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Glossary of terms

- accepted as ‘eligible for assistance’, ‘unintentionally’
‘homeless’ and in “priority need’, and therefore owed the ‘main homelessness
duty’

: this group of variables used for analysis included:
whether three or more physical conditions problems reported (damp, infestation,
conditions for children, was in poor repair when first arrived, dirty when first
arrived, insufficient control over heating, difficult to enter with pram or buggy, not
well decorated when first arrived); perception of safety inside accommodation;
perceptions of safety in neighbourhood in which accommodation is located;
perception of sufficiency of living space; sharing of kitchen, bathroom or living
rooms (temporary accommodation only); whether sharing perceived as a problem
(temporary accommodation only)

: the adult in each family who completed the questionnaire.
These adult respondents were purposively selected as the person best placed
to comment on the position and experiences of the family as a whole (and was
usually the mother)

: this group of variables used for analysis included
the four major ‘immediate’ reasons given by adult respondents for applying
as homeless, namely, relationship breakdown (both violent and non-violent);
overcrowding; eviction/threatened with eviction; overstayed welcome/could no
longer be accommodated

: the child in each family who completed the questionnaire.
These child respondents were randomly selected from the children aged between
8-15 years old in each family which had a child in that age group

: this group of variables used for analysis included:
whether family was still in temporary accommodation or settled housing at point
of survey; and, where relevant, type of temporary accommodation living in at
point of survey (self-contained; friends and relations; or hostels and B&B hotels)

: this group of variables used for analysis included:
age of adult respondent; ethnicity of adult respondent; household type;
household size; whether the adult respondent had ever sought asylum in the UK
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: some persons from abroad are ineligible for any
assistance under the homelessness legislation, except advice and information
about homelessness

: whether respondent had someone to count on to listen
when they needed to talk

: all non-White ethnic backgrounds

- this group of variables used for analysis included:
whether accepted in a rural or urban local authority; whether accepted in London;
whether accepted in the South (South West, South East, East of England);
whether accepted in the ‘North and Midlands’ (North West, North East, West
Midlands, East Midlands, Yorkshire/Humber); housing stress in local authority area;
deprivation levels in local authority area’

- this group of variables used for analysis included:
whether had had a self-defined ‘settled home’ as adult; whether had ever had
own independent accommodation as a tenant or owner occupier; whether had
made any previous homelessness applications

- an adult respondents’ partner, child(ren) and any other
members of their immediate household with whom they intended to live in their
‘settled” accommodation

: whether respondent had someone to count on to help
out in a crisis

: ‘ordinary housing’ (see below) lived in before
acceptance as homeless that was stable enough and recent enough to be used
as a comparison point to investigate changes in health, well-being and economic
circumstances that may be associated with homelessness and staying in temporary
accommodation?

: the duty that requires a local authority to ensure
that a person has suitable temporary accommodation available for his or her
household until suitable settled accommodation becomes available

- hostels, B&B hotels, and any other form of
managed or supported accommodation not located in ordinary housing

: North West, North East, West Midlands,
East Midlands, Yorkshire/Humber

! See Appendix 2 for details on how housing stress, deprivation and rurality were measured.
2 See Appendix 1 for a full explanation.
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. a residential house or flat

- statistical returns made by local authorities on decisions made under
the homelessness legislation, and households in temporary accommodation at the
end of each quarter, collated and published by central government as the official
homelessness statistics. See www.communities.gov.uk — housing/housing research
and statistics/housing statistics/housing statistics by topicZhomelessness statistics

- advice or help with mental health, drug or alcohol problems,
or parenting issues

- advice or help with financial matters, with furnishing or
maintaining a home, getting a job, accessing health or other services, etc.

: housing applicants who are homeless or threatened with
homelessness and whose households include any of the following have ‘priority
need’ status under the homelessness legislation: dependent children; a pregnant
woman; a person who is ‘vulnerable’ due to old age, disability, or some other
reason. Applicants also have priority need if they are a young person aged 16-17
years (or aged 18-20 years and were formally in local authority care) or if they are
vulnerable as a result of having spent time in care, custody or the armed forces, or
vulnerable because they have fled their home because of violence

- a house or flat used only by the
adult respondent and their immediate family

: accommodation offered to someone accepted as
homeless that discharges the local authority’s duty owed to them under the
homelessness legislation. In most cases, the local authority will arrange the offer

: non-self contained forms of
temporary accommodation (i.e. temporary arrangements with friends or relatives,
or hostels and B&B hotels)

: South West, South East, East of England

- (for the purposes of this report) the experience of
having been accepted as owed the main homelessness duty and assisted under
the homelessness legislation

. a survey of families accepted as owed the main homelessness
duty, with data collected from a (purposively selected) adult respondent (see
Appendix 1)
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- a survey of children in families accepted as owed the main
homelessness duty, with data collected from a (randomly selected) child
respondent aged 8-15 years old in all families sampled for Survey 1 which had a
child of this age (see Appendix 1)

- a survey of families accepted as owed the main homelessness duty and
who had stayed in temporary accommodation for more than one year, with data
collected from a (purposively selected) ‘adult respondent’ (see Appendix 1)

- a survey of children in families accepted as owed the main
homelessness duty and who had stayed in temporary accommodation for more
than one year, with data collected from a (randomly selected) ‘child respondent’
aged 8-15 years old in all families sampled for Survey 4 which had a child of this
age (see Appendix 1)

: accommodation secured by a local authority
for someone accepted as homeless — and his or her family — until settled
accommodation becomes available

: this group of variables used for
analysis included: whether spent any time in temporary accommodation; length
of time in temporary accommodation; moves between temporary accommodation
addresses; whether ever experienced specific types of temporary accommodation
(self-contained; friends and relatives; or hostels and B&B hotels)

: temporary accommodation was
divided into three types for most analytical purposes: self-contained temporary
accommodation; temporary arrangements with friends and relatives; and hostels
and B&B hotels

: where someone becomes homeless through no fault
of their own

: vulnerability clusters of adult respondents were
generated by the K-means method (see Appendix 2). This method grouped adult
respondents together if they shared particular personal history characteristics.
The ‘more problems in adulthood’ vulnerability cluster was characterised by
multiple social deprivation in adult life, and the ‘few problems as an adulthood’
vulnerability cluster by fewer such deprivations. Likewise, two vulnerability clusters
of adult respondents were generated on the basis of the degree of multiple social
deprivation experienced in childhood (up to the age of 16)
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- accepted as ‘eligible for assistance’ ‘unintentionally’
‘homeless’ and in “priority need,’ (and therefore owed the ‘main homelessness
duty’) where the primary reason for priority need was because the applicant was
aged 16 or 17

: this group of variables used for analysis
included: whether accommodation damp; whether sufficient control over
heating; perception of safety inside accommodation; perceptions of safety in
neighbourhood in which accommodation is located; and perception of sufficiency
of living space

: this group of variables used for analysis included:
whether in temporary or settled housing; where appropriate, whether in self-
contained temporary accommodation (flat/house used only for the young person/
their immediate family group) or shared temporary accommodation (hostel, B&B
hotel, supported lodgings, or the homes of friends, relatives or parents)

: this group of variables used for analysis included:
age; gender; ethnicity

: whether respondent had someone to count on to listen
when they needed to talk

- all non-White ethnic backgrounds

: a young person’s partner, child(ren) and any other members
of their immediate household with whom they intended to live, and can be
reasonably expected to live, in their settled accommodation?

: whether respondent had someone to count on to help
out in a crisis

: ‘ordinary housing’ (see below) lived in before
acceptance as homeless that was stable enough and recent enough to be used
as a comparison point to investigate changes in health, well-being and economic
circumstances that may be associated with the experience of homelessness and
living in temporary accommodation*

3 Survey 3 was restricted to those 16-17 year olds who were accepted as having priority need (and therefore owed the main homeless
duty) primarily because of their age, and so those young people with a child at the time of acceptance would not be in Survey 3.
However, Survey 3 young people may have had a child subsequently, and as in all surveys in this study, eligibility for inclusion in the
sample was defined at the point of acceptance, and so their having a child by point of interview would not affect their eligibility for
inclusion in Survey 3.

4 See Appendix 1 for a full explanation.
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- a residential house or flat
: a young person not in education, employment or training

: advice or help with mental health, or drug or alcohol
problems

- advice or help with financial matters, with furnishing or
maintaining a home, getting a job, accessing health or other services, etc.

- ordinary flat/house used only for
the young person/their family group

: accommodation offered to someone accepted as a
homeless 16-17 year old that discharges the local authority’s duty owed to them
under the homelessness legislation. In most cases, the local authority will arrange
the offer

: hostel, B&B hotel, supported
lodgings, or the homes of friends, relatives or parents

. this group of variables used for analysis included: whether see
family more/less since last settled accommodation; whether see friends more/less
since last settled accommodation

: supported lodgings, hostels, and other forms of
accommodation with onsite management/support

- a lodgings arrangement within the home of another family,
where young people are provided with support to develop the skills necessary to
live independently

- a survey of young people accepted as 16-17 year-olds owed the main
homelessness duty (see Appendix 1)

: accommodation secured by a local authority as a
temporary measure for a young person accepted as a homeless 16-17 year old
until settled accommodation becomes available

: this group of variables used for
analysis included: whether spent any time in temporary accommodation; length
of time in temporary accommodation; moves between temporary accommodation
addresses; whether ever experienced shared temporary accommodation
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- vulnerability clusters were generated by the K-means
cluster analysis method (see Appendix 2). This method grouped young people
together if they shared particular personal history characteristics. The four
vulnerability clusters generated were: Cluster One — ‘'multiple problems’; Cluster
Two — ‘mental health and other problems’; Cluster Three — ‘offending and other
problems’; Cluster Four — ‘fewest problems’
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to seeking help from the local authority; 55 per cent had sought assistance
from two or more sources; and only 15 per cent had not sought any of the
specified forms of help.

4.20  Figure 4.3 summarises the assistance adult respondents had sought before
approaching a local authority. They were most likely to try to fall back on
friends or family (43 per cent). Adult respondents’ next most common
response was to try to secure housing in the private rented sector (33 per
cent), or to attempt to gain access to the social rented sector (30 per cent).
One quarter of adult respondents (23 per cent) had gone to a housing
advice centre.

Figure 4.3: Assistance sought by adult respondents before approaching a local

authority for help

Tried to get family or friends to let you stay 43%

Tried to get a at or house to rent
from a private landlord

Joined waiting list or housing register

Spoke to a housing advice centre

Spoke to a support worker
about housing problems

Tried to get help from a rent deposit scheme

Asked for professional help dealing
with domestic violence

Asked for professional help dealing 206
with harassment

Speak to a family mediation service| 1%

Looked into buying | 0%

T T T T T |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Source: Survey 1 Base: 2,053 adult respondents Multiple responses were possible * Less than 1 per cent.

