -----_.______0._... .__.-...__._-.-

Partner Only 3.7 40 10.8 40 S.2 SO

Partner &. Children 2.1 20 6.3 20 3.9 40

Children Only 0.3 15.1 50 4.0 50

No Dependants 93.9 950 67.8 230 86.8 1180

Total 100.0 1010 100.0 340 100.0 1350

B. On local Authority Lists Only

Males Females Total

% n % n % n

Partner Only 6.9 60 8.0 60 7.4 120

Partner &. Children 11.5 100 13.8 100 12.6 200

Children Only 2.1 20 50:3 360 24.2 380

No Dependants 79.5 200 27.9 200 55.9 870

Total 100.0 840' 100.0 710' 100.0 1550'

C. All Homeless Persons

Males Females Total

% n % n % n

Partner Only 5.2 90 8.8 90 6.5 180

Partner· &. Children 6.4 120 11.3 120 8.2 240

Children Only 1.1 20 38.9 410 14.8 430

No Dependants 87.3 1620 41.0 430 70.5 2050

Total 100.0 1850 100.0 1050 100.0 2900

All absolute numbers rounded to nearest 10.

• rounds to zero

Because of rounding the sum of components is greater than the printed figure. Percentages are based on actual, unrounded figures

One can see from Section B of the table that in overall terms a total of 56 per cent of those

identified by the local authorities were classified as having 'no dependants'. The comparable figure

for those who accessed the service providers in the reference week was 87 per cent. In contrast, the

37 per cent of persons on the local authorities' lists who were classified either as having a 'Partner

and Child(ren)' or 'Child(ren) only' compares with only 8 per cent of those who accessed services

and who were classified into this category. The difference in family status is even more clearly

defined when the figures on males and females are considered. For example, a much higher

percentage of homeless females than males are classified as having a child or children who were

dependent on them. As many as 64 per cent of females on the local authorities' lists (Section of B of

Table 5.3) have dependent children. This compares with only 14 per cent of males.
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Section A of the table presents details in respect of those who accessed homeless services in the

reference week. One can see that 21 per cent of females (compared with only 2 per cent of males)

are classified as having children. This means that the probability of a female on a local authority list

having a dependent child(ren) is exactly 3 times the probability for her counterpart who accessed

homeless services in the week in question (64.1 per cent compared with 21.4 per cent). The figures

in the table also show that 2.4 per cent of males who used the services provided to homeless

persons in ttie reference week are classified as having children. The comparable figure for males who

appea~ only on the local authority's lists is 13.6 per cent. This means that a male who appears on the

local authority lists is 5.7 times more likely to be classified as having children as compared to his

counterpart who accessed the other services in the reference week.

The figures in Table 5.3 relate to all 2,900 adults, classified according to family status. In this

classification each member of a "couple" is counted in his/her own right. The information presented

in Table 5.4 below moves from a person-based classification to one based on family units. From

Section C of this table one can see, for example, that the total of 2,900 homeless persons constitute

an estimated total of 2,690 family units among the homeless population in the Eastern Health Board

region. A total of 3.5 per cent of these famiiy units i:Ire couples with no children, a further 4.4 per cent

are couples with a child or children; 16 per cent are family units consisting of only 1 adult with a child

(or children) while the remaining 76.1 per cent of family units are individuals with no dependants.

Sections A and B in the table outline the breakdown of units in both segments of the homeless

population. The 'significant distinction apparent from the figures is the much higher prevalence of

families with children among the homeless population identified only on the local authorities' lists.

One can see from Section B of the table that 34 per cent of family units on the local authority lists

have children - 7 per cent are couples with children, 27 per cent are lone parents with children.

In contrast, only 5.8 per cent of families which accessed homeless services in the week in

question had children - 2 per cent were couples with children and 4 per cent were lone parents

with children. This much higher incidence of families with children on the local authorities' lists

clearly reflects their policy in preparing their administrative records on homelessness, with

priority being given to those with children.

Table 5.4: Distribution of family units classified according to whether or not they utilised homeless
services in the reference week and family circumstances

A. Utilised B. On local C. All Homeless

Homeless Services Authority lists Only Persons

in Reference Week

Family Units Family Units Family Units

(n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%)

Partner Only 40 2.9 60 4.1 100 3.5

Partner lit Children 20 1.6 100 7.0 120 4.4

Children Only 50 4.2 370 26.9 420 16.0

No Dependants 1180 91.3 870 62.0 2050 7,6.1

Total 1290 100.0 1400 100.0 2690 100.0

Absolute numbers rounded to nearest 10
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In the course of the questionnaire respondents were asked to record how many children (1 7 years or

less) were in their family group and who were currently in the same position as themselves regarding

homelessness (Qs10d and 10e of the questionnaire - see Appendix 3)'°. The results are presented in

Table 5.5 below. From Section C in the top half of the table one can see that an estimated total of

990 dependent children was identified in the 540 family units with children as outlined in Table 5.4

above. Table 5.5 indicates that 820 of these children (representing 83 per cent) were identified on

the local authority's lists with only 170 children (1 7 per cent) being associated with family units

which were identified in the survey in homeless services in the reference week."

One can also see from the table that a total of 780 (79 per cent of all the dependent children in

question) are with a lone parent while 210 (21 per cent) are in a family unit with partners.

The age distribution of the dep~ndent children is presented in the bottom half of the table. From

this one can see that, in aggregate terms, a total of 54 per cent of dependent children (representing

530) are aged 5 years or less. A further 28 percent (accounts for 280 children) are aged 6-11 years;

130 (1 3 per cent) are aged 12-15 years and the remaining 50 children (5 per cent) are aged 17 or

18 years. In general, there would not appear to be any substantial systematic differences in the age

structure of dependent children as between those who were identified through use of the homeless

services in the reference week and those who were identified only on the local authority lists.

Table 5.5: Distribution of dependent children classified according to whether or not their parent(s)/

guardians(s) utilised homeless services In the reference week and family status of parent(s)/

guardlan(s)

:.1

'I

I
I
I

u

A. Utilised B. On Local C. All Homeless

Homeless Services Authority Lists Only Persons

in Reference Week

No. of (0/0) No. of (0/0) No. of (%)

children children children

40 19.0 170 81.0 210 100.0

130 16.7 650 83.3 780 100.0

170 17,2 820 82.8 990 100.0

Family Status

Partner &: Child(reri)

Child(ren) Only

Total

Age of dependent

Child(ren)

0-5 yrs

6-11 yrs

12-15 yrs

16-18

Total

• rounds to zero

80

60

30

170

SO.O

32.9

15.3

1.8

100.0

450

220

100

50

820

55.4

26.8

12.2

5.6

100.0

530

280

130

50

990

54.4

27.9

12.7

4.9

100.0

m

m,

"An adjustment was made to avoid double-counting in situations in which both partners of a relationship recorded details in respect of

their children.

"The reoder should note thar some of the children classified under 'service providers' in Table 5.5 may also be registered with focaf

au thorities. However, the information for onalysis was taken from a questionnaire completed in one of the service providers.
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5.2 SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF HOMELESS PERSONS 

5.2.1 AGE AND GENDER OF HOMELESS PERSONS 

In this section we consider some of the basic socio-demographic characteristics of homeless 

adults. The age and gender profiles are outlined in Table 5.6. 

If one firstly considers Section C of the table (on all homeless persons in aggregate) one can see that 

the figures indicate that just under 12 per cent (34 persons) are aged 20 years or less; a further 17 

per cent (490) persons are aged 21-25 years; 26 per cent (750 persons) are aged 26-35 years and so 

on. One can see from the table that just under 6 per cent of the homeless (160 persons) are aged 65 

years or more. 

From the age breakdown of males and females one can see that a higher percentage of homeless 

females than males are in the younger age cohorts. For example, 19 per cent of homeless females 

are aged 20 years or less compared with only 8 per cent of their male counterparts. Overall, a total 

of 71 per cent of females are aged 35 years or less. This compares with only 45 per cent of males. 

Despite the relatively younger overall age profile of homeless females it is noteworthy that just under 

5 per cent of relevant females are aged 65 years or more. The comparable figure for males is just 

over 6 per cent. 

Sections A and B of Table 5.6 present similar details for, respectively, those who accessed the formal 

service providers in the reference week and those who did not. In general, the difference between 

male and female age distributions are maintained for both subgroups of the homeless population. In 

other words, females among both those who utilised homeless services and those who appeared on 

the local authority list only had, on average, a younger age profile than their male counterparts. The 

figures show that a higher proportion of both males and females who appeared only on the local 

authorities' lists were in the three youngest age cohorts as compared with those who accessed 

services in the week in question. For example, just over 49 per cent of males and 74 per cent of 

females who appeared only on the local authorities' lists were aged 35 years or less. In contrast 41 

per cent of males and 66 per cent .of females who were identified through the service providers were 

aged 35 years or less. 

These trends are summarised in Table 5.7 below. This table provides details on the average age of 

males and females appearing in the survey from both sources. From Section C in the table one can 

see, for example, that the average age· of all homeless persons is 37 years. The average age of 

homeless males is just over 39 years while that of females is 7 years younger at 32 years. From 

Section B of Table 5.7 one can see that comparable figures for those who were identified only on the 

local authority lists are 38 and 31 years respectively, while from Section A of the table one can see 

that the average age for males using homeless services in the week in question was 40 years 

compared with 35 years for females. Overall, therefore, two main points emerge from Tables 5.6 and 

5.7. First, homeless females tend to be slightly younger than their male counterparts and, secondly, 

both homeless males and females on the local authorities' lists tend to be slightly younger than their 

respective counterparts who accessed the service providers in the reference week of the survey. 
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Table ~.6: Homeless persons classified according to whether or not they used homeless services in

the reference week and (i) age and (ii) gender

A. Utilised Homeless Services in Reference Week

Male Female fotal

Age (Per cenl) ('Yo) (N)

-- ..-_._------_._--------_..- _.._._-._.._.__ ..__...•. _.. _--_ .._--- ._ ..-_ ..._....... -.