4.21 Regression analysis indicated that, when a range of variables were held
constant', there were no independent effects on the likelihood of having
sought at least one form of help prior to approaching a local authority.

4.22  However, demographic factors did impact on the type of help sought. Thus,
younger adult respondents were more likely than older respondents to have
tried to stay with friends or relatives (50 per cent of under 25s had attempted
this, as compared to 38 per cent of those over this age). Conversely, they

14 The factors controlled for in this regression analysis included: demographic characteristics; geographical variables; child and adult
vulnerability clusters.
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were less likely to have spoken to someone at a housing advice centre (17 per
cent of under 25s had done so, as compared with 27 per cent of over 25s).
Also, ethnic minority adult respondents were less likely to seek a number of
forms of help than White adult respondents, including joining a waiting list
(18 per cent of ethnic minority adult respondents had done this, as compared
with 33 per cent of White adult respondents), seeking a private tenancy (20
per cent as compared with 36 per cent), and asking family and friends to
accommodate them (34 per cent as compared with 45 per cent)'#.

4.23  Adult respondents in London were less likely to seek a private sector tenancy
than those accepted elsewhere (only 17 per cent of those accepted in the
capital had attempted to secure a private tenancy, as compared with 38 per
cent elsewhere). This ‘London effect’ may relate to the high level of private
sector rents in the capital. No other geographical associations were identified
with respect to the type of help sought.

4.24  Two in five families (41 per cent) reported that they had been on a waiting
list or the housing register in their area prior to being accepted as homeless.
There was no variation in this by any demographic or geographical variables.

4.25 Just over half (58 per cent) of adult respondents had known they were
going to apply as homeless when they approached a local authority. There
was no relationship with any demographic or geographical variables, nor,
interestingly, with whether the adult respondent had ever been a social rented
tenant. The minority of adult respondents who had made a previous homeless
application (13 per cent of all adult respondents'¢) were, however, marginally
more likely to have known that they were going to apply as homeless (70 per
cent of this group had known they were going to apply as homeless). This
was the only variation detected.

4.26  Figure 4.4 shows how those adult respondents who knew they were going
to apply as homeless had found out about the statutory homelessness
arrangements.

145 See also Gervais, M.C. and Rehman, H. (2005) Causes of Homelessness Amongst Ethnic Minority Households, London: ODPM.
146 See para 3.43 for details on previous homelessness applications.
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4.27

4.28

4.29

Figure 4.4: How adult respondents found out about applying as homeless

(adult respondents who knew they were going to apply before they
approached a local authority)

Friends family told me 39%

Professional (eg. GP,

. 38%
social worker, key worker) ?

Council

Found out through leaflet/

50
booklets etc %

Have been homeless before

From the landlord

From the internet*

T T T T 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Source: Survey 1 Base: 1,231 adult respondents who reported that they knew they were going to
apply as homeless before they approached a council. Multiple responses were possible. * Less than

1 per cent.

Adult respondents clearly relied heavily on informal sources and on
information from professionals. Around four in ten (39 per cent) reported
that they had found out from friends or family, and a similar proportion (38
per cent) found out via a key-worker, GP, social worker or similar professional.
Few adult respondents reported having found out about applying as homeless
directly from the council they approached (7 per cent), and even fewer from
booklets or pamphlets. The very small proportion of adult respondents who
found out about homelessness services through the Internet (less than 1 per
cent) should be noted.

Among the 42 per cent of adult respondents who did not know they were
going to apply as homeless, the great majority approached the council
because they ‘needed help with their housing situation but did not know
what to do’ (73 per cent). Far less commonly, they approached the council
specifically to get onto the waiting list (23 per cent).

Concerns about applying as homeless

Figure 4.5 summarises the concerns that adult respondents reported about
applying to a council as homeless. In total, 70 per cent of adult respondents
reported at least one concern about applying as homeless.
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Figure 4.5: Concerns that adult respondents had about applying as homeless

Would have to live in a 'rough' area 42%
Would be given a poor quality flat/house

Would have to accept first place that was offered
Would have to live far from friends/family

Would not be accepted as homeless

Being labeled 'homeless'

Concern about being put in a hostel/shelter
Concern about children future

Concern about location of new accommodation
Concern about being put in a B&B

Concern about long wait

Generally worried
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Base: 2,053 adult respondents Source: Survey 1 Multiple responses were possible.

4.30 The most common concern (reported by 42 per cent of all adult respondents)
was that they would have to live in a ‘rough’ area if they applied as homeless.
One third (34 per cent) were concerned that they would be given poor quality
accommodation, and again one third (33 per cent) were worried that they
would have to accept the first offer they were made and would not have a
choice. One quarter (25 per cent) were concerned that the location would be
a long way from friends and family.

4.31  Smaller numbers were worried about being ‘labelled” homeless, or about
not being accepted as homeless (15 per cent in both cases). A few adult
respondents had specific concerns, such as having to have a long wait in
temporary accommodation or being put in a hostel or B&B hotel.

4.32  There were no variations in these concerns with respect to geographical or
demographic variables, except that, interestingly, former asylum seekers were
less concerned than other adult respondents (46 per cent of former asylum
seekers, as compared with only 28 per cent of other adult respondents, had
no concerns about making a homelessness application) (see also para 4.35
below).



98 | Statutory Homelessness in England: The Experience of Families and 16-17 Year Olds

4.33

4.34

4.35

4.36

4.37

Adult respondents were evenly divided about how well they had been kept
informed while their application was being assessed. Approximately, one half
said they had been kept ‘very well informed” or ‘fairly well informed’ (20 per
cent and 32 per cent respectively), while the other half said they had 'not
been very well informed’ or ‘not informed at all’ (27 per cent and 22 per cent
respectively).

Adult respondents who were still in temporary accommodation were no more or
less likely than those who had been provided with settled housing to report that
they were well or badly informed by their local authority about the process'’.

There were no geographical or demographic variations in how well informed
adult respondents felt except that, again, former asylum seekers were more
positive than other respondents. Thus, 70 per cent of former asylum seekers
reported being very or fairly well informed, as compared with only 50 per
cent of other adult respondents. It is possible that this result is explained by
former asylum seekers having relatively low expectations with regards to what
a reasonable level of information might be.

The type of accommodation that families in temporary accommodation

for more than one year (Survey 4 families) were living in when accepted as
homeless largely reflected the pattern for Survey 1 families, except that those
in Survey 4 were less likely to have been living with the adult respondents’
parents (15 per cent were, as compared to 23 per cent of Survey 1 adult
respondents). Regression analysis indicated that this difference was accounted
for by the distinct demographic profile of Survey 4 families, and in particular
to the older average age of Survey 4 adult respondents (see para 2.59),

The proportion of Survey 4 adult respondents who knew that they were
going to apply as homeless when they approached a local authority was,
at 61 per cent, very similar to that of Survey 1 adult respondents (58 per
cent). Amongst those Survey 4 adult respondents who knew that they
were going to apply as homeless, their sources of knowledge about the
statutory homelessness arrangements closely resembled that of Survey 1

147 Almost half (45 per cent) of adult respondents were still in temporary accommodation at point of survey (see Chapter 6 for details).

148 The factors controlled for in this regression analysis included: demographic characteristics; geographical variables; and whether a
Survey 1 or Survey 4 adult respondent. See Appendix 2 for an explanation of the regression analysis on the merged Survey 1 and
Survey 4 dataset.
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adult respondents, except that they were less likely to have found out about
applying as homeless from a professional (26 per cent had found out from
this source, compared with 38 per cent in Survey 1).

4.38  Survey 4 adult respondents were less likely than Survey 1 families to have
sought alternative help to address their housing situation before approaching
the council: 66 per cent in Survey 4 had done so, as compared with 85 per
cent in Survey 1.

Table 4.2: Sources of help or assistance sought prior to approaching a local

authority for Survey 4 and Survey 1 adult respondents

Survey 4 | Survey 1 | Difference
I{;e;/d to get friends or family to let them 24% 43% 19%
Tngd to getaflat orhouse torent froma 21% 33% 12%
private landlord
Joined waiting list or housing register 24% 41% -17%
Spoke to housing advice centre 17% 23% -6%
é;r)gkl;li;fsa support worker about housing 10% 15% 59,
'Sl'zlﬁgr;c;get help from a rent deposit 4% 29 39
Asked for professional help dealing with 20 4% 9
domestic violence
Spoke to a family mediation service 2% 1% 1%
Looking into buying <1% <1% <1%
Total 100% 100% -
Base 571 2,053 -
Source: Survey 1

4.39 As Table 4.2 above demonstrates, a smaller proportion of Survey 4 adult
respondents had asked family or friends to let them stay (24 per cent had
done so, as compared with 43 per cent of Survey 1 families); had joined the
housing waiting list or register (24 per cent as compared with 41 per cent);
or had tried to secure a flat/house from the private rented sector (21 per
cent as compared with 33 per cent). Regression analysis indicated that these
differences were accounted for by the distinct demographic and geographical
profile of Survey 4 adult respondents'®.

149 The factors controlled for in this regression analysis included: demographic characteristics; geographical variables; and whether a
Survey 1 or Survey 4 adult respondent. See Appendix 2 for an explanation of the regression analysis on the merged Survey 1 and
Survey 4 dataset.
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4.40

4.41

4.42

4.43

4.44

Survey 4 adult respondents were less likely than Survey 1 adult respondents to
have joined a waiting list or housing register prior to having been accepted as
homeless (24 per cent had done so as compared to 41 per cent in Survey 1).
Again, regression analysis indicated that this was attributable to demographic
differences'™®.

The proportion of Survey 4 adult respondents who reported having had
concerns about applying as homeless was very similar to the proportion in
Survey 1. As with Survey 1, respondents’ key concern related to having to
live in a rough area (42 per cent of all adult respondents to both surveys
mentioned this as a concern).

Finally, and again as with Survey 1 (see para 4.33), Survey 4 adult respondents
were almost evenly split on how well informed they felt when their
application was being assessed: 48 per cent felt very or fairly well informed,
while 52 per cent felt not very well informed or not informed at all™".

This chapter has reviewed the circumstances in which families sought
assistance from a local authority with their housing situation. It has indicated
that many adult respondents appeared to have made short-term, informal
accommodation arrangements after losing their settled housing and before
approaching the local authority for assistance, and the great majority sought
at least one form of alternative help before applying as homeless. Moreover,
two in five did not know they were going to apply as homeless when

they initially approached the local authority, and most had concerns about
applying as homeless. Young female lone parents applying as homeless from
the parental home, without ever having lived elsewhere, constituted only a
very small minority of all adult respondents.

While the research was not designed to address directly the issue of ‘moral
hazards’ within the homelessness legislation, these findings do weigh against
suggestions of widespread manipulation of the statutory homelessness
arrangements in order to gain priority access to social housing™?. Given

the particular concerns about ‘perverse incentives’ in areas of high housing
pressure (see para 4.2), it is also worth noting that no differences were

150 The factors controlled for in this regression analysis included: demographic characteristics; geographical variables; and whether a
Survey 1 or Survey 4 adult respondent. See Appendix 2 for an explanation of the regression analysis on the merged Survey 1 and
Survey 4 dataset.

151 See Chapter 6 (para 6.56) for an analysis of how these adult respondents felt about the information provided by local authorities
regarding progress made towards offering them settled housing.

152 See also Figure 5.1 which demonstrates the very low proportions who report that their reasons for applying as homeless were
because this was the ‘quickest’ or ‘only” way to get rehoused.
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detected between adult respondents in London and those accepted elsewhere
with respect to their behaviour or intentions when they approached a local
authority (except that those accepted in London were less likely to first seek
private rented accommodation, possibly because of the high rents in the
capital).

The next chapter turns to consider the reasons why families applied as
homeless.
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5.1

5.2

5.3

Chapter 5:

Reasons for applying as homeless

The overall objective of this study was to understand the causes, experiences
and impacts of statutory homelessness amongst families and 16-17 year
olds in England. Data was collected in five separate surveys covering parents,
children and young people assisted under the homelessness legislation (see
Chapter 1 and Appendix 1 for details of all five surveys).

The reasons why families, and also single people, become homeless have
been the subject of extensive debate in both the UK and US™:3. Explanations
of homelessness have traditionally been divided into two broad categories:
‘individual” and ‘structural’'>*. Broadly speaking, individual explanations focus
on the personal characteristics, behaviours and support needs of homeless
people. Structural explanations, on the other hand, locate the causes of
homelessness in external social and economic factors, such as housing
market conditions, poverty and unemployment. However a ‘'new orthodoxy’
seems now to have been established in both the UK and US that posits that
structural factors create the conditions within which homelessness will occur
and determine its overall extent, but also that people with support needs are
particularly susceptible to these adverse social and economic conditions, and
that this susceptibility explains any concentration of vulnerable people in the
homeless population™>.

Most of the debate on the causes of homelessness, at least within the UK,
has been either theoretical in its orientation or based largely on qualitative
research™®. This study of families accepted as homeless in England brings

a new dimension to our understanding of the causes of homelessness by
providing a detailed analysis of nationally representative data on the reasons
for applying as homeless given by adult respondents in these families. This

153 Fitzpatrick, S. and Christian, J. (2006) ‘Comparing research on homelessness in the United Kingdom and United States: What lessons
can be learned?’ European Journal of Housing Policy, 6(3)313-333.

154 Neale, J. (1997) ‘Theorising Homelessness: contemporary sociological and feminist perspectives’, in R. Burrows, N. Pleace and D.
Quilgars (eds) Homelessness and Social Policy, London: Routledge; Pleace, N. and Quilgars, D. (2003) ‘Led rather than leading?
Research on homelessness in Britain’, Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology. 13, 87-196.

155 Pleace, N. (2000) 'The new consensus, the old consensus and the provision of services for people sleeping rough’, Housing Studies,
15(4) 581-594.

156 For an overview see Fitzpatrick, S. (2005) ‘Explaining homelessness: a critical realist perspective’, Housing, Theory and Society,
22(1)1-17.



Chapter 5 Reasons for applying as homeless | 103

chapter draws on data from Survey 1 — a survey of families accepted as being
owed the main homeless duty between 1st January 2005 and 30 June 2005 -
to explore:

e thereasons why adult respondents had applied as homeless, and how these
compared to reasons for leaving last settled accommodation;

e the reasons for homelessness amongst those who were accepted as homeless
whilst living in different accommodation settings;

e the reasons for applying as homeless amongst different demographic groups;
e thereasons for applying as homeless in different parts of England; and

e theindependentinfluence (if any) of demographic, geographical, housing
history, and personal vulnerability factors'” on the likelihood of reporting
particular reasons for applying as homeless.

5.4  The last section of the chapter compares the reasons for applying as homeless

5.

given by Survey 1 adult respondents to those given by adult respondents in
families accepted as owed the main homelessness duty and in temporary
accommodation for more than a year (Survey 4)'%8.

5 It must be borne in mind that what is reported here is largely the ‘immediate’
reasons (‘triggers’) for applying as homeless, rather than the underlying
structural factors which may create the conditions for homelessness (such as
housing or labour markets), or the longer-term personal history factors that
may increase a person or household’s vulnerability to homelessness (such as
mental health or substance misuse problems)'° That said, some insight as
to the impact of these wider contextual factors is attempted by examining
geographical variations in the immediate causes of homelessness, and the
associations between the immediate causes of homelessness and ‘vulnerability
clusters’ is also explored below (see also Chapter 3)'°.

5.6 As noted in Chapter 4, many families applied as homeless from places which
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appeared to represent short-term or emergency arrangements entered into
after loss of their ‘last settled accommodation’'®'. As such, it is possible
that their reasons for applying as homeless will reflect the breakdown in
these short-term arrangements rather than ‘originating’ causes of their

See Chapter 3 and Appendix 2 for an explanation of the adult and child vulnerability ‘clusters’ used to investigate the influence of
personal vulnerability factors.

Survey 4 was required because the ‘time-window' design for Survey 1, while delivering a representative sample of those accepted as
homeless over a six month period, by definition excluded those with prolonged stays in temporary accommodation. See Chapter 1
and Appendix 1 for a full explanation.

Fitzpatrick, S., Kemp, P. and Klinker, S. Single Homelessness: An overview of research in Britain, Bristol: The Policy Press.
See Chapter 3 and also Appendix 2 for an explanation of these adult and child vulnerability ‘clusters’.

See Chapter 1 and Appendix 1 for an explanation of ‘last settled accommodation’ as used in this research. It should just be noted here
that this broadly defined last settled accommodation can be either respondent-defined or questionnaire-defined.
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5.7

5.8

homelessness. Consequently, we also present data in this chapter on why
families had left their last settled accommodation’®?.

As in other chapters, we present two types of statistical analysis here:
bivariate analysis, which indicates whether there is a statistically significant
association between two variables, when their relationship is considered in
isolation; and regression analysis, which explores which variables have an
independent effect in determining the likelihood of a given finding, when a
range of other factors are held constant. However, it should be noted that
bivariate statistics are often used to illustrate relationships between variables
where an independent effect has been detected'®.

This survey evidence confirms that relationship breakdown is the commonest
‘trigger’ for statutory homelessness amongst families. It lends some support
to arguments for a structural understanding of family homelessness, insofar
as eviction/threatened with eviction (usually because a private sector tenancy
had come to an end) was a particularly important reason for homelessness

in areas of higher housing stress. There is little support for an ‘individual’
analysis of the causes of family homelessness in these findings: only very small
numbers report health or substance misuse as contributing to their reasons
for applying as homeless.

e Relationship breakdown (usually, but not necessarily, with a partner) was
the commonest reason for applying as homeless, with the other major
reasons being: overcrowding; eviction/threatened with eviction; and
overstaying welcome/could no longer be accommodated.

e Only very small numbers reported that physical or mental ill-health, drug or
alcohol problems, or anti-social behaviour, had contributed to their reasons
for applying as homeless.

e Relationship breakdown as a reason for applying as homeless (especially
violent relationship breakdown with a partner) was, as one would
expect, positively associated with being a woman lone parent. It was also
associated with being accepted as homeless in the North and Midlands.
Former asylum seekers were less likely than other adult respondents to
report relationship breakdown as a reason for applying as homeless.

162 However, this data was only available for a minority of adult respondents, for reasons which are explained below (see para 5.17).
163 See Chapter 1 and Appendix 2 for more detail.
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e There was a very strong relationship between eviction/threatened eviction
as a reason for applying as homeless and being accepted directly from the
private rented sector (usually because a fixed-term tenancy had come to
an end). Adult respondents accepted in areas of higher housing stress,
and in rural areas, were more likely than other adult respondents to report
eviction as a reason for applying as homeless.

e The two other principal reasons for applying as homeless — overcrowding
and overstayed welcome/could no longer be accommodated — were
most common amongst those approaching a local authority for help from
friends, relatives or parents’ houses, and amongst adult respondents aged
under 25. These two reasons often seemed to reflect a breakdown in
short-term or emergency arrangements rather than the ‘originating’ cause
of homelessness.

e Adult respondents who had lived in temporary accommodation for more
than one year (Survey 4 adult respondents) were less likely than other adult
respondents to report relationship breakdown as a reason for applying as
homeless. This discrepancy was accounted for by the distinct demographic
and geographical profile of Survey 4 families.

Figure 5.1 provides an overview of all of the reasons for applying as homeless
reported by Survey 1 adult respondents. Respondents were prompted

with a list of possible reasons for homelessness and asked to choose all of
those which they thought had contributed to their application as homeless
(additional/alternative reasons could also be indicated).
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Figure 5.1: Reasons for applying as homeless
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Source: Survey 1 Base: 2,053 respondents. Multiple responses were possible. * Less than 1 per cent.

Relationship breakdown was the most prevalent reason for applying as
homeless, cited by two in five adult respondents (38 per cent). Of this

group, 62 per cent reported that their relationship had broken down with a
partner (and so relationship breakdown with a partner affected 23 per cent
of all adult respondents'®), while 30 per cent said that their relationship
breakdown had been with a parent, step-parent and/or foster parent

(11 per cent of all adult respondents). The remaining 8 per cent of those
who experienced relationship breakdown said this was with other relatives or
friends (4 per cent of all adult respondents).

Of those whose relationship breakdown was with a partner, 57 per cent

said violence was involved (thus violent relationship breakdown with a

partner affected 13 per cent of all adult respondents). Amongst those

whose relationship breakdown was with parents or other relatives or friends,
16 per cent said that violence was involved (and so violent relationship
breakdown with someone other than a partner affected 3 per cent of all adult
respondents).