20 years or less 8.9 24.3 , 2.7 (170)

21-25 yrs 11.7 19.6 13.7 (180)

26 - 35 yrs 20.2 21.7 20.6 (280)

36 - 45 yrs 22.0 8.9 18.7 (250)

46 - 64 yrs 29.6 15.1 26.0 (360)

65 yrs or more 7.7 10.4 8.4 (110)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 (1,350)

(Row Per Cent) 75.1 24.9

(n) (1010) (340) 100.0

B. On local Authority lists only

Male Female Total

Age (Per cent) (q.b) eN)

20 years or less 6.3 16.1 10.7 (170)

21-25 yr 13.3 27.5 19.8 (310)

26 - 35 yrs 29.9 30.5 30.2 (470)

36 - 45 yrs 23.4 14.7 19.4 (300)

46 - 64 yrs 22.6 9.0 16.4 (250)

65 yrs or more 4.5 2.3 3.5 (50)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 (1550)

(Row Per Cent) 54.4 45.6 100.0

(n) (840) (710) (1550)

C. All Homeless Persons

Male Female Total

Age (Per cent) (%) (N)

20 years or less 7.6 18.7 11.6 (340)

21-25 yrs 12.4 25.0 16.9 (490)

26 - 35 yrs 24.6 27.6 25.7 (750)

36 - 45 yrs 22.6 12.8 19.1 (550)

46.- 64 ~rs 26.5 11.0 20.9 (610)

65 yrs or more 6.2 4.9 5.7 (160)

Total 100.0 100.0 100:0 (2,900)

(Row Per Cent) 64.0 36.0 100.0

(n) (1850) (1050) (2900)

Absolute figures rounded to neorest 10 persons

II

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I

I
I

I

I

I
u
D

Il



I
I
I

Chapter Five

Table 5.7: Average age of homeless persons classified according to whether or not they accessed

homeless services in the reference week and gender

29

I
I
I

Male

Female

Total

A. Utilised Homeless Services

in Reference Week

40.5 y,s

34.6 yrs

39.0 yrs

B. On local Authority

lists Only

(Ave'~ge ~ge in years)

37.9 yrs

30.6'yrs

34.6 yrs

C. All Homel,,,s Persons

39.1 y"

31.9 y,s

36.6 yrs

I
I
I
I

Table 5.8 provides details on the breakdown of homeless persons aged 20 years or less classified

according to broad age category and gender. We saw from Table 5.6 that a total of 340

independent" homeless persons were estimated to be aged 20 years or less. From Table 5.8 one can

see that a total of 14 per cent of the 340 homeless adults aged 20 years or less are, in fact, aged 16

years or less; a further 6 per cent are aged 17 years; 26 per cent are aged 18 years and so on. When

broken down by gender one can see that a slightly higher p.ercentages of young male homeless

persons are aged 18 years or less. For example, 54 per cent of the males aged 20 years or less are, in

fact, aged 18 years or less. The comparable figure for females is 41 per cent.

Table 5.8: Homeless persons aged 20 or less classified according to broad age category and gender.

I

I
I

Age

16 years or less

17 years

18 years

19 Years

20 years

Total

Male Female Total

N % N % N %

30 18.9 20 10.3 SO 13.9

10 5.6 10 7.1 20 6.5

40 29.4 so 23.5 90 26.0

30 25.2 60 27.6 90 26.5

30 21.0 60 31.6 90 27.1

140 100.0 200 100.0 340 100.0

o
!m
I

Note: percentages based on actual, unrounded figures.

5.2.2 DURATION OF HOMELESSNESS, AGE AND GENDER

Table 5.9 presents information on the duration of homelessness over the five years

preceding the survey. In the course of the questionnaire the respondent was asked to think back over

the previous 5 years and to record how long, in total, throughout that period he/she had been

homeless. Duration in this context, therefore, must be' interpreted as the total period homeless over

the 5 years in question. It does not say anything about number of periods of homelessness nor of

transitions into and out of a homeless state; neither does it refer to the duration of the most recent or

current spell of homelessness.

"Independent in the sense thot they completed their own questionnaire in one of the service providers or had the informotion provided

on. their behalf by the local authority. These "independent" homeless persons contrast with the dependent children (all of whom were by

definition aged less than 18 years) who were identified in the course of the survey.
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The bottom section of Table 5.9 (Section C) presents figures on the duration of homelessness in the

last five years for all homeless persons in aggregate. From the column on 'All Homeless Persons' one

can see that just over 8 per cent of homeless persons (representing 250 adults) were homeless for

less than 1 month over the previous 5 years. A further 10 per cent (290 adults) were homeless for

between 1 to under 3 months; 11 per cent (310 adults) between 3 to under 6 months and so on.

The final column in Table 5.9 summarises details on the percentage of homeless persons classified by

duration of homelessness in the last five years. These figures are simply cumulated across each

preceding duration category. They show, for example, that 8.3 per cent of persons have been

homeless for less than 1 month over the last 5 years; 18.2 per cent for less than 3 months; 29.1 per

cent for less than 6 months and so on. One can immediately see from this section of the table that

just over half (51.1 per cent) of all homeless persons (approximately 1480 adults) have been

homeless for 1 year or less.

Table 5.9 also presents a distribution of duration of homelessness in the last five years for males and

females. In Section C of the table (dealing with all homeless persons in aggregate) one can see, for

example, that 7.6 per cent of males compared with 9.6 per cent of females have been homeless for

less than 1 month; a further 8.6 per cent of males and 12.1 per cent of females have been homeless

for between 1 to under 3 months and so on. The overall story told by these figures is that there is, in

general, a slight gender differentiation in terms of length of homelessness with a slightly higher

percentage of females than males being homeless for a shorter period of time:. For example, the

aggregate figures for all adults in Section C of the table suggest that a total of 47.1 per cent of males

who are homeless have experienced homelessness for a total period of less than 1 year over the last

5 years. This compares with a figure of 58.3 per cent for females. Similarly, just under two-thirds of

males (63.9 per cent) say they have been homeless for less than 2 years. The comparable figure for

females is almost three-quarters (73.8 per cent).

Sections A and B of Table 5.9 present comparable information for the homeless who accessed

services in the reference week and for those on the local authorities' lists. If one considers the final

column on cumulative percentages one can see that there are substantial differences in terms of

durations among those who were identified from each subgroup. For example, one can see that a

total of 66 per cent of those who were only on the local authorities' lists were homeless for less than

1 year. In contrast, only 34 per cent of those who used homeless services were homeless for less than

1 year. As noted above, we assume that this trend reflects, at least in part, the revisions of the local

authorities' administrative records and possible deletions from them of persons who, although

initially registered, did not maintain regular contact with the authorities in question.

In interpreting the figures in Table 5.9 the reader is reminded that in our discussion of Tables 5.6 and

5.7 above we saw that females tend to be slightly younger than their male counterparts. Table 5.6

shows, for example, that just under 19 per cent of females were 20 years or less compared with just

under 8 per cent of males. We saw that, on a cumulative basis, just under 44 per cent of females

were under 25 years compared with only 20 per cent of their male counterparts. One must bear

these gender differences in age profile in mind when interpreting the duration figures of Table 5.9.

The information in Table 5.6 suggests that over twice the percentage of homeless females as

compared to males fall into the two youngest age groups viz. the 'less than 20 years' and '21-25
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Table 5.9: Homeless persons classified according to whether or not they accessed homeless services

in the reference week and (i) duration of homelessness in the last 5 years; (ii) gender.

I
Gender C: All Homeless Persons

Duration of Male Female Cumulative

homelessness - Percentage

last 5 years (%) (%) (%) N

I A. Utilised Homeless Services in Reference

Less than 1 month 8.0 6.5 7.6 (110) 7.6

I
1 - under 3 mths 7.5 4.8 6.7 (90) 14.3

3 . under 6 mths 7.0 9.5 7.7 (l00) 22.0

6 - under 9 mths 6.2 6.3 6.2 (80) 28.2

I
9 • under 12 mths 5.3 7.1 5.8 (80) 34.0

1 - less 2 years 11.9 12.5 12.0 (160) 46.0

2 - less 3 years 12.8 12.2 12.7 (170) 58.7

I
3 . less 4 years 9.7 6.8 9.0 (120) 67.7

4 • less 5 years 8.0 3.6 6.8 (90) 74.5

5 years 23.7 30.7 25.5 (350) 100.0

I Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 (1350)

(N) (1010) (340) (1350) (1350)

I
B. Our local Authority lists only

Less than 1 month 7.0 11.1 8.8 (140) 8.8...
1 - under 3 mths 10.0 16.0 12.6 (200) 21.4

I
3 - under 6 mths 13.5 ;4.1' 13.7 (210) 35.1

6 - under 9 mths 18.2 17.7 18.0 (280) 53.1

9 • under 12 mths 13.7 11.9 12.9 (200) 66.0

1 - less 2 years 22.4 17.2 20.1 (310) 86.1

I 2 . less 3 years 5.6 5,8 5.7 (90) 91.8

3 - less 4 years 2.6 1.7 2.2 (30) 94.0

4 - less 5 years 1.5 0.6 1.1 (20) 95.1

I 5 years 5.5 3.9 4.8 (70) 100.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

I
(N) (840) (710) (1550) (1550)

C. Total

Less than 1 month 7.6 9.6 8.3 (250) 8.3

I 1 - under 3 mths 8.6 12.1 9.9 (290) 18.2

3 - under 6 mths 10.0 12.5 10.9 (310) 29.1

6 - under 9 mths 11.7 13.8 12.4 (360) 41.5

I 9 - under 12 mths 9.2 10.3 9.6 (280) 51.1

1 . less 2 years 16.8 15.6 16.4 (470) 67.5

2 . less 3 years 9.5 7.9 9.0 (260) 76.5

I 3 . less 4 years 6.4 3.5 5.4 (150) 81.9

4 . les~ 5 years 5.0 1.6 3.8 (110) 85.7

5 years 15.2 13.1 14.4 (420) 100.0

I Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

(N) (1,850) (1050) (2900) (2900)

I
I
I
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I
year' categories. This means that, in aggregate, because females who are homeless tend to be

younger they have had "less of an opportunity" to be homeless for longer durations than their male

counterparts. These gender differences in age profile may have important implicatrons for

interpretation of the trends indicated in Table 5.8 in regard to the relatively shorter durations for

females than males.

One interpretation of the shorter durations for females could be that the routes out of homelessness

for females are more effective than those available to their male counterparts. Alternatively, the

relatively shorter durations for females could be driven by the relatively lower average age of females

than males. The relatively younger females would have had less 'opportunity' than their older male

counterparts to have experienced an extended period of homeless. To gain a better insight into what

is happening in terms of duration/gender/age relationships we can consider a detailed breakdown of

durations according to age cohort and gender. These are presented in Table 5.10 and Appendix

Table A5.2.

The figures in Table 5.10 summarise the percentage of males and females in each age cohort who

have experienced homelessness over the last 5 years for a period of either more or less than 1 year.

If we begin by focusing on all homeless persons - Section C of the table we can see that a higher

percentage of males than females in each of the four cohorts covering 21 years to 64 years have

experienced homelessness for 1 year or more. The opposite is the case in both the youngest and

oldest age cohorts. In both these age cohorts a higher percentage of females than males experience

homelessness for 1 year or more. The same general trends which were displayed at the aggregate .

level are broadly reflected in the experience of homeless durations for both subgroups of homeless

persons i.e. for both those who accessed the service providers in the reference week and also for

those who were identified on the local authorities' lists. Some variations to this trend are reflected,

for example, in the 21 - 25 year cohort among those who accessed service providers and also in the

36 - 45 year cohort for those who were identified from the local authorities' lists.

The detailed figures in Appendix Table A5.2 suggest that there is a group of elderly persons who

have experienced relatively long periods of homelessness over the last five years. This is especially

true of those using homeless services.

Overall these figures suggest that even when one controls for age, slightly higher percentages of

males than females, on average, tend to experience a longer duration of homelessness.