¢4 Thisis very close to the P1E figures for the first two quarters of 2005 (the period over which the Survey 1 sample had been accepted
as homeless), which reported that relationship breakdown with a partner accounted for 20 per cent of all acceptances. It should
be noted that the P1E data relate simply to the primary reason for loss of last settled accommodation whereas the survey statistics
included all reported contributory factors to making a homelessness application.
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5.12  Eviction/threatened with eviction (including fixed-term tenancy coming

to an end) was the second most commonly identified reason for applying
as homeless, cited by a quarter (26 per cent) of all adult respondents’®.
Almost three-quarters (70 per cent) of adult respondents who applied as
homeless due to eviction/threatened with eviction were accepted directly
from the private rented sector. Within this group, by far the most common
reason given for eviction/threatened eviction was that the ‘landlord wanted
property back’ or that ‘tenancy had come to an end’ (83 per cent); it was
uncommon for rent arrears to be cited as the reason for eviction/threatened
eviction (13 per cent). Only a small minority of those who reported eviction/
threatened with eviction as their reason for applying as homeless sought help
directly from a social rented tenancy (9 per cent of adult respondents who
were evicted/threatened with eviction, accounting for just 2 per cent of all
adult respondents)'. Amongst this small group, rent arrears was the most
frequently cited reason for applying as homeless.

5.13  Reported eviction for anti-social behaviour was very unusual amongst adult

respondents. Only 2 per cent of adult respondents who reported eviction or
threatened eviction cited anti-social behaviour as the cause (representing less
than 1 per cent of all adult respondents).

5.14  Turning to other causes, overcrowding'®’, like eviction, was identified by

approximately one quarter (24 per cent) of all adult respondents as a reason
for their application as homeless. ‘Overstayed welcome or could no longer be
accommodated’ was the only other category of a substantial size, reported by
one fifth of respondents (20 per cent).

5.15  All of the other suggested reasons for applying as homeless were identified

by fewer than 10 per cent of the sample. Thus problems with paying rent or
mortgage, and housing being in poor condition, were cited by only 7 and

4 per cent of adult respondents respectively, while even smaller proportions
identified with the ‘social’ categories of harassment, crime or anti-social
behaviour (4 per cent); health problems (2 per cent); and drug/alcohol
problems (less than 1 per cent). Two per cent reported having to leave

NASS accommodation as a reason for their homelessness. There were also

185 This is close to P1E statistics for the first two quarters of 2005 (the period over which the Survey 1 sample had been accepted as
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homeless), where 22 per cent of all acceptances were accounted for by end of assured shorthold tenancy, rent arrears or other loss of
rented housing. Again, it should be noted that the P1E data relate simply to the primary reason for loss of last settled accommodation
whereas the survey statistics included all reported contributory factors to making a homelessness application.

This small proportion is to be expected given that tenants in the social rented sector, unlike in the private rented sector, generally have
security of tenure unless they can be evicted on ‘behavioural’ grounds, such as rent arrears. In such circumstances they would be likely
to be found ‘intentionally homeless’ (see Chapter 1, para 1.1 and footnote 5), and thus not form part of Survey 1. Some of those
whose homelessness was caused by eviction/threatened eviction from either the private or social rented sectors will have made short-
term accommodation arrangements before approaching a local authority for help, so the circumstances in which they were accepted
as homeless will not necessarily reflect the tenure from which they were evicted/threatened with eviction.

It should be noted that this is the adult respondents’ definition of overcrowding and does not necessarily imply that they were
statutorily overcrowded.
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only small numbers reporting that, amongst their reasons for applying as
homeless, was a perception that this was the ‘only’ (6 per cent) or ‘quickest’
(3 per cent) way to get rehoused.

Three quarters (75 per cent) of adult respondents reported only one reason
for applying as homeless. This meant that that when we asked adult
respondents to identify their ‘main reason’ for applying as homeless, the
pattern closely resembled that for “all reasons’. Thus the most commonly cited
‘main’ reasons for homelessness were relationship breakdown (32 per cent),
followed by eviction/threatened with eviction (26 per cent) and overcrowding
(16 per cent). A further 10 per cent of respondents reported that they had
outstayed their welcome or could no longer be accommodated. All other
main reasons were reported by 4 per cent or fewer adult respondents.

As noted in Chapter 4 (see para 4.8), 55 per cent of adult respondents
(particularly those accepted from managed accommodation or from friends’
and relatives’ houses) had a ‘last settled accommodation’®® that was a
different place from where they were living when they were accepted

as homeless. For some of this group (accounting for 29 per cent of all

adult respondents), we have information on why they left this last settled
accommodation'®. While the response categories differed somewhat from
those given with respect to reasons for applying as homeless, a broad
comparison of the two sets of data (for the minority of adult respondents

for whom it was available) indicates that relationship breakdown was equally
important as a reason for leaving last settled accommodation (46 per cent)
as it was as a reason for applying as homeless (48 per cent). There is a similar
consistency on eviction: 14 per cent cited this as a reason for leaving their last
settled accommodation, and 17 per cent said this was a reason for applying
as homeless.

On the other hand, overstayed welcome/could no longer be accommodated
was less prominent as a reason for leaving last settled accommodation (8
per cent) than it was as a reason for applying as homeless (19 per cent).
Likewise with overcrowding (only 8 per cent gave this as a reason for leaving
last settled accommodation as compared with 24 per cent who have it as

168 See Appendix 1 for an explanation of the concept of ‘last settled accommodation’ and as it is used in this report.

189 While around half of adult respondents (55 per cent) had either a respondent-defined or a questionnaire-defined last settled
accommodation that was different from the place from which they were accepted as homeless, we only asked why they left this
accommodation if it satisfied all of the criteria to be a ‘valid’ comparison point for the purposes of this research (see Chapter 1 and
Appendix 1). This is why we have this data for only 29 per cent of the sample.
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a reason for applying as homeless). The reason for these discrepancies are
explored further below (see para 5.24).

The reasons for applying as homeless amongst those
seeking help from different types of accommodation
setting

As Table 5.1 demonstrates, there was evidence of a relationship between

particular reasons for applying as homeless and specific settings from which
respondents had approached a local authority for help.

Table 5.1: Accommodation setting from which adult respondents sought

help from a local authority, by most frequently reported reasons for
applying as homeless

Setting from | Relationship | Eviction/ Over- Overstayed Base
which Breakdown | tenancy crowded| or could no

sought help ended longer be

from accommodated

local

authority

Social rented 37% 20% 19% *x 231
sector

Private 13% 72% 6% *x 465
rented sector

Owner 65% 10%* 9% *x | kk*Qq
occupation

Friends or 47% 10% 32% 35% 488
relatives

Parental 43% 5% 49% 32% 480
home

Managed 44% 23% 7% 12% 290
settings

All 38% 26% 24% 20% | 2,045

Source: Survey 1 Multiple responses were possible. *A few owner occupiers appear to have used
the term ‘eviction’ to describe repossession, this was probably the result of a design flaw in the
questionnaire that meant the option to report repossession was omitted. **A few households
reported that they had outstayed their welcome or could no longer be accommodated from these
tenures, but this is likely to have been the result of misunderstanding the relevant response categories.
***The small sample size here means that all percentages should be treated with caution.
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The most striking finding here is the strong association between approaching
a local authority from the private rented sector and eviction as a reason for
applying as homeless (72 per cent of those applying from a private tenancy,
as compared with 26 per cent of all adult respondents, reported eviction
(usually because a fixed-term tenancy had come to an end) as a cause

of homelessness). All of the other principal causes, including relationship
breakdown (at only 13 per cent), were very under-represented amongst those
applying from a private rented tenancy.

By contrast, as Table 5.1 indicates, the pattern of reasons for applying as
homeless amongst those approaching a local authority from a social rented
tenancy largely matched that for Survey 1 respondents as a whole'”°.

With regards to the small number of Survey 1 respondents who approached
a local authority from owner occupation (5 per cent of all adult respondents),
clearly the overriding cause of homelessness, reported by approximately two-
third of these respondents, was relationship breakdown'”". The next largest
cause amongst this small group was “difficulties in paying the mortgage”
(this is not included in Table 5.1 as was not a frequently cited reason overall).

As one might expect, a substantial proportion of those accepted as homeless
from friends and relatives houses, and from the parental home, said that

a reason why they applied as homeless was that they had overstayed their
welcome/could no longer be accommodated (35 per cent and 32 per cent
did so respectively). They were also more likely than other adult respondents
to report overcrowding as a reason for applying as homeless, especially those
approaching a local authority for help from the parental home (49 per cent of
adult respondents accepted as homeless from the parental home, compared
with only 24 per cent of all adult respondents, reported overcrowding as a
cause of homelessness).

However, as noted above (see para 5.18), amongst the minority of adult
respondents for whom relevant data was available, it was evident that both
overcrowding and overstaying welcome were less prominent as reasons for
leaving last settled accommodation than they were as reasons for applying as
homeless. These discrepancies were mainly accounted for by the much lower
propensity of those who were accepted as homeless from parents’, friends’ or
(other) relatives’ houses to cite these as reasons for leaving their last settled
accommodation, as compared with the reasons they gave for applying as
homeless.

170 \We also investigated whether the reasons for homelessness amongst all former social tenants (i.e. the 31 per cent of all adult
respondents had ever been a social tenant before acceptance as homeless, see Chapter 3, para 3.33) were distinctive in any way.
Again, however, the reasons they gave for homelessness mirrored that for all Survey 1 adult respondents.

171 Please note that the small sample size of owner occupiers means that all percentages related to this group should be treated with

caution.
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5.25  Adult respondents who had applied as homeless from managed settings (such
as hostels and B&B hotels) most commonly reported relationship breakdown
as the reason why they applied as homeless (44 per cent), with ‘eviction’ (23
per cent) also being relatively prominent. Amongst those in this group for
whom relevant data was available, there was seldom any difference between
the reasons they gave for applying as homeless and the reasons they gave for
leaving their last settled accommodation.

5.26  As would be expected, women lone parents were likelier than couple
households to report relationship breakdown as a reason for applying as
homeless (47 per cent compared to 17 per cent)'’2. Conversely, couples with
children were more likely than woman lone parents to report eviction (36
per cent compared to 26 per cent) and overcrowding (31 per cent compared
to 21 per cent) as amongst the reasons why they had applied as homeless.
Woman lone parents and couples with children were equally likely to report
that they had overstayed their welcome/could no longer be accommodated.

5.27  There were no associations between reported reasons for approaching local
authorities and the size of families.

5.28 Age, however, was strongly associated with reasons for applying as homeless.
Thus 30 per cent of all adult respondents over 25 reported relationship
breakdown with a partner, as compared with only 13 per cent of adult
respondents under 25, as a reason for applying as homeless. Conversely,

23 per cent of adult respondents under 25 reported that relationship
breakdown with parents was a reason for approaching the local authority for
help, as compared with only 3 per cent of adult respondents aged over 25.
Overcrowding and outstayed welcome/could no longer be accommodated
were also more common amongst younger adult respondents (37 per

cent and 29 per cent respectively amongst those under 25 reported these
reasons, as compared with 16 per cent and 14 per cent of those over this
age). Conversely, adult respondents aged under 25 were less likely to report
eviction/threatened eviction as a cause of homelessness than were older
respondents (16 per cent as compared to 33 per cent).

172 Please bear in mind that relationship breakdown can be with parents, other relatives or friends, as well as with a partner (see para 5.10).
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Adult respondents accepted in areas of higher housing stress were likelier to
report eviction as a cause of homelessness (31 per cent) than those living in
areas of lower housing stress (21 per cent) '. Conversely, adult respondents
accepted within the more affordable areas were more likely to report
relationship breakdown as a cause of their homelessness (43 per cent) than
those living in areas of higher housing stress (32 per cent).

Adult respondents accepted in ‘more affluent’ local authority areas were
likelier to report eviction/threatened with eviction as a cause of homelessness
(31 per cent) than were adult respondents accepted in ‘more deprived’ areas
(20 per cent)'. As deprivation levels tend to be inversely associated with
housing affordability indicators, this pattern on eviction is in keeping with the
findings on housing stress just noted. However, there was no discrepancy with
respect to other causes, including relationship breakdown, between adult
respondents living in more affluent or deprived areas.

Within ‘rural’ areas, eviction/threatened with eviction was more commonly
cited as a reason for applying as homeless (36 per cent), than was the case
amongst those adult respondents accepted in ‘urban’ areas (22 per cent)'>.
However, there was no difference in respect of other causes of homelessness,
including relationship breakdown, between rural and urban areas.

One particular hypothesis that the research was designed to test was whether
adult respondents without support needs might be more commonly found in
the areas of higher housing stress, as it is in these locations that one might
expect homelessness to most often result from simple financial inability to
compete in the housing market. However, as Chapter 9 demonstrates, the
proportion of adult respondents with personal support needs was generally
very low, and no geographical distinctions were found with respect to the
contribution of such needs to reasons for applying as homeless.

London in comparison with the rest of England

London is singled out in this section for separate analysis because, unlike
most other areas of England, high housing stress co-exists with high levels of
deprivation in the capital, and so the patterns identified elsewhere may not
pertain here.

173 Local authorities with relatively lower and higher levels of housing stress were identified by employing the Wilcox affordability ratio.
See Appendix 2 for a full explanation.

174 See Appendix 2 for an explanation of how ‘more deprived’ and ‘more affluent’ areas were defined in this research.
175 See Appendix 2 for our definition of ‘rural’ and ‘urban’.
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5.34 It was found that adult respondents accepted in London were less likely to
report that relationship breakdown was a reason for applying as homeless
than adult respondents accepted elsewhere in England (28 per cent as
compared to 42 per cent). This was linked to differences between families
accepted in London and those accepted elsewhere, in particular the high
proportion of former asylum seekers and relatively small proportion of lone
parents accepted in the capital (see Chapter 2).

5.35 London closely paralleled elsewhere in England with respect to the other
reasons for applying as homeless, including eviction/threatened eviction.
Given the concerns outlined in Chapter 4 (see para 4.2), it is also worth
noting that adult respondents accepted in London were no more likely than
those accepted elsewhere to report that applying as homeless was the “only”
or “quickest” way to get rehoused.

5.36  We undertook regression analysis to investigate the independent influence (if
any) of a range of demographic, geographical, housing and personal history
factors on the likelihood of adult respondents reporting each of the four
principal reasons for applying as homeless.

Relationship breakdown

5.37  As one would expect, other things being equal’®, the main association with
relationship breakdown as a reason for homelessness was being a woman
lone parent. Being accepted as homeless in the North and Midlands was also
(positively) associated with relationship breakdown as a reason for applying
as homeless, as was being in the ‘more problems in adulthood’ vulnerability
cluster'””. The factors which had an independent negative effect on the
likelihood of reporting relationship breakdown included being a former
asylum seeker, and approaching a local authority for help from a private
sector tenancy'’8.

176 Factors controlled for in this regression analysis included demographic characteristics; geographical variables; housing history
variables; accommodation settings from which accepted as homeless; and adult and child ‘vulnerability clusters’. This regression
analysis was repeated without household type to identify whether the very strong association with lone parents was masking other
effects. When household type was excluded, being accepted in the North and Midlands emerged as an independent effect.

177 See Chapter 3 and also Appendix 2 for an explanation of the adult and child ‘vulnerability clusters’ used to investigate the influence
of personal vulnerability factors.

178 This negative association with applying as homeless from the private rented sector probably reflects the dominance of eviction/
threatened eviction as a reason for applying as homeless amongst this group (see para 5.39).
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5.38 Looking at violent relationship breakdown with a partner specifically, other
things being equal'”?, this reason for applying as homeless was even more
strongly associated with women lone parents. The other independent
(positive) relationships were approaching a local authority for help from
managed forms of accommodation (such as hostels or B&B hotels), and
being accepted as homeless in the North and Midlands. Conversely, the
strongest independent negative effect on violent relationship breakdown
with a partner as a cause of homelessness was being a former asylum seeker.
Those approaching a local authority from the parental home or the private
rented sector, and adult respondents aged under 25, were also less likely than
other adult respondents to attribute their homelessness to violent relationship
breakdown.

Eviction/threatened with eviction

5.39  Other things being equal'® by far the most powerful independent influence
on eviction as a reason for applying as homeless was being accepted from a
private sector tenancy, though adult respondents accepted in rural areas's"
and in areas of higher housing stress'® were also more likely to report
eviction as a cause of homelessness. Eviction was negatively associated with
women lone parents, and adult respondents aged under 25.

Overcrowding

5.40  With regards to overcrowding, the main independent influence, holding
other factors constant'®, was approaching a local authority for help when
living with friends or relatives (other than parents)'®. Overcrowding as a
reason for applying as homeless was also likelier amongst those who had
approached the local authority when living with their parents, and amongst
adult respondents under 25. Conversely, being a woman lone parent had an
independent negative effect on the likelihood of overcrowding being a reason
for homelessness.

179 Factors controlled for in this regression analysis included demographic characteristics; geographical variables; housing history
variables; accommodation settings from which accepted as homeless; and child vulnerability clusters (adult vulnerability cluster not
included as includes experience of domestic violence).

180 Factors controlled for in this regression analysis included demographic characteristics; geographical variables; housing history
variables; accommodation settings from which accepted as homeless; and adult and child vulnerability clusters.

181 See Appendix 2 for explanation of definition of rural.

182 | ocal authorities with relatively lower and higher levels of housing stress were identified by employing the Wilcox affordability ratio.
See Appendix 2 for a full explanation.

183 Factors controlled for in this regression analysis included demographic characteristics; geographical variables; housing history
variables; accommodation settings from which accepted as homeless; and adult and child vulnerability clusters.

18 As discussed above (para 5.18), overcrowding appeared to be less important as a reason for loss of last settled accommodation than
it was as reason for applying as homeless, and this discrepancy seemed linked to the use of friends’ and relatives houses as short-term
or emergency accommodation.
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Overstayed welcome/could no longer be accommodated

There was a similar pattern with outstayed welcome/could no longer be
accommodated in that, other things being equal'®®, approaching a local
authority when living with friends or relatives (other than parents) was by far
the strongest independent (positive) influence on this as a reason for applying
as homeless'®. Being aged under 25 also made reporting overstaying
welcome/could no longer be accommodated more likely, as did being
accepted in an area of higher housing stress'’. As with overcrowding, there
was an independent (negative) association with being a woman lone parent
and reporting overstaying welcome/could no longer be accommodated as a
reason for applying as homeless.

Families in temporary accommodation for more than
one year

As Table 5.2 demonstrates, the reasons for applying as homeless given by adult
respondents in temporary accommodation for more than one year (Survey 4
adult respondents) largely reflected the pattern for Survey 1 adult respondents,
except that those in Survey 4 were less likely to report relationship breakdown
(20 per cent did so, as compared with 38 per cent in Survey 1).

Table 5.2: Reasons for homelessness reported by Survey 4 and Survey 1 adult

respondents

Reason for homelessness Survey 4 Survey 1 | Difference
Relationship breakdown 20% 38% -18%
Eviction/tenancy ended 27% 26% +1%
Overcrowding 26% 24% +2%
Outstayed welcome/could no 15% 20% -5%
longer be accommodated

Problems with paying rent or 4% 7% -3%
mortgage

Applying as homeless “only way 6% 6% 0%
to get re-housed”

Housing in poor condition 3% 4% -1%

'8 Factors controlled for in this regression analysis included demographic characteristics; geographical variables; housing history
variables; accommodation settings from which accepted as homeless; and adult and child vulnerability clusters.

18 As discussed above (para 5.18), overstaying welcome appeared to be less important as a reason for loss of last settled
accommodation than it was as reason for applying as homeless, and this discrepancy seemed linked to the use of friends’ and
relatives houses as short-term emergency accommodation.

187 Local authorities with relatively lower and higher levels of housing stress were identified by employing the Wilcox affordability ratio.
See Appendix 2 for a full explanation.
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Table 5.2: Reasons for homelessness reported by Survey 4 and Survey 1 adult

respondents (continued)

Reason for homelessness Survey 4 Survey 1 | Difference
Applying as homeless “quickest 3% 3% 0%
way to get re-housed”

Mental or physical health 1% 1% 0%
problems

Had to leave NASS 4% 2% -2%
accommodation

Drug or alcohol problems 1% <1% +<1%
Base 571 2,053 -

Sources: Survey 1 and Survey 4. Multiple responses were possible

Regression analysis indicated that this difference was attributable to
the distinct demographic and geographical profile of Survey 4 adult

respondents’.

Conclusions

This chapter reported on the reasons for applying as homeless amongst adult
respondents. Whilst bearing in mind the caveat that this chapter reports
mainly on the ‘immediate’ rather than ‘underlying’ causes of homelessness, it
does lend some support to arguments for a structural understanding of family
homelessness, and points in particular to the importance of housing market
conditions. This is most clearly the case with regards to eviction in areas of
higher housing stress, usually because a private sector tenancy has come to

an end.