5.3 RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF WHETHER OR NOT ON LOCAL AUTHORITY

HOUSING LIST

In the course of the interview respondents were asked whether or not they were on a local

authority housing list. Table 5.11 presents the results to this question. The table includes only the

1350 homeless persons who completed the questionnaire in person with one of the service providers

in the reference week. By definition this analysis is not relevant to the other 1550 homeless persons

who were identified only on the local authorities' homeless list as all of the individuals in question

were identified as being on the administrative lists in question.
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Table 5.10: Homeless persons classified according to (I) whether or not they have accessed the service providers In the reference week (II) duration of
homelessness 111 the last 5 years (III) age; (Iv) gender

A. Utilised Homeless Services in Reference Week

Duration of

homelessness

in last 5 years 20 yrs or less 21 ·25 yrs 26 ·35 yrs 36 - 45 yrs 46 - 64 yrs 65 yrs or more Total

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Less than 1 year 60.5 41.0 39.2 35.5 42.0 48.6 29.6 42.7 25.4 29.3 17.6 0.0 34.2 35.6

1 year or more 39.5 59.0 60.8 64.5 58.0 51.4 70.4 57.3 74.6 70.7 82.4 100.0 65.8 64.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

B. On Local Authority List only

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Less than 1 year 76.9 74.5 69.1 77.9 65.0 74.1 60.1 58.4 56.5 571 48.6 42.8 62.4 70.8

1 year or more 23.1 25.5 30.9 22.1 35.0 25.9 39.9 41.6 43.5 42.9 51.4 57.2 37.6 29.2

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

C. All Homeless Persons n
:::r
'"'0

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female tvlale Female M
(ll.,

Less than 1 year 65.9 60.9 53.4 66.2 55.1 67.2 43.8 55.4 38.4 44.3 29.9 12.2 47.9 59.0 "Tl

<'
1 year or more 34.1 39.1 46.6 33.8 44.9 32.8 56.2 44.6 61.6 55.7 70.1 87.8 52.6 41.0 (ll

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

W
W
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Table 5.11: Homeless persons who accessed services in the week in question classified according to

whether or not they said that they were on a local authority housing or homeless list (Q5 of

Questionnaire) and (i) gender; (i1) age category; and (c) duration of homelessn,:ss in last 5 years

.. ,
On LA housing list/homeless list?

Yes No Total Yes No Total

(%) (%) (%) (N) (%) (%) (%) (N)

Gender Duration of

Homelessness in

Last 5 years

Male 39.4 60.2 100.0 (1010)

Female 53.2 46.8 100.0 (340) Less than 1 month 29.5 70.5 100.0 (1.10)

1 . under 3 mths 39.0 61.0 100.0 (90)

3 - under 6 mths 48.9 51.1 100.0 (100)

Age Category

20 years or less 25.2 74.8 100.0 (170) 6 - under 9 mths 51.4 48.6 100.0 (80)

21-25 yrs 54.9 45.1 100.0 (180) 9 - under 12 mths 71.8 28.2 100.0 (80)

26·35 yrs 54.5 45.5 100.0 (280) 1 - less 2 years 54.7 45.3 100.0 (160)

36 - 4S yrs 48.6 51.4 100.0 (250) 2 - less 3 years 51.6 48.4 100.0 (170)

46 - 64 yrs 40.9 59.1 100.0 (360) 3 - less 4 years 49.5 50.5 100.0 (120)

65 yrs or more 18.8 81.3 100.0 (110) 4 - less 5 years 44.6 55.4 100.0 (90)

5 years 32.6 67.4 100.0 (350)

Total 43.8 56.7 100.0 (1350) Total 43.8 56.7 100.0 (1350)

Note: Table relates only to those who accessed homeless services in the reference week.

From Table 5.11 one can see that a total of 43.8 per cent of those who accessed homeless services in

the reference week said that they were on such a list. A higher percentage of females than males (53

per cent compared with 39 per cent) indicated that they were on a list. In terms of age distribution

one can see that just over one-quarter of those in the youngest age cohort recorded that they were

registered as in need of housing with a local authority. This figure increased substantially for those in

the two cohorts covering 21 to 35 years (approximately 55 per cent in each of the two relevant

cohorts). The figure subsequently fell for those aged 36-45 years and older, falling from 48.6 per

cent for those aged 36-45 years to 8.8 per cent for those aged 65 years or over.

The table also provides a breakdown of respondents' perceptions of whether or not they are on a

housing list according to duration of homelessness in the last 5 years. One can see that those who

have been homeless for less than 1 month have the lowest percentage answering in the affirmative

(29.5 per cent). The rate increases through the duration categories until it reaches a maximum at 72

per cent for those who have been homeless for between 9-12 months after which it falls off until it

reaches 33 per cent for respondents who were homeless for all of the 5 years in question.

Table 5.12 presents information on the consistency be.tween the respondent's perception of whether

or not he/she is on a homeless list (as recorded at Q.5 of the questionnaire) and the administrative

records from the various local authorities. As noted above, the table relates only to the total of 1350

homeless persons who accessed homeless services in the week in question. From the detail of the

I

I

I
I

:1

I
I
:1



I
Chapter Five 35

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

table one can see that 260 of these were also duplicated on the local authorities' housing lists

provided as part of the survey". The remaining 1090 adults who accessed homeless services did not

appear on any administrative list from the local authorities.

In terms of consistency between the respondents' views on whether or not he/she is on a local authority

housing list one can see that, for example, 730 of the 1090 who do not appear on a local authority list

said in their questionnaire that they had not made an application for housing. These respondents are

clearly consistent with local authorities' records. Similarly, a total of 220 respondents recorded at Q.5 on

the questionnaire said that they were registered with a local authority and also appeared on one of the

local authorities' lists provided to the ESRI for analysis. Thi:; means that a total of 950 out of the 1350

homeless adults who accessed homeless services in the reference week were consistent with local

authorities' records in terms of their being registered (or otherwise) as homeless. This means that

approximately 70 per cent were consistent in this respect with local authorities' records.

In terms of the 400 inconsistent respondents we can see that 360 felt they were registered with a

local authority when in fact, they did not appear in any authorities' records. The remaining 40 adults

s~id that were not registered when in fact they were recorded in at least one local authority iist.

Table 5.12: Consistency of respondent's perception of whether or not he/she is on a homeless list

(Q5 of Questionnaire) and the administrative records returned from the local authorities. Table

refers only to those who accessed the service providers in the reference week and, accordingly

completed the questionnaire

Respondent's Perception Not on LA List On LA List Total
of whether or Not on LA from service and from
List (QS of questionnaire) prOViders only service providers

N (%) N (%) (n)

Yes 360 (26.7) 220 (16.3) 580

No 730 (54.1) 40 (2.9) 770

Total (n) 1090 260 13S0

Table 5.1 3 provides details on the characteristics of the 360 homeless adults who thought they were

on a housing list when they were not and compares their characteristics against those of (i) all other

respondents who accessed homeless services in the week in question'··and (ii) those who appeared

only on local authorities' lists.

From the table one can firstly compare the characteristics of the "inconsistent homeless" among

those who accessed the services with all other homeless adults who used the same service in the

week in question (and, consequently, completed the questionnaire in person). This involves a

comparison of Columns (A) and (B) in the table. Although there are some differences in the

breakdowns by gender, age category and duration of homelessness between these two sub-groups

of service users, the differences in question do not seem to be systematic nor to be strongly related

in any given direction to any of the three variables (gender, age group and duration of

homelessness) outlined in the table.

"In the 260 cases in question the information used in the analysis throughout this report was taken from the actual questionnaire

campleted by the respondent as this was felt to more accurately reflect the current circumstances of the homeless persons in question.

,.By 'off ather respondents who occessed the service providers in the week in question' we are referring to the other 990 homeless adulls

in Tabfe 5.11 (including the 40 who fell they were neit on an administrative list when, in fact, they were).
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If one compares the characteristics of homeless adults who are inconsistent with local authorities'

records (Column A) with the group of homeless persons who were identified only on the local

authorities' lists (Column C) one can see that certain systematic differences emerge. This is

particularly evident in respect of duration of homelessness in the last 5 years. In general, it would

initially appear that the proportions who are inconsistent increase substantially with duration of

homelessness. For example, 66.8 per cent of the inconsistent group who accessed services have

experienced homelessness for more than one year. This compares with only 34 per cent from the

Table 5.13: Homeless adults who accessed services in the reference week classified by their

consistency with local authorities' records regarding their registration as homeless. (Figures in

respect of those who were identified only on the local authority list as being homeless and also all

homeless person in aggregate are provided for comparison)

I

I
II

Homeless who accessed Services Providers Homeless

on Local

Authority

lists only

All

Homeless

Gender

(A)

!nconsistcilt. Resp

thinks he/she is

registered but

not on LA list

(B)

All others

who accessed

service providers

(C)
Total

(D)

Totai

(E)

Tuldl I

Male

Female

Age Category

20 years or less

21-25 yrs

26 - 35 yrs

36 - 45 yrs

46 - 64 yrs

65 yrs or more

Duration of

Homelessness

in last 5 years

Less than 1 month

1 - under 3 mths

3 - under 6 mths

6 - under 9 mths

9 - under 12 mths

1 - less 2 years

2 - less 3 years

3 - less 4 years

4 . less 5 years

5 years

Total (Column)

(row)

(n)

68.1 77.0 74.7 54.3 63.9

31.9 23.0 25.3 45.7 36.1

6.7 14.0 12.1 10.7 11.6

18.8 11.4 13.3 19.8 16.9

25.8 19.2 20.9 30.2 25.7

19.1 18.9 18.9 19.4 19.1

25.2 26.4 26.1 16.4 20.9

4.3 10.1 8.6 3.5 5.8

4.9 8.9 7.8 8.8 8.3

4.6 6.9 6.3 12.6 9.9

8.0 7.7 7~8 13.7 10.9

7.7 5.5 6.0 18.0 12.5

B.O ~.O 5.8 13.0 9.6

13.5 11.6 12.1 20.1 16.4

15a 11.7 12.7 5.7 8.9

11.3 8.0 8.9 2.2 5.4

5.5 7.2 6.8 1.1 3.8

21.2 27.5 25.8 4.8 14.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

26.3 73.7 100.0

(360) (990) (1350) (1550) (2900)

I
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local authorities' lists. This may initially give the impression of a substantial difference in the duration 

profiles between the inconsistent group who accessed lhe services providers and those who were 

identified on the local authorities' lists. The important point, however, is that a tolal of 66 per cent of 

the 'consistent' group of service users also experienced homeless durations of one year or more. 

Consequently, the differences in duration profiles between the inconsistent group and those on the 

local authorities' lists simply reflects the general differences between those identified 011 lhe lists and 

those who accessed the service providers in the week in question. It does not, of itself, indicate 

anything about differences related to their being 'inconsistent' in terms of their views as· to being 

registered or otherwise on the local authorities' lists. 

Overall, therefore, inconsistency in terms of opinions held regarding registration would appear to 

be fairly randomly distributed across all homeless persons who accessed the service providers and 

does not seem to be related to any characteristic such as age, sex or duration of homelessness of 

the respondent. 

5.4 ACCOMMODATION IN THE WEEK PRECEDING THE SURVEY 

in Q.8 of the questionnaire (see Appendix 3) respondents 'I.'ere asked to think back over the 

previous week and to state how many nights were spent in each of the following: 

• Sleeping rough; 

• Sleeping in a hostel; 

• Sleeping in a refuge; 

• Sleeping in a B &. B; 

• Sleeping in a friend's house because you had nowhere else to sleep; 

• Sleeping in you own house/flat/other accommodation; 

• Sleeping in transitional/supported housing; 

• Sleeping elsewhere. 

The results are presented in Table 5.14 and Appendix Table A5.2. The former presents details on the 

average number of nights in the previous week spent per homeless adult in each of the 

accommodation types. The latter table presents the same information but does so on the basis of the 

percentage of nights in the reference week accounted for by each of the accommodation types for 

each subgroup of the homeless population. As in previous tables; Section C focuses on all homeless 

adults in aggregate. From the bottom line in Table 5.14 (and from Appendix Table A5.2) one can see 

that on average, a homeless person spent 0.9nights sleeping rough. This represents, on average, 

12.9 per cent of the seven nights in the reference week. A further 2.9 nights (41.1 per cent of nights 

in the reference week) were spent in a hostel; 0.1 nights (1.4 per cent) in a refuge, 0.8 nights (11 .4 

per cent) in a Bed &. Breakfast; l.9 nights (1.4 per cent of nights) in a friend's home; 0.1 nights (1.4 

per cent) in the respondent's own accommodation'" and 0.3 nights (4.3 per cent) in "other" 

accommodation. " 

"Although we discuned in Chapter 4 above how we had excluded from the definition of homelessness those who hod spent 1 nights in 

their own home in the reference week we included those who spent less than 7 nights in this form of accommodation. 
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Comparable information is provided in the body of the table on the average number of nights spent

per homeless person in respect of males/females; age categories; and duration of homelessness over

the last 5 years. In terms of gender differences, one can clearly see the much higher incidence of

rough sleeping and use of hostel accommodation among males than females in the reference week.

For example, rough sleeping accounted for 1.1 nights (15.7 per cent of the seven nights in the

reference week) for males ~s compared with 0.5 nights (7.1 per cent) for females. In contrast, Bed &

Breakfast accommodation assumes a much greater role for women (an average of 2 nights - 28.6 per

cent) than for men (0.5 nights - 7.1 per cent).

In terms of age distributio? one can. see that the incidence of sleeping rough is much higher among

the youngest age category, than any other group. An average of 1.7 nights in the reference week

were spent sleeping rough by persons aged 20 years or less (representing 24.3 per cent of all nights

by persons in that age category). This compares with 13 per cent of nights for persons aged 21-25

years, 11 per cent of thos~ aged 26-35 years and so on. It is also clear from the figures that the

relative importance of hostel accommodation increases directly and strongly with age. On average,

homeless persons in the y~)Ungestage cohort spent 1.7 per cent of nights in hostels (representing

24.3 per cent of all nights). This increases steadily with age until it stands at 5.5 nights on average

(79 per cent of all nights in the week) for the oldest cohort of 65 years or more.

Table 5.14 (and Appendix' Table A5.2) also provide a detailed breakdown of the information on

accommodation used in the week preceding the survey classified according to those who used the

homeless services and those who were identified only through the local authorities' lists
16

• From the

bottom lines in Sections A and Bof the relevant tables one can see that, in aggregate, hostel

accommodation assumes a much greater relative importance among those who utilised homeless

services than for their counterparts identified from the local authorities' lists. For example, an average

of 4.1 nights of the 7 in the reference week (59 per cent),were spent in hostels by those who

accessed the service providers. The comparable figure for those who appear only on local authority

lists was 1.7 nights (24.3
I
per cent). In contrast, both Bed & Breakfast and 'friend's home' assumed a

very substantially greater importance for the subgroup who appeared on the local authorities' lists

than for those who were identified as users of the homeless services. A total of 1.7 nights (24.3 per

cent) and 2.8 nights (40.0 per cent) were respectively spent in Bed & Breakfast accommodation or

in a friend's home by the group which appeared only on the local authorities' lists. The comparable

figures for the group who utilised the homeless services was 0.3 nights (4.3 per cent) and 0.6 nights

(8.6 per cent respectively). It is clear that some of these trends are almost definitional. For example,

hostels are an important component of the types ofservices provided to the homeless.

Consequently, it is not surprising that hostel accommodation assumes a relatively greater role among

those who utilised the homeless services in the reference week than among those who were

identified only in the local authority lists. The relevance of these trends, however, is the degree to

which they underline the comments made in Section 5.1 above regarding the potentially greater use

"The authors recognise a difficulty in interpreting the information on accommodation type in respect of the homeless identified only on
the local authorities' lists, The administrative information used may be somewhat less current than that provided by respondents who
accessed the service providers ond who, consequently, completed the questionnaire in person. A further complication orises with a
possible tendency to assign the accommodation type used immediately before the registration with local authority to the 7 nights in
question thus minimising variations in accommodation type used for this subgroup of the homeless population. In analysing the data we
a1so noted an apparent over-estimate of the current role of hostel accammodation among this subgroup of homeless persons. Given the
extensive coverage of hostels in the survey; those on the local authorities' lis!:s who were assigned to hostels would have appeared in
them jf they had they sti/l been using,hostel accommodation at the time of the survey.
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Table 5.14: Average number of nights spent in various types of accommodation in the week

preceding the survey classified by (i) whether or not the respondent used homeless services in the

week preceding the survey (Ii) gender, and (iii) age category

A. Utilised Homeless Services in Reference Week

39

I
Slept

Rough

Hostel Refuge BElB Friend's
Hornell

Own Transitional

Accom." Supported

Housing

Other Total

Average Number of Nights in Week Preceding Survey'

I
I
I
I

Gender

Male

Female

Age Category

20 years or less

21-25 yrs

26 - 35 yrs

36 - 45 yrs

46 - 64.yrs

65 yrs or more

Total

1.5

1.0

2.8

1.5

1.3

1.7

0.7

0.2

1.4

4.3

3.7

2.5

2.7

3.2

4.4

5.5

6.5

4.1

0.0

0.5

0.0

0.1

0.4

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.7

0.3

0.8

0.6

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.3·

0.6

0.5

0.8

1.3

0.7

0.4

0.4

0.2

0.6

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.6

0.2

0.3

0.1

0.4

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

I B. On local Authority Homeless/Housing lists Only

Gender

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Male

Female

Age Cotegory

20 years or less

21-25 yrs

26 - 35 yrs

36 - 45 yrs

46 - 64 yrs

65 yrs or more

Total

C. Total Homeless

Gender

Male

Female

Age Cotegary

20 years or less

21-25 yrs

26·35 yrs

36 - 45 yrs

46 - 64 yrs

65 yrs or more

Total

0.7

0.2

0.7

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.0

0.5

1.1

0.5

1.7

0.9

0.8

1.0

0.5

0.1

0.9

2.2

1.2

0.8

1.1

1.5

2.0

2.8

3.2

1.7

3.4

2.0

1.7

1.7

2.1

3.1

4.3

5.5

2.9

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.3

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.1

1.0

2.6

1.8

2.2

2.1

1.4

0.9

0.5

1.7

0.5

2.0

1.1

1.7

1.6

0.8

0.4

0.2

0.8

2.9

2.6

3.3

3.0

2.7

2.9

2.6

2.5

2.8

1.7

1.9

2.0

2.3

1.9

1.8

1.4

0.9

1.9

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.8

0.2

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.3

0.3

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

I
I
I

"'nvolves sleeping in a friend's hause becouse you hod nowhere else to sleep

"Although we said in chapter 3 above that thase who spent 7 nights in their own home in the week preceding the survey were classified

as not being homefess, we included those who spent less that 7 nights in this form of accommodation.
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of informal networks for support among the homeless who are identified only on the local

authorities' lists. The fact that at least 40 per cent of nights in the reference week were spent in a

'friend's house' by this group as compared to only 8.6 per cent for those who accessed .services

would seem to indicate that informal support networks·are of relatively greater importance to the

homeless on the local authorities' lists than to the people using homeless services.

The gender and age differentials identified at an aggregate level for all homeless persons are also

manifest within both sub-groups (i.e. those who accessed services in the week in question and

those who were identified only on a local authority list). This is particularly obvious, for example, in

respect of the relationships between nights spent in hostel accommodation and the age of the

homeless person. One can see from Section A of the table (i.e. those who accessed the services in

the week in question) that the average number of nights spent in hostels ranged from 2.5 (36 per

cent) for those aged 20 years or less to 6.5 nights (93 per cent) for those aged 65 years on more.

Although the same general relationship is apparent among those identified on the local authorities'

lists one can see that it is not as strong as for those interviewed in the services. The range in terms

of average nights spent in hostels runs from 0.8 to 3.2 (11 per cent to 46 per cent) for youngest to

oldest age cohort.

A slightly different perspective on the breakdown of the number or percentage of nights spent in

various types of accommodation can be provided by considering the combination of accommodation

types used in the week preceding the survey. This is presented in Table 5.15. The table shows the

main combinations of accommodation types recorded by respondents. A total of 11 specified

combinations of accommodation types are shown along with a general "Other Combinations".

If one initially considers Section C of the table (all homeless adults in aggregate) one can see that the

11 specific accommodation types account for some 96 per cent of all homeless adults. Each of the

combinations potentially contains the 6 accommodation types outlined in the table. A 'Yes' or 'No' is

used to indicate whether or not the accommodation type has been used. The first line in the table

refers, therefore, to those who only slept rough in the reference week and who did not use any other

types of accommodation ('Yes' to rough and 'No' to all other accommodation types listed). From

Section C of Table 5.15 one can see that this group accounted for 9.5 per cent of all homeless

person. In terms of gender breakdowns this subset of the homeless who only slept rough in the

week in question accounted for 12 per cent of males and just over 5 per cent of females.

By far the largest combination of accommodation types is the group which used hostels only. A total

of 38.2 per cent of all homeless persons slept only in a hostel in the week in question. A total of 44.7

per cent of males and 26.9 per cent of females were accounted for by the 'hostel only' category".

"As noted in footnote 16 obove, the outhors hove some reservations about the assignment of the number of nights spent in this

accommodation type by the homeless adults identified only in the local authorities Iisl. This is particularly, though not exclusively, the

case with respect to nights spent in hostels. The figures from the local authorities' lists seem to represent a substantial over-estimate in

this accommodation type. In addition, the reader should note that if the homeless population which were identified on the local

authorities' lists had used the hastel accommodation in the extent to which the Corporation'and Cauncil figures would suggest, then

the vast mojority of the individuals in question woufd have been identified among those who accessed the service providers in the

reference week and would not have appeared solely on the focal authorities' lists. In summary, therefore, the authors caution that

there is almost certoinly an overestimate among those identified only on the local autharities' lists as spending all of the previaus 7

nights' in hostel accommodation.
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Table 5.15: l:Iomeless persons classified according to combination of accommodation types in the
week preceding the survey classified by gender

Slept in:

41

Rough Hostel Refuge BlitB Friend's

House

Other Male Female Total

A. Utilised Service

·1
1
1
1

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

N

N

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

1S.6

56.0

0.0

2.0

5.8

3.6

6.3

2.8

1.)

0.4

0.9

in Reference Week

lOA

49.6.