As was already known, relationship breakdown, usually, though not
necessarily, with a partner, was the commonest ‘trigger’ for family
homelessness. Violent relationship breakdown with a partner was an
important though minority element within this. Relationship breakdown has
always sat uneasily in the conventional individual/structural dichotomy of
causes of homelessness outlined above'®.

There is certainly little support for an ‘individual’ analysis of the causes of
family homelessness in these findings: only very small numbers reported

188 The factors controlled for in this regression analysis included: demographic characteristics; geographical variables; and whether a
Survey 1 or Survey 4 adult respondent. See Appendix 2 for an explanation of the regression analysis on the merged Survey 1 and
Survey 4 dataset.

18 Fitzpatrick, S. (1998) "Homelessness in the European Union’, in M. Kleinman, M. Stephens and W. Mattzenetter (eds), European
Integration and Housing Policy (pp.197-214), London and New York: Routledge.
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health problems or substance misuse as contributing to their reasons for
applying as homeless (see also Chapter 3 (on personal history) and Chapter 9

(on personal support needs)).

5.47  The next chapter moves on to consider the experience of temporary
accommodation amongst families accepted as homeless.
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Chapter 6:

Families’ experience of temporary
accommodation

The overall objective of this study was to understand the causes, experiences
and impacts of statutory homelessness amongst families and 16-17 year olds
in England. Data was collected in five surveys covering parents, children and
young people assisted under the homelessness legislation (see Chapter 1 and
Appendix 1 for details of all five surveys).

This chapter considers experience of temporary accommodation amongst
families accepted as homeless, and it is important to provide some broader
context for the findings presented within it.

The numbers of households in temporary accommodation at the end of each
quarter is recorded in local authority ‘P1E’ returns, which are published by
central Government'®. These statistics indicate that the number of
households in temporary accommodation in England rose during the late
1990s, and reached a peak in 2004, when 101,300 households were in
temporary accommodation. There has been a subsequent decline, at least in
part as the result of an increased policy emphasis by Government on
homelessness prevention''. By end December 2007, the numbers of households
in temporary accommodation had dropped to 79,500, of which three quarters
(59,990) were families with dependent children'™?2. Since January 2005 there
has been an official target to halve the total number of households in
temporary accommodation, from the December 2004 level, by 2010,

There has long been a concern about the impact of prolonged stays in
temporary accommodation on families with children, with a number of
studies highlighting the sense of uncertainty and loss of control experienced
by parents in these families, many of whom describe feeling that their

1% For information on the P1E returns from local authorities to central government see: http:/Avww.communities.gov.uk/

191 Pawson, H., Netto, G. and Jones, C. (2006) Homelessness Prevention: A guide to good practice, London: Communities and Local
Government; Pawson, H,, Netto, G., Jones, C., Wager, F, Fancy, C. and Lomax, D. (2007) Evaluating Homelessness Prevention,
London: Communities and Local Government.

192 Communities and Local Government Statistical Release. Statutory Homelessness: 4th quarter 2007. England. Table 6.

193 Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2005) Sustainable Communities: Homes for all. A five year plan from the Office of the Deputy
Prime Minister, London: ODPM.
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lives are ‘on hold'™. It has also been suggested that multiple moves
between temporary accommodation addresses can exacerbate the sense of
unsettledness and dislocation felt by families in temporary accommodation'®.

6.5 Specific concerns about the use of B&B hotels as temporary accommodation
have persisted since the late 1980s and early 1990s, when numerous research
reports documented the very poor standards faced by the families
accommodated in these hotels, especially in London™®. There has been a
recent concerted attempt to end the use of this form of provision. By the end
of December 2007, only 1 per cent of all families with dependent children or
an expectant mother in temporary accommodation were in B&B hotels™’. It is
now prohibited for local authorities to accommodate homeless families in
B&B hotels except in where no other accommodation is available, and
occupation must not exceed six weeks'®. The use of hostels as temporary
accommodation has also declined in recent years; at end December 2007 only
5 per cent of all families in temporary accommodation were in hostels. The
bulk of temporary accommodation arranged by local authorities is now in
self-contained housing, with 93 per cent of families with children in temporary
accommodation in self-contained settings at end December 2007'%°,

6.6 The Government separately reports, within the P1E quarterly statistics,
households accepted as homeless who are staying in ‘homeless at home’
arrangements. This usually signifies temporary arrangements with parents,
other relatives or friends, though some of those who are homeless at home are
staying in their own accommodation which they are about to lose. In line with
the general trends on temporary accommodation, the numbers in homeless at
home arrangements started to decline from 2005 onwards, and there were
5,510 families with dependant children or an expectant mother accepted as

1% Holder, T, Curteis, S., Griffiths, S., Hunter, G. and James, K. (2002) Life on Hold:: “I can't even think about tomorrow”: The housing
and support needs of families in temporary accommodation in Leeds. Leeds City Council (Unpublished report); Sawtell, M. (2002)
Lives on Hold: Homeless families in temporary accommodation, London: The Maternity Alliance; Walters, S. and East, L. (2001) ‘The
cycle of homelessness in the lives of young mothers: the diagnostic phase of an action research project’ Journal of Clinical Nursing,
10,171-179.

London Research Centre (1991) Length of Stay in Temporary Accommodation: A Study of Homeless Households in London London:
London Research Centre; Spatford, T. (2003) Developing Cross Borough Support for Homeless Children and Families London:
Newham Children’s Fund Partnership Board and Kings Cross Homelessness Project; Homelessness Directorate (2003) Reducing B&B
Use and Tackling Homelessness — What's Working: A Good Practice Handbook London: Homelessness Directorate/ODPM.

Bayswater Hotel Homelessness Project (1987) Speaking for Ourselves: Families in Bayswater B&B. London: Bayswater Hotel
Homelessness Project; Murie, A. and Jeffers, S. (1987) Living in Bed and Breakfast: the Experience of Homelessness in London, Bristol:
University of Bristol, School for Advanced Urban Studies; Niner, P. (1989) Homelessness in Nine Local Authorities: Case Studlies of
Policy and Practice, London: HMSO; Thomas, A. and Niner, P. (1989) Living in Temporary Accommodation: A Survey of Homeless
People, London: HMSQ; Crane, H. (1990) Speaking from Experience: Working with Homeless Families, London: Bayswater Hotel
Homelessness Project; Carter, M. (1995) Out of Sight: London’s Continuing B&B Crisis, London: London Homelessness Forum.

197 Communities and Local Government Statistical Release. Statutory Homelessness: 4th quarter 2007. England. Table 6.
1% Homelessness (Suitability of Accommodation) (England) Order 2003 (SI 2003/3326)

The majority of this self-contained temporary accommodation is provided via arrangements with the private rented sector. In the first
six months of 2005, on average, 60 per cent of all self-contained temporary accommodation in England was provided through HALS
(Housing Association Leasing Schemes) or Private Sector Leasing (PSL) schemes, and another 12 per cent through other private sector
stock. The remaining 28 per cent was provided by local authorities and housing associations from their own social rented stock.
(Source: P1E returns for financial year 2005/6 provided to CHP by Communities and Local Government, for details on P1E

see: http://www.communities.gov.uk/). (CHP analysis)
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homeless living as ‘homeless at home' at end December 2007 (this is in
addition to the 59,990 families in temporary accommodation noted above).

6.7 While the quarterly P1E statistics provide useful ‘snapshots’ on the use of

temporary accommodation for families with children, they provide only

very basic data on families’ experiences of temporary accommodation?®.
Moreover, as noted in the introduction (see para 1.9), most of the existing
research studies in this area have been qualitative and/or small scale. This
chapter therefore draws on data from Survey 1 — a survey of families accepted
as being owed the main homeless duty between 15t January 2005 and 30
June 2005 - to provide a detailed statistical account of families’ experiences
of temporary accommodation. Topics covered include:

the housing status (temporary or settled) of families at point of survey;
e time spentin temporary accommodation;

e typesof temporary accommodation experienced;

* moves made between temporary accommodation addresses; and

e asummary of temporary accommodation ‘pathways'.

6.8 As noted above, the impacts of prolonged stays in temporary accommodation

are of particular interest. The last section of the chapter compares temporary
accommodation experiences of Survey 1 families to those of families accepted
as owed the main homelessness duty and in temporary accommodation for
more than a year (Survey 4)?°'.

6.9 As in other chapters, we present two types of statistical analysis here:

bivariate analysis, which indicates whether there is a statistically significant
association between two variables, when their relationship is considered in
isolation; and regression analysis, which explores which variables have an
independent effect in determining the likelihood of a given finding, when a
range of other factors are held constant. However, it should be noted that
bivariate statistics are often used to illustrate relationships between variables
where an independent effect has been detected?®2.

200 This (limited) P1E data is referred to as appropriate throughout this chapter and demonstrates that the regional and other patterns

found in the present study follow the same broad pattern as these official statistics. However, readers should not expect the data
provided in this study to match relevant P1E statistics for two reasons. First, within the P1E families who are staying in "homeless
athome’ arrangements are treated as an entirely separate category, but within the current study those staying with family and
friends, or in their own accommodation which they are about to lose, are considered alongside all other families in temporary
accommodation. Second, the ‘sampling frames’ are different for P1E and Survey 1 in the present study: the former is a snapshot
of families in temporary accommodation at a certain point in time, whereas the latter is representative of all families accepted as
homeless over a six month ‘time window’ (see Appendix 1). This research design was chosen to counter the tendency in snapshot
data to emphasise the position of those in temporary accommodation for extended periods, to the detriment of those whose
experience is shorter-term.

Survey 4 was required because the ‘time-window’ design for Survey 1, while delivering a representative sample of those accepted as
homeless over a six month period, by definition excluded those with prolonged stays in temporary accommodation. See Chapter 1
for a full explanation.