6.1

9.9

6.1

3.8

2.3

1.2

1.2

0.9

0.9

14.3

54.4

1.5

4.0

5.9

3.6

5.3

2,4

1.5

1.2

0.9

I
Other Combinations

Total

(n)

4.9

100.0

(1010)

7.6

100.0

(340)

5.0

100.0

(1350)

I
I
I
I

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

B. On local Authority

Homeless/Housing list

7.6 2.5 5.3

30.9 16.1 24.1

0.0 3.2 1.5

13.6 36.7 24.2

41.3 36.0 38.8

3.0 2.1 2.6

1.2 0.1 0.7

0.9 0.1 0.6

~1 ~O ~1

0.0 0.0 0.0

0,4 O~ 02

I
Other Combinations

Total

(n)

1.0

100.0

(840)

3.2

100.0

(710)

1.9

100.0

(1550)

C. All Homeless Persons

I
I
I
I
I
I

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

12.0

44.7

0.0

7.3

21.8

3.3

4.0

2.0

1.0

0.7

0.6

2.6

100.0

(1850)

5.2

26.9

4.2

27.9

26.3

2.5

0.8

0.6

OA

0.3

0.3

4.6

100.0

(1050)

9.5

38.2

1.5

14.7

23.4

3.0

2.8

1.5

0.7

0.6

0.5

3.6

100.0

(2900)
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The table shows that as many as 23 per cent of the homeless are recorded as having slept only in a

friend's house in the week preceding the survey because they had nowhere else to go. This category

accounts for 22 per cent of all males and 26 per cent of all females.

The only outstanding substantial category identified in Table 5.14 relates to those who stayed in a

Bed & Breakfast in the reference week. The category accounted for 15 per cent of all persons - 7 per

cent of males and 28 per cent of females.

One can see that there are some substantial differences in terms of accommodation types as

between those who accessed services and those who were inclUded only from local authorities' lists

(Section A and B respectively of Table 5.14). One can see, for example, that just over 54 per cent of

adults who accessed services in the reference week spent"all 7 nights in hostel accommodation. This

compares with only 24 per cent among those who were mentioned only on the local authority lists.

The incidence of sleeping rough for all nights of the reference week was also much higher among'

those in contact with services than was the case among their counterparts who appeared only on

the local authorities' lists (14 per cent and 5 per cent respectively).

In contrast, the incidence of spending all 7 nights of the reference week only in Bed & Breakfast or a

friend's house were both substantially higher among those who were identified only on.the local

authority's lists. A total of 24 per cent of this subgroup of homeless adults spent all 7 nights of the

reference week only in Bed & Breakfast accommodation while a further 39 per cent spent all of the

week in question in a friend's house. The comparable figures for those who accessed homeless

services were 4 and 6 per cent respectively.

I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I

It is important to note that, in addition to the differences in accommodation profiles of the different

subgroups of homeless persons by the figures in Table 5.15, the' table underlines the consistency or

relative stability over the reference week of the type of accommodation used by the homeless

population in the study area. Just over 90 per cent of homeless persons used only one

accommodation type in the week in question.

5.5 DISTRIBUTION OF THE HOMELESS ACCORDING TO LOCAL AUTHORITY AREA

I

I
It would clearly be of interest to planners and others to know where the homeless are

generally located - at least in terms of broad local authority area. To this end Table 5.16 provides a

breakdown of homeless persons according to where they completed the questionnaire in person or

from which local authority the relevant information was extracted from administrative lists. The

reader is cautioned that such an exercise is not without difficulties, especially in the light of the

potentially mobile nature of the population under consideration. It seems reasonable to assume that

the homeless population will move around quite a bit within the study area and so there will be a lot

of cross-over and 'leakage' from one region to another. Further complications arise in assigning the

homeless to local authority regions in a study which adopted the approach which was implemented

in the current one. By using homeless services (which are generally located in the Dublin

Corporation area) as one of the main sources of data collection one may well find that the spatial

distr,ibutions displayed by the data are, in fact, an artefact of the project design and methodology.

I
I

I
I
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Chapter Five

In other words, the service providers attract the homeless. The fact that most of these service

providers are located in the Dublin Corporation area means that we are almost "forcing" the

homeless into this local authority for surveying and recording purposes as a result of our chosen

methodology.
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With these caveats to the interpretation of the data in mind, Table 5.16 presents information on the

location of the 2900 homeless persons in the study area according to local authority region. The

story told by the data is that, given the way the information has been collated and assigned to the

various authorities, the overwhelming concentration of homeless is in the Dublin Corporati.on area.

From the figures one can see that as many as 2,760 of the 2,900 homeless person in the study area

were identified in the course of fieldwork as being in the Dublin Corporation area. This represents 95

per cent of all homeless. The next most important area is South Dublin (accounting for 60 homeless

persons or just over 2 per cent). This· is followed by Dun Laoghaire/Rathdown (40 persons or 1.4 per

cent of the total) and, finally, Fingal (accounting for 30 homeless persons or 1 per cent). From the

table, one can see that only very small numbers were identified in Wicklow and Kildare.

Table 5.16: Distribution of the homeless population according to broad Local Authority area

All Homeless Persons

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Dublin Corporation

South Dublin

Dun Laoghaire/Rathdown

Fingal

Wicklow

Kildare

Total

N

2,760

60

40

30

10

10

2,900

0/0

95.0

2.1

1.4

1.0

0.3

0.3

100.0
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Chapter 6:
Summary

,i

lI'
"

I

6.1 BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

This report has presented the findings from a survey on homelessness in Counties Dublin,

Kildare and Wicklow. The study was prepared for the Homeless Initiative and provides an input to

the official assessment of homelessness as set out in the Housing Act, 1988.

On the recommendation of a working group set up by the Homelessness Initiative, the ESRI was

commissioned to undertake the assessment. The approach adopted was based on extensive survey

research undertaken in the various agencies and organisations providing services to the homeless in

the week ending 31 st March 1999. Voluntary organisations which provide services to homeless

persons, including hostels; advice and information centres; food centres; medical services; street

outreach services; women's refuges; and transitional housing services were included in the survey.

Questionnaires were administered to all clients in the centres in question throughout the reference

week. The questionnaires were administered by workers/volunteers in the cen~res.

In addition to the information collected in the survey, the local authorities. in the study area also

made returns from their homeless/housing lists (where relevant) or other administrative records. This

information was recorded in the same' questionnaire format as that completed in the service

providers.

A further important component of the project was a survey of rough sleepers. This was organised by

the Dublin Simon Community who have had extensive experience in similar such exercises. Areas

known to be used by rough sleepers in Dublin city centre as well as Bray, Dun Laoghaire, Tallaght

and Clondalkin were included in the rough sleeper count.

A total of 3,854 questionnaires were returned ..A unique identifier was set up for each questionnaire.

This was based on respondent's initials, gender and date of birth. On the basis of this unique

identifier it was possible to exclude duplicated records (i.e., those who had been interviewed on

more than one occasion in the course of the reference week or those who had been included on the

questionnaires completed from the relevant administrative records by the local authorities and/or

also returned from the service providers).

When the duplicated questionnaires were excluded we were left with a total of 3,253 uniquely

identified respondents. Three groups were excluded from this total prior to analysis. These were:

(i) those who had spent 7 nights in the reference week in their own homes;

(ii) those who had spent 7 nights in the reference week in transitional housing;

(iii) asylum seekers.

The first group was excluded on the basis that they were identified as those who were not homeless

but who used the services provided for homeless persons. These were found to have been mostly

identified in food or advice centres. The second group was excluded from the analysis on the basis

I
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Chapter Six 

of their security of tenure. Those availing of transitional housing have, in general, a 1- or 2-year 

contract with the service provider and, in this respect, have a reasonably high level of security of 

tenure. Transitional housing can effectively, be seen as the first step from homelessness into a more 

settled lifestyle. Asylum seekers were excluded on the basis that information is collected and is 

available separately, 

45 

The completed questionnaires were statistically adjusted or "reweighted" to ensure that they 

adequately represent the totality of all homeless persons in the population. The results were reported 

separately throughout the report according to those who were identified in one of the service 

providers and those who were identified only from local authority records. 

6.2 THE RESULTS 

6.2.1 TOTAL NUMBER OF HOMELESS ADULTS 

A total of 2,900 aduits was identified in the course of the study as being homeiess. just under two

thirds (1,850) were male, A total of 1,350 (47 per cent) were identified in the service providers, the 

remaining 1,550 (53 per cent) appearing only from the administrative lists. Males accounted for a 

substantially higher percentage of those appearing in the service providers than on the local 

authority records. A total of 75 per cent of those identified in the service providers were male. 

The comparable figure on the local authority lists was 54 per cent. 

6.2.2 FAMILY STATUS OF HOMELESS PERSONS 

The family status of the 2,900 homeless adults was estimated as follows: 

70 per cent had no dependants; 

7 per cent had a partner only; 

8 per cent had a partner and children; 

15 per cent had children only. 

These 2,900 homeless adults constituted a total of 2,690 family units (where a person with no 

dependants is interpreted as a separate family unit). A total of 91 per cent of family units who were 

interviewed in the centres providing homeless services had no dependants. This compared with only 

62 per cent of those identified from the local authorities' lists. 

In general, the local authorities' lists contained a substantially higher percentage of family units with 

children than did the information returned by service providers. A total of 34 per cent of the family 

units on the local authorities' lists had children only. This compares with just under 6 per cent of . 

family units from the service providers. 

The survey suggested that, in addition to the homeless adults, there was a total of 990 dependent 

children associated with the families in question. Over 83 per cent of these (820) were on the local 

authorities' lists only while the remaining 17 per cent (1 70 children) were identified in homeless 

services. 
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6.2.3 AGE STRUCTURE OF HOMELESS ADULTS

The figures below summarise the age structure of homeless adults in the study area.

20 years or less 12 per cent (340 persons)

21-25 years 17 per cent (490 persons)

26-35 years 26 per cent (750 persons)

36-45 years 19 per cent (550 persons)

46-64 years 21 per cent (610 persons)

65 years + 6 per cent (160 persons)

One can see that just under 12 per cent of homeless persons (a total of 340) are aged 20 years or

less, while 6 per cent (160 persons) are aged 65 years or more.

6.2.4 DURATION OF HOMELESSNESS

The distribution of homeless persons according to duration of homelessness in the

preceding 5 years is given below:

less than 6 months

6 - under 12 months

1 - under 3 years

3 - under 5 years

5 years

29 per cent

22 per cent

25 per cent

9 per cent

14 per cent

One can see that just over 50 per cent of homeless persons have been homeless for less than one

year out of the last five. One can also see that as many as 14 per cent of the total have. been

homeless throughout all of that period.

We saw that there was some evidence to suggest that duration of homelessness was slightly shorter

for females, on average, than for their male counterparts - especially in the middle age cohorts of

21-64 years.

6.2.5 RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR REGISTRATION AS BEING HOMELESS

When we focused on the ·1,350 homeless persons who completed their own questionnaire

in one of the centres providing homeless services we saw that 26 per cent (360 persons out of the

1,350 in question) thought that they were registered on·a local authority homeless or housing list

when, in fact, they were not recorded as such by any of the authorities in question. We further

found that this inconsistency between the respondents' views on their registration and

corresponding information provided by the local authorities appeared to be randomly distributed

across ho~eless persons. Such inconsistencies were not systematically related to their age, sex or

duration of homelessness during the preceding five years.

:1
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Chapter Six 

6.2.6 ACCOMMODATION USED THE LAST WEEK 

In terms of accommodation used in the week preceding the survey we found that, on 

average, 2.9 nights of the previous 7 (41 per cent) were spent in hostels; 1.9 nights (27 per cent) 

were spent in a friend's home; 0.9 nights (13 per cent) were spent sleeping rough and 0.8 nights 

(11 per cent) were spent in a Bed & Breakfast. 
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Perhaps not surprisingly, hostel accommodation assumed a much greater significance for homeless 

persons identified through service providers. An average of 4.1 nights of the previous 7 (59 percent) 

were spent in hostels by those who were interviewed in the centres for homeless persons. The 

comparable figure for those identified on local authorities' lists was 1.7 nights (24.3 per cent). 

In contrast, staying in a friend's house because they had nowhere else to stay assumed a much more 

significant role for those on the local authorities' lists than for those identified in the service providers 

with an overall average of 2.8 nights (40 per cent) of the seven preceding the survey being spent in 

a friend's house by those who were identified only on the local authorities' lists. The comparable 

figure for those who were interviewed in homeless services was 0.6 nights (8.6 per cent). Similarly, 

Bed & Breakfast accommodation was of greater significance for those on local authorities' lists, 

accounting for an average of some 1.7 nights (24.3 per cent) compared with 0.3 nights (4.3 per 

cent) among those intervie~ed in the service providers. The greater relative importance of staying in 

friend's houses for those on the local authorities' lists possibly reflects the more informal networks 

utilised by homeless persons in that sector as compared with those who accessed the service 

providers. 

One aspect of accommodation-type used was the degree to which homeless persons went from one 

type to another in the seven nights of the reference week. We examined the extent to which 

homeless persons stayed only in one type of accommodation in the week in question or, 

alternatively, the degree to which they went from one accommodation type to another. We found 

that just over 90 per cent stayed in only one type of accommodation in the reference week. A total 

of 33 per cent of the homeless stayed only in hostels; 23 per cent only in a friend's house; 15 per 

cent only in Bed &. Breakfast accommodation and 9 per cent only slept rough. 

6.2.7 DISTRIBUTION OF THE HOMELESS BY LOCAL AUTHORITY AREA 

A final aspect of homelessness which was considered in the report is the distribution of 

homeless persons according to local authority area. As we noted in Section 5.5 of the report the 

reader is cautioned that a discussion of the geographical distribution of homelessness is riven with 

difficulties, giveil the assumed potential for mobility iHllong the homeless. These problems are 

eXdcerbateci by ollr usc of homeless services as one of the main sources of information on 

llornelessllcss. Beciluse the service providers are conccntrated in the Dublin Corpor(ltion (!fea OIlP. 

may w~~11 lilld 1I1<1t the spi1tial distribution of the homeless is <Ill ilftefacl of thc 1l1ethoc.]010gy. 

NOlwilhslillldil1~J these Ci1veals to the interpretaliol1 of the data, we foulld tll,H 95 pcr ((,Ill 01 

homeless p<,rsom ill tile Sludy area were localed ill the Dublin Corporation region. This (lccounts for 

2,76001 tile 10lai 01 2,900 homeless adults in qucstioll. Thc next most imporlilnt area was Soull' 

Dublin (2 pcr c('nl or 60 persons); Dun Laoghaire/Ralhdown ilnd Fingol (each I per cent or 40 

persom) ,lnci, lill;rlly, v('ry slll(lil Ilumbers in both Wicklow alld Kildilfe. 
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6.3 OVERVIEW

The authors feel that this survey represents a substantial step forward in Ireland in

estimating the size and characteristics of the homeless population (at least within the' study area). It

extends the estimation of the number of homeless persons from a single, isolated focus on only one

type of service provider e.g. on shelters; food centres; hostels; street counts; etc. to a rounded and

integrated approach which includes as many different types and outlets of service provider as

possible. As is clear from our discussion of methodology in Chapter 3, the approach was built on a

major administrative and organisational task which required co-operation and support from a very

broad set of agencies which could potentially be accessed by homeless persons. The

comprehensiveness of this net of service providers (both ~oluntary and statutory) is critical to. the

success of a project of this nature. Any gap in the net would, obviously, result in an unknown degree

of underestimation.

The authors note that the role of the Homeless Initiative was crucial to the operational feasibility of

the project. The Initiative provided a forum which, in the first instance, allowed the identification of

the constituents of the net and, in the second, secured the co-operation of these providers (both

statutory and voluntary). The co-ordinating role of such an Oiganisation should not be

underestimated if the study were to be extended to, for example, a regional or national level. In

such circumstances it would be necessary to enlist the efforts of such a body at the appropriate

geographical scale (e.g. regional, national etc.) which could act as a facilitator 'and co-ordinator

among the agencies involved.

The exercise detailed. in this report has focused exclusively on counting the number of homeless

adults, family units etc. and recording details on their socio-demographic and related characteristics.

Extension of the exercise beyond these head-count measures could very substantially enhance our

understanding of the processes underlying homelessness. Policy-relevant topics which could be

explored would include the following:

• an analysis of spells of homelessness and transitions into and out of a homeless state along

with an analysis of the correlates and processes underlying such transitions;

• an assessment of the services provided to the homeless and a consideration of the services

which they feel would be desirable but which are not currently being provided to them;

• an analysis of the routes into homelessness and of the extent to which these vary (if at all)

according to background characteristics;

• satisfaction among the homeless with their current situation;

• measures of physical and psychological well-being of homeless persons.

As noted above in Chapter 2, these issues were well beyond the terms of reference of the current

study. Indeed some of these topics may not lend themselves to a quantitative study of homelessness.

Even if it were felt not to be feasible to incorporate all of the above issues into a single quantitative

survey one should possibly consider including a few of the more relevant issues in any repeat

exercise of this study and, perhaps, pursue some of the residual topics using a more qualitative

methodology.
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Appendix I:
Reweighting the data

REWEIGHTING THE DATA AND FINAL ADJUSTMENT TO THE HOMELESS DATABASE

A standard statistical procedure undertaken in sample surveys involves adjusting the

completed sample of questionnaires in such a way as to be representative of the total population

from which the sample has been selected. This involves assigning a "weight" to each of the

completed questionnaires in such a way as to ensure that the completed sample is representative of

the complete'population from which it has been derived. In the present survey this means adjusting

the 3,056 completed questionnaires to represent the total figure of 3,298. These so-called "weights"

are principally used to account for sample selection probabilities and also non-response levels within

the chosen sample. In the current context we attempted to undertake a census of all those who

accessed the service providers in the week in question in contrast to a sampJeor subset of users.

Consequently, in terms of adjusting or reweighting the data one need not adjust to account for

sample selection probabilities. The only adjustment necessary is to account for refusal or non

response among those who should have completed a questionnaire but who did not. In other

words, it is necessary to reweight the data to bring it from the 3,056 completed and usable
20

questionnaires to the identified target population of 3,298 persons.

To carry out this reweighting procedure a standard statistical technique referred to as "ratio

weighting"'was used. This involves comparing the completed sample with the population according

to a number of dimensions of particular importance to the study in question. In the present survey a

three~fold reweighting matrix was used. This was based on (i) type of service provider in which the

person was identified; (ii) gender; (iii) age category.

A total of seven broad categories of service provider where the final questionnaire was completed

were identified as follows:

I

I
I

II
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I
• Local authorities and Eastern Health. Board

• Hostels and Refugees

• Food Centres

• Transitional/Supported Housing

• Rough Sleepers

• Alcohol/Drug Units.

I

• Day/Advice/Other Centres

This means that a total of 7 dimensions for type of service provider was used for reweighting

purposes." Gender 01 'respondent provided a further two dimensions and age category yielded five

dimensions as follows:

I

• (24 years or less)

• (25-34 years)

(35 years-49 years)

(50 or more)

• (Age unknown)

..,One would u~ually adju~t a ~ample to an externally del<'rmined populalion frame. Because there are no population estimates 01 the

nllmber ulhomeless persons available. we derive rhe pupilla lion lrame internally Irom the survey. based on completed forms. de locto

refu~als and aCloal refusals,

The authorl realise that in aggregat",g servIce pravlden /0 7 main types for reweighting purposes there may have been some

"leakage" as between one type and another. For example. a respondent who principally sleeps in a ho~tel may in lact have been

interviewed ill a load centre. The elfecr of allY such leakage on the linal estimates will be minimal. The reader is reminded thor the

weigh' I are heing used only /0 bring the ligures 110111 3.056 /0 3,298.

il
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In total, therefore, we had 70 "cells" in the reweighting matrix (7 centre types 2 by genders, 5 age 

categories). To carry out the adjustment we compared the number of actual, completed 

questionnaires in each of these cells with the corresponding numbers in the population. In summary, 

therefore, the 3,056 completed and usable questionnaires were reweighted or adjusted in such a 

way as to be fully representative of the total identified target population of 3,298 persons who 

accessed the service providers in the week in question. 

Final Adjustment to the homeless database 

When the data were reweighted to represent the target population of persons using the 

homeless services (i.e. to the 3,298 questionnaires referred to above) two further adjustments were 

made to the data. The first of these was the exclusion of the three groups who used the services 

providers. The second is the addition to the database of dependent adults who were recorded on a 

partner's questionnaire but-who were not identified in the dataset in their own right. 

As discussed in Section 3.3 above; three categories of respondent were excluded. First, we 

excluded those who spent the 7 nights of the reference 'vveek in their own home. Their exclusion 

was based on the assumption that these were people with a home but who used the services of 

food or advice centres in the week in question. A total of 197 persons were excluded from the 

database on this basis. 

The second exclusion related to those 'J':'ho accessed the service providers in the week in question 

but who had spent all 7 of the nights of the reference week in transitional or supported housing. 

These people have quite a substantial degree of security of tenure, having a one- or two-year lease 

agreement. Most of those who use these accommodation services have made the first step in the 

transition from homelessness to a more settled lifestyle. Accordingly, although they used some aspect 

of the services provided for homeless persons in the reference week they are not, in the strict sense, 

homeless". A total of 228 persons was excluded from the database on this basis. 

TIle third exclusion was asylum seekers. This was undertaken on the basis that the services provided 

to them are somewhat different to those provided to other homeless persons. (All three exclusions 

are included in Panel F of Table 4.1). 

When these three exclusions were ta~en into account we were left with a total of 2,745 persons in 

the database. This represents those who used the service providers at some point in the reference 

week and Whom we defined as being homeless as well as those registered as homeless by a local 

authority. The final adjustment to this database of homeless persons" was to add back in the 

partllers of respondents who were identified as being homeless but whom we did not successfully 

interview in their own right. To account for such individuals respondents were asked (in Q10il of the 

que~tionn;lirc) to record whet her or not they Iltld a partner or ilny children in the Silme lamily grour 

at the mOlllent' who wus ill chI' .lame posiCion as lhelllse/vf'.\ regarding hOfl1f'It'_ISlIeS_\, The initiab, d<tte of 

• 11'1'/1" WI' II IIIIIII"n III 1"'1\01/\ iii ti'l' dUlu'lU\I.' IV}U) \IIl'tll '(lOll' hul IIO( (1/1, "i0"(\ i" til(.' n:kft'IICI' Wf'I'k if! \1I/1I11J/1"1I IlolI\i"!/. lIu·\,· 

Il'\polldnJ(\ \Vhc' Iclt ill till" c/oIOho\l". III till' t"xtl·"t 10 wili(I! ,hi\ {f'/Jrt'\l'lfh IH'nOIl.\ \V//O h(JlI ill~t '''0\'1.'(/ illC'o tlli\ lVI'c' of rdutiVl"Y 
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birth and gender of other such individuals were then recorded. These 3 pieces of information were

then used to generate the unique identifier which had been used to de-duplicate the general

database. A total of 220 adults was recorded at the end of the questionnaire. Their unique identifiers

were-matched with the main body of the database to eliminate those who were recorded as

dependants in a homeless state but who also appeared in the database in their own right having

completed a questionnaire in their own right. We found that a total of 60 dependent adults had in

fact, completed their own questionnaire. This final adjustment resulted, therefore, in a total of 160

persons being added to the main database (panel H of Table 4.1).