202 See Chapter 1 and Appendix 2 for more detail.
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This survey evidence demonstrates that the overwhelming factor driving
temporary accommodation experience in England was where a family was
accepted as homeless. While demographic variables, such as household

size and age of adult respondent, had a minor influence on temporary
accommodation experience, generally such factors had little independent
effect once region and other geographical variables were taken into account.

e By point of survey (on average 9 months after acceptance as homeless), 55
per cent of families were in settled housing, and 45 per cent were still living
in temporary accommodation. However, in London only 18 per cent of
families had moved on to settled housing, as compared with 76 per centin
the North and Midlands.

e Around one fifth (21 per cent) of all families had moved directly into settled
housing without a stay in temporary accommodation. Most of these
families were in the North and Midlands, and very few were in London.

e Of those in settled housing at point of survey, 91 per cent were in social
rented housing.

e Amongst those families still in temporary accommodation at point of survey,
78 per cent were in self-contained temporary accommodation; this form of
provision was especially predominant in London and the South. Only 2 per
cent of all families still in temporary accommodation were in B&B hotels.

e ‘Pathways’ through temporary accommodation were strongly influenced
by where a family was accepted as homeless. Those accepted in London,
and to a lesser extent in the South, were likely to experience prolonged
stays in temporary accommodation, and to spend much of their time
in self-contained temporary accommodation. Families in the North
and Midlands typically experienced a relatively short stay in temporary
accommodation (very often temporary arrangements with family or
friends) before being moved on to settled housing.

e Multiple moves between temporary accommodation addresses were generally
rare (8 per cent) but much more common amongst those families in temporary
accommodation for more than a year (Survey 4 families) (43 per cent).

e Allfamilies in temporary accommodation for more than one year were
in self-contained temporary accommodation, and the vast majority were
in London. Their average stay in temporary accommodation (at point
of survey) was 2.9 years. Levels of frustration at the length of wait for
settled housing were high amongst these families, as was dissatisfaction
regarding the information provided by local authorities regarding progress
made toward providing them with settled housing.




122 | Statutory Homelessness in England: The Experience of Families and 16-17 Year Olds

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

On average, families were surveyed 9 months after acceptance as homeless.
By point of survey, just over half of families were in settled housing

(55 per cent)?®, and the remaining 45 per cent were still in temporary
accommodation.

In London, families were much more likely to still be in temporary
accommodation at point of survey (82 per cent) than they were elsewhere
in England. Higher proportions of families were still in temporary
accommodation in the South than in the North and Midlands (48 per cent
and 24 per cent respectively) (Table 6.1).

Region Insettled housingat | InTA at point of Base
point of survey survey

London 18% 82% 641

South 52% 48% 734

North and 76% 24% 678

Midlands

All 55% 45% 2,053

Source: Survey 1

In total, 46 per cent of all families still in temporary accommodation at point
of survey were in London, 30 per cent were in the South, and 24 per cent
were in the North and Midlands?®.

It might have been supposed that this regional variation in rates of moving
on to settled housing reflected the point at which fieldwork took place in
relation to when families were accepted as homeless. However, the average
time between acceptance and survey was 8.9 months in both the North and
Midlands and in the South, while in London it was only very slightly higher at
9 months (the median in all these broad regions was 9 months). Thus it was
regional disparities in rates of move on to settled housing, rather than the
research timetable, that accounted for the patterns indicated in Table 6.1.

203 One fifth (21 per cent) of all families had moved directly into settled housing on being accepted as homeless without a stay in
temporary accommodation.

204 This geographically-driven pattern is broadly consistent with the quarterly P1E data on families in temporary accommodation in
England, which indicates that these families are heavily concentrated in London. For 2005/6, for example, on average 63 per cent of
families in temporary accommodation were in London, 27 per cent were in the South, and only 10 per cent were in the North and
Midlands. (Source: P1E returns for financial year 2005/6 provided to CHP by Communities and Local Government, CHP analysis). Our
statistics and those in P1E do not match exactly for reasons given in footnote 200 above.
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6.15  The 55 per cent of Survey 1 families who had been provided with settled
housing were overwhelmingly in social rented housing (91 per cent). A
small number of those in settled housing reported that they had been
accommodated in the private rented sector (8 per cent), and a tiny proportion
(less than 1 per cent) were in owner occupation.

6.16  As Table 6.2 demonstrates, the 45 per cent of families who were in still in
temporary accommodation at point of survey were mainly living within self-
contained housing (flats or houses) that was being used on a temporary
basis (78 per cent of all those still in temporary accommodation)?®®. Overall,
just 2 per cent of families in temporary accommodation at point of survey
were in a B&B hotel, while 6 per cent were living in a hostel or supported
accommodation. Around one in seven (14 per cent) were living with friends
and relatives (including 7 per cent who were staying with the parents of the
adult respondent, and 7 per cent who were staying with friends or other
relatives)?°e.

Type of accommodation Percentage
Self-contained 78%
Hostel or supported housing 6%
B&B hotel 2%
Parents 7%
Friends or (other) relatives 7%
Base 1,130
Source: Survey 1

6.17 There was also a strong regional pattern with regards to the type of
temporary accommodation these families were living in (Table 6.3). Thus 88
per cent of families in temporary accommodation in London were in self-
contained settings, as compared with 52 per cent of those in temporary
accommodation in the North and Midlands. Use of arrangements with
parents (at 19 per cent), and with friends and (other) relatives (at 22 per
cent), was much higher for the minority of families still in temporary

205 This figure included small numbers of owner occupiers and occupants of tied housing who were living in a home they were about
to lose (1 per cent of families). Almost all adult respondents in self-contained temporary accommodation described themselves as
beingin “social rented” housing. However, this was known not to be the case as most of this temporary accommodation is provided
through the private sector (see footnote 199 above). Participating local authorities were also not always able to provide consistent
information on the way in which specific addresses had been made available as temporary accommodation.

206 This breakdown of temporary accommodation types at point of survey broadly reflects the pattern within the P1E quarterly statistics
(see para 6.5). It does not match exactly for the reasons noted above in footnote 200, and in particular the separate categorisation of
those who are ‘homeless at home’ in the P1E statistics.
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accommodation in the North and Midlands than was the case in London and

the South.
Type of London South | Northand All
accommodation Midlands
Self-contained 88% [72%] | 85% [41%] | 52% [13%] | 79% [36%]
Hostel or
supported 4% [3%] 10% [5%] 6% [2%] 6% [3%]
housing
B&B hotel 3% [3%] 0% [0%] 1% [<1%] 2% [1%]
Parents 3% [2%] 4% [2%] 19% [5%] 7% [3%]
f;:gsgfr("the” 2%2%] | 1%[1%]| 22%[5%]| 7% [3%]
Total 100% [82%] [100% [48%] [100% [24%] | 100% [45%]
Base 544 [641] 418 [734] 168 [678] | 1,130 [2,053]
Source: Survey 1 Percentages in brackets indicate the proportion of all families accepted as homeless
that the relevant group constitutes.

6.18 As families in settled housing had, by time of survey, ‘completed’ their stay in
temporary accommodation, whereas those still in temporary accommodation
had not, these two groups are considered separately in this section. The
section does conclude, however, by considering the overall prevalence of
stays of more than six months in temporary accommodation across all families
accepted as homeless?®’.

How quickly were families in settled housing provided with their
new homes?

6.19  Across England as a whole, families in settled housing reported having been
in temporary accommodation prior to entering that housing for an average
of 4.7 months (median 3 months). The average length of stay in temporary
accommodation for families in settled housing in the North and Midlands
was 3.9 months (median 2 months); it was somewhat longer in the South
(average 5.3 months, median 4 months); and longest in London (average 6.5
months, median 4 months).

207 Recall can be a particular problem with time-related questions, so all of the data on duration of stay in temporary accommodation
should be treated as broadly indicative rather than precise.
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6.20 As Table 6.4 demonstrates, amongst (the large proportion of) families in
the North and Midlands who were in settled housing by point of survey, 21
per cent had experienced a stay in temporary accommodation exceeding six
months. This contrasts with 41 per cent of (the much smaller number of)
families in settled housing in London who had spent at least six months in
temporary accommodation.
No Upto3 | Morethan Over 6 Total Base
temporary months | 3 months months
accom- upto6
modation months
stay
London 33% [6%] 13% 2%] | 13%[2%] | 41% [7%] |100% [18%] | 97* [641]
South 33% [17%] | 22%[11%] | 16% [8%] | 30% [16%] |100% [52%] | 316 [734]
Northand | 39% [30%] | 19% [15%] | 20% [20%] | 21% [16%] [100% [76%] | 510 [678]
Midlands
All 37% [21%] | 18% [11%] | 18% [10%] | 25% [13%] |100% [55%] |923 [2,053]
Source: Survey 1 Percentages in brackets indicate the proportion of all families accepted as homeless that
the relevant group (in settled housing) constitutes. * The base number of families who had been provided
with settled accommodation in London is small, so these estimates must be treated with caution.

6.21

Table 6.4 also demonstrates that around a third (37 per cent) of families

in settled housing, comprising 21 per cent of all families accepted as
homeless, had been moved directly into settled housing without a temporary
accommodation stay.

6.22

Very low numbers of families accepted in London had moved straight into

settled housing: while this was reported by 33 per cent of those in settled
housing in the capital, this small group accounted for only 6 per cent of all
families accepted in London. By contrast, 39 per cent of families in settled
housing in the North and Midlands (30 per cent of all families accepted in this
broad region) had moved straight into settled housing.

6.23

Families accepted in areas of higher housing stress?®® were unlikely to have

moved straight into settled housing. Only 11 per cent of all families accepted
in these areas, as compared to 31 per cent of families in areas of less housing
stress, had moved straight into settled housing.

6.24

Adult respondents with an ethnic minority background were unlikely to have

moved directly into settled housing (12 per cent had done so as compared to

208 | ocal authorities with relatively lower and higher levels of housing stress were identified by employing the Wilcox affordability ratio.

See Appendix 2 for a full explanation.
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6.25.

6.26.

24 per cent of other adult respondents). A similar pattern existed in relation
to former asylum seekers (11 per cent moved straight into settled housing,
compared to 22 per cent of other adult respondents). However, regression
analysis indicated that, when other factors were held constant?®®, neither
ethnicity nor being a former asylum seeker had an independent effect

on likelihood of having moved straight into settled housing. Instead, the
independent effects were restricted to region (see para 6.22) and housing
stress (see para 6.23).

How long had those still in temporary accommodation beenin
temporary accommodation?

Across England, those still in temporary accommodation had experienced an
average stay in temporary accommodation of 11 months (median 11 months)
by point of survey. In London, this average was slightly higher at 11.6 months
(median 12 months); in the South it was 10.6 months (median 11 months);
and in the North and Midlands it was 10 months (median 10 months).

As is shown in Table 6.5, the great majority (85 per cent) of families who
were still in temporary accommodation at point of survey had been there for
more than six months, and this figure was relatively constant across the broad
regions.

Upto 3 | More than Over 6 Total Base
months | 3 months months
upto6
months
London | 3% [3%] 8% [7%] | 89% [73%] | 100% [82%] 544 [641]
South 4% [2%] | 14% [7%] | 83% [40%] | 100% [48%] 734[418]
North
and 6% [1%] | 12% [3%] | 82%[19%] | 100% [24%] 168[678]
Midlands
All 4% [2%] | 11% [5%] | 85% [39%] | 100% [45%] | 1,130[2,053]
Source: Survey 1 Percentages in brackets indicate the proportion of all families accepted as homeless
that the relevant group (still in temporary accommodation) constitutes.