Because we only recorded basic identifying information on the dependent adults who were also

homeless we incorporated them into the homeless database using a second set of weights which

were comparable to (but quite independent of) those used above in the adjustment for refusal/non

response. A three-fold reweighting matrix was used to adjust for dependent adults. This matrix was

based on the following dimensions:

(i) whether "parent-questionnaire" was classified at Q1 Oa as having (a) a partner only or (b) a

partner and child(ren) - (2 categories);

(ii) gender of dependent adult - (2 categories)

(iii) age of dependent adult - (4 categories)

This left 16 "cells" in the reweighting matrix (2 by 2 by 4). By "parent-questionnaire" at (i) above

we are referring to the completed questionnaire of the partner on whose form the dependent adult

is identified.

These various adjustments, exclusions and additions as outlined in Table 4.1 resulted in our estimate

of 2,900 adults whom we identified as having accessed the base of service providers in the week in

question and whom we defined as homeless, using the working definitions outlined in Section 3.3

above.
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Appendix Two

Appendix 1:
Appendix Table A5.1: Percentage of nights spent In various types of accommodation in the week
preceding the survey classified by whether or not the respondent used homeless services in the

reference week (I) ,gender and (II) age category

53

Percentage of Nights in Week Preceding Survey

A. Utilised Homeless Services in Reference Week

Home Accom.

8. On Local Authority Homeless/Housing Lists Only·

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I

Gender

Male

Female

Age Category

20 years or less

21-25 yrs

26 - 35 yrs

36 - 45 yrs

46 - 64 yrs

65 yrs or more

Total

Gender

Male

Female

Age Category

20 years or less

21-25 yrs

26 - 35 yrs

36 - 45 yrs

46 - 64 yrs

65 yrs or more

Total

C. Total Homeless

Gender

Male

Female

Age Category

20 years or-less

21-25 yrs

26 - 35 yrs

36 - 45 yrs

46 - 64 yrs

65 yrs or more

Total

Slept

Rough

21.4

14.3

40.0

21.4

18.6

24.3

10.0

2.9

20.0

10.0

2.9

10.0

7.1

7.1

5.7

4.3

0.0

7.1

15.7

7.1

24.3

12.9

11.4

14.3

7.1

1.4

12.9

Hostel

61.4

52.9

35.7

38.6

45.7

62.9

78.6

92.9

58.6

31.4

17.1

11.4

15.7

21.4

28.6

40.0

45.7

24.3

48.6

28.6

24.3

24.3

30.0

44.3

61.4

78.6

41.4

Refuge

0.0

7.1

0.0

1.4

5.7

1.4

1.4

0.0

1.4

0.0

2.9

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.4

0.0

1.4

0.0

4.3

1.4

1.4

2.9

1.4

1.4

0.0

1.4

B&B

2.9

10.0

4.3

11.4

8.6

1.4

0.0

0.0

4.3

14.3

37.1

25.7

31.4

30.0

20.0

12.9

7.1

24.3

7.1

28.6

15.7

24.3

22.9

11.4

5.7

2.9

11.4

Friend's

8.6

7.1

11.4

18.6

10.0

5.7

5.7

2.9

8.6

41.4

37.1

47.1

42.9

38.6

41.4

37.1

35.7

40.0

24.3

27.1

28.6

32.9

27.1

25.7

20.0

12.9

27.1

Own

1.4

1.4

2.9

1.4

1.4

1.4

0.0

0.0

1.4

0.0

0.0

1.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.4

1.4

1.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.4

Transitional

Supported

Housing

0.0

1.4

0.0

1.4

1.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Other

4.3

5j

5.7

5.7

8.6

2.9

4.3

.1.4

5.7

2.9

2.9

2.9

1.4

1.4

2.9

4.3

11.4

2.9

4.3

4.3

4.3

2.9

4.3

2.9

4.3

4.3

4.3

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0



Duration of A. Utilised Homeless Services In Reference Week

homelessness
in last S years 20 yrs or less 21 ·25 yrs 26 ·35 yrs 36·45 yrs 46·64 yrs 65 yrs or more Total

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Less than 1 month 14.0 11.5 10.9 8.1 11.3 4.3 6.1 10.7 5.8 4.2 3.5 0.0 8.2 6.9

1 . under 3 mlhs 9.3 9.0 9.1 3.2 10.8 4.3 7.5 7.1 4.6 4.2 5.3 0.0 7.6 5.0

3 . under 6 mths 17.4 11.5 8.2 12.9 7.0 15.7 7.5 7.1 4.2 4.2 3.5 0.0 7.2 10.0

6 . under 9 mths 15.1 7.7 5.5 4.8 5.4 10.0 3.3 7.1 6.9 6.3 0.0 0.0 5.9 6.5

9 . under 12 mths 4.7 1.3 5.5 6.5 7.5 14.3 5.2 10.7 3.9 10.4 5.3 0.0 5~3 7.2

1 . less 2 years 8.1 17.9 12.7 21.0 13.4 7.1 12.2 7.1 13.5 6.3 5.3 0.0 12.1 11.5

2 . less 3 years 11.6 12.8 9.1 12.9 13.4 20.0 16.9 14.3 10.4 8.3 12.3 0.0 12.6 12.5

3 . less 4 years 14.0 3.8 17.3 17.7 5A 7.1 11.7 10.7 6.6 0.0 3.5 0.0 9.3 6.9

4 . less 5 years 4.7 5.1 5.5 6.5 4.8 4.3 9.9 0.0 10.4 2.1 10.5 0.0 8.0 3.7

5 years 1.2 19.2 16.4 6.5 21.0 12.9 19.7 25.0 33.6 54.2 50.9 100.0 23.7 29.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

(n) (90) (80) (120) (70) (200) (70) (220) (30) (300) (50) (80) (40) (1,010) (340)

B. On Local Authority List only

Less than 1 month 9.6 13.2 5.2 11.4 7.7 11.1 7.4 7.9 6.8 12.5 2.7 7.1 7.0 11.1

1 . under 3 mths 19.2 16.0 9.3 25.0 8.9 11.1 10.1 12.4 9.9 14.3 8.1 0.0 10.1 16.0

3 . under 6 mths 13.5 19.8 17.5 14.2 15.3 16.4 11.2 6.7 12.0 8.9 10.8 7.1 13.5 14.1

6 . under 9 mths 28.8 19.8 29.9 16.5 15.7 18.0 17.6 15.7 14.7 14.3 10.8 28.6 18.3 17.5

9 . under 12 mths 5.8 5.7 7.2 10.8 17.4 17.5 13.8 15.7 13.1 7.1 16.2 0.0 13.5 12.1

1 - less 2 years 13.5 17.0 .11.3 12.5 21.7 15.3 26.1 28.1 28.3 26.8 21.6 7.1 22.5 17.5

2 - less 3 years 1.9 3.8 9.3 5.7 2.1 5.3 5.9 9.0 6.8 3.6 13.5 14.3 5.5 5.7

3 . less 4 years 3.8 0.9 6.2 1.7 3.4 1.1 1.6 1.1 1.0 1.8 0.0 14.3 2.6 1.6

4 . less 5 years 0.0 0.9 1.0 0.6 1.3 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 2.7 0.0 1.5 0.6

5 years 3.8 2.8 3.1 1.7 6.4 3.2 6.4 3.4 3.7 10.7 13.5 21.4 5.5 3.8

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

(n) (50) (110) (110) (200) (250) (220) (200) (100) (190) (60) (40) (20) (840) (710)

C. All Homeless Persons

Less than 1 month 12.3 12.5 8.3 10.5 9.3 9.7 6.7 8.4 6.3 8.7 3.2 2.0 7.7 9.8

1 . under 3 mths 12.3 13.6 9.2 19.0 9.8 9.3 8.7 10.9 6.7 9.6 6.4 0.0 8.7 12.3

3 . under 6 mths 15.2 16.3 12.6 13,5 11.9 15.8 9.2 6.7 7.6 6.7 6.4 2.0 10.2 12.5

6 - under 9 mths 21.0 14.7§ 17.0 13.5 11.0 15.8 10.0 14.3 10.0 10.6 4.3 8.2. 11.7 13.9

9 . under 12 mths 5.1 3.8 6.3 9.7 13.1 16.6 9.2 15.1 7.8 8.7 9.6 0.0 9.1 10.5

1 - less 2 years 10.1 16.8 11.7 14.8 17.9 13.1 18.7 22.7 19.9 17.3 11.7 2.0 16.9 15.3

2 . less 3 years 8.0 7.6 9.2 7.6 7.1 9.3 11.7 10.1 8.9 5.8 .12.8 4.1 9.3 8.0

3 . less 4 years 10.1 2.2 12.1 5.9 4.3 2.7 7.0 3.4 4.2 1.0 2.1 4.1 6.2 3.4

4 . less 5 years 2.9 2.7 3.4 2.1 2.9 1.9 5.2 0.0 7.6 1.0 7.4 0.0 5.0 1.7

5 years 2.9 9.8 10.2 3.4 12.9 5.8 13.5 8.4 21.0 30.8 36.2 77.6 15.3 12.7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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I Appendix 3: The Questionnaire

Ql What are: (8) your initials (b) your date of birth and (c) gender?

~~ollle1e88 InitiativeThe Economic and Social Research Institute
4 Burlington Road, Dublin 4
Phone: (01) 667 1525 Fax: 668 6231

SURVEY ON HOMELESSNESS, MARCH 1999.
'NAME OF SERVICE PROVIDER'

Interviewer's Initials: DDDDD DATE_-:-_-:-:--:-:-:- _
Weare conducting a very short survey on homelessness over the course ofthis week and would like you to
help us by completing a very short questionnaire. I will only take about 2 minutes of yoW" time. .
All the answers you give will be strictly confidential.

•

'%1
. ~~§.

-~;"";NW,;.,

ESRI

I

I
I

I
(a) DDDDD (b)D.O.B.DD DO DD (c) Male...ol Female.. 02

Initials . Day Month Year
. [IloffERVIEWER: PLEASE ENSURE lHAT (a), (b) & (c) ABOVE ARE Fll.LED IN AS ACCURATELY AS POSSIBLE]

Q2 Did you fill out one of these questionnaires at anytime over the last week in any hostel, refuge,
day centre, Health Board office, Local Authority office etc?
Yes ol~Where . ~[END INTERVIEW]

No 02~Go to Q3 Don't know o3~Go to Q3

Yr
Yr
Yr
Yr
Yr

mth
mth
mth
mth
mth

mth Yr--- --
02~

03~

D4=>
05~

06~

I. Dublin CO'l>oration

2. Dun Laoghaire/
Rathdown C.C.

3. Fingal c.c.
4. South Dublin c.c.
5. Wicklow c.c.
6. Kildare C.C.

Q,3 AreyoucUl'rentlyanasylumseeker? yes 01 No 0 2

Q.4 Do you consider yourself to be cunently homeless? By this I mean either having to sleep rough;
sleep in a hostel; sleep in a refuge; sleep ill a Bed and Breakfast; or sleep in a friend's house
because you have nowhere else to sleep, Yes, homeless .....01 No ..... 02

Q.5 Are you currently on a Local Authority housing or homeless list?
Yes 0, I No 02

Q.6 Which Local Atlthority's list or lists? Q.7Why not? ITick most import."IIlt reason- one only.)

[Tick·all that apply] Since When? 1. There is no point. 01
2. Barred by Local Authority. 02
3. Arrived in Dublin only recently. 0
4. Allocated accommodation which I 3

didn't like or was unsafe. 04
S.Other reason. PleaseSpecijy U Os

I
I

I
I

I

0.0 Igllts
a) Slept rough
b) Sll:pt in a hostel
c) Sll:pt in a refuge
d) Slept in a B & B .... Were these nights in B & B accommodation paid

e) Slt:pt in friend's house bceaust: for by:

yOU had nowhl:re l:lse to sleep
HealUI Board only .... 0,f) Slept in your own housdflatl other

.... .. " ......... .............

accmnmodation
Yomself .................. .............. .. .... .... .. ... 02

de. Combin;ltion of HealU. Board--,._-----._- _.._---
g) Slept in transitional/supported housing and vomself.. .......................... .. ....... ...... 01
h) Slept elsewhere. Specify:

--[--_.
Total f\:lusl .'WII' III 7 ni~hrs....

If respondent slept 7 IlIghts 111 own houselflatlother accommodatIon (category (f) above) AND docs 110t
consider him/herself to be currently homeless (Sl:C 0.4 above), tl:rminate intc'rvil:\V herl:.

..OTHERWISE CONTINUE OVERLEAF

IC.C. - County emll,elll
Q.8 I would like yOIl to think back over the last week. How many nights have you: (a) slept l"Ough; (b)
slept in a hostel; (c) slept in a refuge; (d) slept in a B & B; (e) slept in a friend's house because you had
nowhere else to sleep; (I) slept in your own housclnat lother accommodation etc. (including rented
accommodation, mobile home etc,); (g) slept in transitional/supported hOllsing (h) slept elsewhCl"e?

N fN' I

D
o
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I
:1

Q.9 Thinking back ove.r the last 5 years, app.-oximately how long ill total would yon say yon have
been homeless? I

Q.IOa Do you have a partner or any children in your family group AT THE MOMENT, who are in
the same position as yourself regarding homelessness?

Nevei' ..

Children only: 02 Partner and children: 03 No: O~ ~[END \KTERVIEWI

I
I

:1
3 to less than 4 years.. .. 0,.
4 to Ic:ss than 5years 01"

All that time (i.e. 5 years) 0,1

6 to under 9 months 05
9 to under 12 monLhs Df,
I to less than 2 years 0·/

2 to less than 3 years D~

Partner only: 0,

Less than I 1110nth 02
I La under 3 l11onths D3
3 to under (, months D.

Q.IOb IN ADDITION TO YOURSELF, how lIlany homeless adults (persons aged 18 years and over)

arc in your family group at the moment? Adults

[INTERVIEWER: THIS FIGURE SHOULD NOT INCLUDE THE RESPONDENTI I
Q.IOc What are: (a) the initials (b) the dates of birth and (c) the gender of these OTHER adults in

your family group?

Unitials DDDOO DOBDO DO DO Male ... O, Female ...Oz

2. Initials DDDDD DOBDD DD DD Male .... 0, Female ...Oz

3. Initials DDDDD DOBDD DD DD Male.... 01 Female ...02

4. Initials DDDDD DOBDD DD DD Malc.... Dl Female ...02

5.Initials DDDDD DOBDD DD DD Male.... 01 Female ...Oz

I
I
I
I

Q.J:Od How many children (persons aged 17 yeal's or less) in your family gl'oup are in the same

position as yourself regarding homelessness at the moment? Children I
Q.IOe What are these childrens': (a) initials; (b) dates of birth and (c) gender?

I.Initials DDDDD DOBDD DD DD Male.... 01 Female ...02

2.Initials DDDDD DOBDD DD DD Male.... 01 Female ...02

3.Initials DDDDD DOBDD DD DO Male.... Dl Female ...Oz

4.Initials DDDDD DOBDD DD DD Male.... 01 Female ...02

5.Initials DDDDD DOBDO DD DO Male.... 01 Female ...02

6.lnitials DODDD DOBDD DO DD Male.... 01 Female ...Oz

7.lnitials DDDDO DOBDD DO DO Male.... 0\ Female ...02

8.lnitials DODOO DOBDD 00 DO Male.... 01 Fcmale ...Dz

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE

I
I

I

I
I
I
I
I
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Appendix 4:
List of Participating Agencies
Dublin Corporation:

Homeless Section, Block 2 ground floor,
Civic Offices, Fishamble Street, Dublin 8

Homeless Policy Unit, Block 1 floor 1,
Civic Offices, Fishamble Street, Dublin 8
(6 centres)

Maple House, 595 North Circular Road,
Dublin 7

Elm House, 69 Blessington Street, Dublin 7

Oak House, Benburb Street, Dublin 7

Dun laoghaire Rathdown County Council,

Housing Department, Town Hall,
Marine Road, Dun Laoghaire, Co Dublin

Fingal County Council,
Housing Department, 2/3 Parnell Square,
Dublin 2

South Dublin County Council,

Housing Department, Town Centre,
Tallaght, Dublin 24

Wic:klow County Council
Housing Department, County Buildings,
Wicklow

Bray Urban District Council, St. Cronins,
Main Street, Bray, Co Wicklow

Kildare County Council
St Marys Naas, Co Kildare

Eastern Health Board

Homeless Persons Unit, Charles Street West,
Dublin 7

Programme for the Homeless, Ushers Island,
Dublin 8 _

St Brendans Hospital, Rathdown Road,
Dublin 7

Kilrock House, Kilrock Road, Howth,
Co Dublin

High Support Hostel Centre,
Mount Pleasant Square, Ranelagh, Dublin 6

Heallhcare to the Homeless, Lisburn Health
Centre, Lisburn Street, Rathmines, Dublin 7

Haven House, Morning Star Avenue, North
Brunswick Street, Dublin 7

Bray Women's Refuge, Heatherwood, Bray,
Co Wicklow

Rathmines Women's Refuge,
Lower Rathmines Road,
Rathmines, Dublin 6

Out of Hours, Park House,
North Circular Road, Dublin 7

Parkview House, 492 North Circular Road,
Dublin 7

City Clinic, Amiens Street, Dublin 1

Trinity Court, Pearse Street, Dublin 2

failtiu,

4 Merchants Quay, Dublin 4

Centrec:are,
1 Cathedral Street, Dublin 1

Crossc:are

St Agatha's Food Centre, Portland Row,
Dublin 1

St. Brigid's Food Centre, Holies Row,
Dublin 2

Our Lady of Mount Carmel, Longford Lane
Food Centre, Whitefriar Street, Dublin 8

The Night Centre, Longford Lane,
Whitefriar Street, Dublin 8

Eccles Street Youth Hostel, 64 Eccles Street,
Dublin 7

Foc:us Ireland
Coffee Shop, 14a Eustace Street,
Temple Bar, Dublin 2

Flat Finding Service, 14a Eustace Street,
Temple Bar, Dublin 2

Advice & Information Service,
14a Eustace Street, Temple Bar, Dublin 2

Settlement Team, Johns Lane West,
Dublin 8

Outreach Service, 143 Eustace Street,
Temple Bar, Dublin 2

Focus Ireland Housing, Stanhope Green,
Lower Grangegorman Road, Dublin 7

Focus Ireland Housing, Georges Hill,
Smithfield, Dublin 7

Focus Ireland Housing 402 North Circular
Road, Dublin 7 .

Off the Streets, Stanhope Street,
Grangegorman, Dublin 7
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Focus Ireland Extension, lohns Lane West,
Dublin 7

Tallaght Homeless Advice Unit, St. Mary's
Priory, Main Street, Tallaght, Dublin 24

Big Issues, 110 Amiens Street, Dublin 1

Threshold, St. Mary's Abbey, Capel Street,
Dublin 1

Bow Lane Day Centre, Bow Lane, Church
Street, Dublin 7

Guild of the Little Flower, 11 Meath Street,
Dublin 8

Sisters of Mercy, St. Josephs, Cork Street,
Dublin 8

St Josephs Penny Dinners,
North Cumberland Street, Dublin 7

Salvation Army

York House, York Street, Dublin 2

Cedar House, Marlborough Place, Dublin 1

Granby Centre, Granby Lane, Dublin 1

Lefroy House, Eden Quay, Dublin 1

Iveagh Trust, Iveagh Hostel, Bull Alley Street,
Dublin 8

SoCiety of.St. Vincent de Paul

Back Lane Hostel, Back Lane, Dublin 8

St. Christophers Conference,
Michael Garry House, 8 Eyre Street,
Newbridge, Co. Kildare

Vincentian Housing Partnership, Rendu
Apartments, North William Street, Dublin 3

St. Vincents Trust, Henrietta Street, Dublin 1

Homeless Girls Society, Sherrard House,
19 Upper Sherrard Street, Dublin 1

legion of Mary

Morning Star Hostel, Morning Star Avenue,
North Brunswick Street, Dublin 7

Regina Coeli Hostel, Morning Star Avenue,
North Brunswick Street, Dublin 7

Dublin Simon Community

Simon Shelter, 11 Ushers Island, Dublin 8

Supported Housing, Sean McDermott
Street, Dublin 1

Youth For Peace Ltd., Mount Offaly Hause,
Carlow Road, Athy, Co. Kildare

Missionary Sisters of Charity, 223 North
Circular Road, Dublin 7

PACE, Priorswood House, 100 C10nshaugh
Ave nue, Priorswood, Dublin 17

Daisyhouse Housing Association,
6 Emor Street, Dublin 6

Sisters of Our Lady of Charity, 72 Lower
Sean McDermott Street, Dublin 1

Sonas Housing Association

Killester Avenue, Killester, Dublin 5

Sallymount Avenue, Ranelagh, Dublin 6

Aoibhneas

Womens Refuge, Kilmore Road, Dublin 5

Transitional Housing, Belvedere Road,
Dublin 7

Merchants Quay Project,
4 Merchants Quay, Dublin 8

Rough Sleepers Count

City Centre: Dublin Simon Outreach Team,
57 Prussia Street, Dublin 7

Bray: Bray Partnership, 5 Carlton Terrace,
Novara Avenue, Bray, Co Wicklow

Kildare: Youth For Peace Ltd. Mount Offaly
House, Carlow Road, Athy, Co. Kildare

Dun Laoghaire: Care Group St. Michaels
Parish Office, Marine Road, Dun Laoghaire,
Co. Dublin

Tallaght: Tallaght Homeless Advice Unit, St
Mary's Priory, Main Street, Bray, Co Wicklow

Clondalkin: Clondalkin Partnership, Camac
House, Unit 4, Oakfield Industrial Estate,
Clondalkin, Dublin 22
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