6.27

It must be borne in mind, however, that the relative homogeneity of

these results arises from the ‘incomplete’ nature of these families’ stays
in temporary accommodation: the time that they had spent in temporary

209 The factors controlled for in this regression analysis were demographic and geographical variables.
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accommodation at point of survey was effectively only a record of the time
that had elapsed between acceptance as homeless and when they were
interviewed for the present research. The ultimate length of stay in temporary
accommodation was likely to be much longer for those in London, and to

a lesser extent for those in the South, than for families in the North and
Midlands. The data presented in Table 6.5 is indicative of this insofar as it
notes that families still in temporary accommodation, having already spent six
months there, comprised 73 per cent of all families accepted as homeless in
London, 40 per cent of those accepted in the South, but only 19 per cent of
those in the North and Midlands (see also Figure 6.1 below) 2,

6.28 We asked adult respondents still in temporary accommodation about

the information they had received regarding progress with finding them
settled housing. Overall, 59 per cent of respondents still in temporary
accommodation had not been told how much longer they would have to
wait before being provided with settled housing. There was no relationship
between likelihood of being told how much longer they would have to

wait and any geographical or demographic variables. It might have been
anticipated that larger households would face more uncertainty about how
long they would have to wait than would be the case for smaller households,
as larger social housing is in short supply, but no evidence was found of this.

Overall, how prevalent are stays in temporary accommodation of
more than 6 months?

6.29 Asis shown in Figure 6.1, 80 per cent of all families accepted in London had

experienced a temporary accommodation stay exceeding six months (at point
of survey), compared to 55 per cent of families in the South, and 35 per cent
in the North and Midlands?'".

210 The P1E data also indicate that the ultimate stay in temporary accommodation for households accepted as homeless differs

21

substantially depending on where they are accepted. For example, during 2005/6, 52 per cent of all households leaving temporary
accommodation for settled housing had been in temporary accommodation for less than six months, but the figure for London was
only 19 per cent. Across England, 13 per cent of households entering settled housing from temporary accommodation had been
resident in temporary accommodation for more than two years, but this was true of 36 per cent of those accepted in London (CHP
analysis). For information on the P1E data see: http://www.communities.gov.uk/

This section considers the prevalence of prolonged stays in temporary accommodation across all Survey 1 families. Thus the
proportions given for each region include both those still in temporary accommodation having stayed there for 6 months or more,
and those in settled housing after a temporary accommodation stay of at least 6 months.
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6.30

6.31

6.32

100%

80%
80% -
60% —| 55%
40% 35%
31%
20% oo 139 15% 17% 16% 16%
0% I .
London South North and Midlands
Up to 3 months 3-6 months 6 months [l No stay in temporary accommodation

Source: Survey 1; Base: 2,053 respondents

London clearly stands out on its own. While stays in temporary
accommodation in the South are longer than in the North and Midlands,
these two broad regions have more in common with each other than with
the capital. The extent of long stays in temporary accommodation in London
is not unexpected, as this is consistent with the relevant data available from
official P1E statistics?'?. Nevertheless, these findings highlight the stark reality
of what are clearly markedly different experiences of statutory homelessness
in different parts of England.

Regression analysis confirmed that, other things being equal®'3, being
accepted as homeless in London was the most important independent
influence on whether a family would experience a stay of six months

or longer in temporary accommodation. However, there was also an
independent, albeit smaller, effect of being in a larger family group (four or
more people) which increased the likelihood of stays over 6 months.

Given that families still in temporary accommodation at point of survey had
not yet completed their stay in temporary accommodation, it was not possible
to determine what the average length of stay in temporary accommodation
would ultimately be for families accepted as homeless as a whole. However,
at point of survey it was 7.3 months, with a median of 7 months.

212 See footnote 206 above.
213 The factors controlled for in this regression analysis were demographic and geographical variables.
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Table 6.6 shows all the forms of temporary accommodation experienced by
families since they were accepted as homeless.

As can be seen, self-contained temporary accommodation was the most

commonly experienced form of provision, reported by 59 per cent of
those with a temporary accommodation stay (50 per cent of all families
accepted as homeless)?™. Living with parents, friends and (other) relatives,
and living in a hostel, were each experienced by around a quarter of those
with a temporary accommodation stay (and around one fifth of all families
accepted as homeless). B&B hotels were the least commonly experienced
form of temporary accommodation, reported by 15 per cent of those with
a temporary accommodation stay (comprising 12 per cent of all families
accepted as homeless)?'.

Type of London South North and All
accommodation Midlands

Self-contained 84% [79%] | 64% [56%] 38% [29%] | 59% [50%]
HOStel or (o] [o) (o) o (o] (o) o 0,
supported housing 17% [15%] | 29% [24%] 25% [17%] | 24% [19%]
B&B hotel 22% [21%] | 18% [15%] 8% [5%]| 15% [12%]
Parents 19% [18%] | 25% [21%] 29% [20%] | 25% [20%]
Friends or(othen) | 519, 119047 | 209% [17%] | 36% [25%] | 27% [21%]
relatives

Base 608 [641] | 643 [734] 464 [678] | 1,715 [2,053]

Source: Survey 1 Percentages in brackets are for all families accepted as homeless. Families could have
experienced more than one form of temporary accommodation, so percentages do not sum to 100%.

214 Readers will note that this suggests a less predominant role for self-contained temporary accommodation in families’ experiences
than that indicated by the P1E quarterly statistics (84 per cent of families in self-contained temporary accommodation at end
June 2005). This is a good example of the difference between the time window/experiential approach of the current study (which
takes fuller account of shorter stays in temporary accommodation, for which shared forms of temporary accommodation are
often employed) and the ‘snapshot’ nature of the P1E data (which tends to capture mainly the position of those experiencing
longer stays in temporary accommodation, where self-contained provision is more dominant). See para 6.46 below on temporary
accommodation ‘pathways’ for further discussion.

21

ol

It should be noted that, as 45 per cent of all families had not ‘completed’ their temporary accommodation stay at point of interview,
the final proportion experiencing various forms of temporary accommodation may be a little higher. However, the ‘pathways’
analysis presented below suggests that most moves between temporary accommodation types are made towards the beginning of a
temporary accommodation episode, so it is unlikely that the proportion experiencing particular forms of temporary accommodation

will rise by much (see para 6.46).
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6.35

6.36

6.37

Table 6.6 also makes clear that self-contained temporary accommodation

is far more widely experienced in London (by 84 per cent of those with a
temporary accommodation stay), than it is in the North and Midlands (by 38
per cent of those who had stayed in temporary accommodation). B&B hotels
were also used more often in London (reported by 22 per cent of those with a
temporary accommodation stay) than in the North and Midlands (reported by
only 8 per cent of those with a temporary accommodation stay). Conversely,
temporary arrangements with parents, and with friends and (other) relatives,
were more commonly employed in the North and Midlands than in the capital
(experienced by 29 per cent and 36 per cent respectively in the North and
Midlands, as compared to 19 per cent and 21 per cent in London).

Regression analysis confirmed that, other things being equal?'®, region had
the most powerful independent effect on whether a family had experienced
self-contained temporary accommodation (it was less likely for families in the
North and Midlands). However, there were also (weaker) independent effects
of the following:

e household type: 70 per cent of couple households who had stayed
in temporary accommodation, as compared with 55 per cent of lone
women parent households, had experienced self-contained temporary
accommodation.

e rurality: 62 per cent of those in urban areas with a temporary accommodation
stay, as compared with 50 per cent in rural areas, had experienced self-
contained temporary accommodation (this may indicate that rural authorities
face particular difficulties in obtaining private or social rented housing for use
as temporary accommodation)?'”.

e age of adult respondent: 64 per cent of adult respondents aged over 25
who had stayed in temporary accommodation, as compared with 52 per
cent of those under this age, had experienced self-contained temporary
accommodation. This was linked to the greater propensity of younger adult
respondents to experience temporary arrangements with parents, friends and
(other) relatives (see para 6.38 below).

Additionally, there was an independent effect of time spent in temporary
accommodation: 72 per cent of families who had spent more than six months
in temporary accommodation, as compared with only 43 per cent of those
who had had a shorter stay in temporary accommodation, had experienced
self-contained temporary accommodation (see ‘pathways’ discussion below,
para 6.46).

216 Factors controlled for in this regression analysis included demographic and geographical variables and length of time in temporary
accommodation.

217 For the definitions of urban and rural used in this research see Appendix 2.
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6.38 We also conducted regression analyses on each of the other forms of
temporary accommodation to determine what factors, if any, had an
independent effect on the likelihood of them being experienced. When a
range of variables were held constant?'®, the independent effects detected
were as follows:

e experiencing B&B hotels was associated with being accepted in an area of
‘higher housing stress'2'® (this may reflect the particular difficulty that local
authorities in these areas face in securing alternative forms of temporary
accommodation).

e experiencing hostels was associated with being accepted in a rural area??.

e temporarily staying with parents, friends or (other) relatives was associated
with adult respondents being aged under 25. Staying with friends and relatives
was additionally associated with being accepted in the North and Midlands.

6.39  Most families with a temporary accommodation stay had experienced at least
some time in shared forms of provision??', with only around a quarter (28 per
cent) having only ever experienced self-contained temporary accommodation.
Families accepted in London were more likely than those accepted elsewhere
to have stayed only in self-contained temporary accommodation (38 per
cent as compared to 24 per cent). Much smaller proportions of families had
only ever experienced any other single form of temporary accommodation,
including less than 1 per cent who had experienced only B&B hotels.

6.40 Table 6.7 shows that 56 per cent of those with experience of temporary
accommodation had lived at only one temporary accommodation address.
This group accounted for 43 per cent of all families accepted as homeless
and, together with the 21 per cent of families who experienced no temporary
accommodation at all, this meant that 64 per cent of all families accepted as
homeless had experienced no moves between temporary accommodation
addresses.

6.41  One third (34 per cent) of families with experience of temporary
accommodation had stayed in two temporary accommodation addresses
(27 per cent of all families accepted as homeless), and 10 per cent had lived

218 Factors controlled for in each of these regression analyses included demographic and geographical variables.

219 | ocal authorities with relatively lower and higher levels of housing stress were identified by employing the Wilcox affordability ratio.
See Appendix 2 for a full explanation.

220 This links with the point above about the possible lack of availability of self-contained temporary accommodation in rural areas, see
para 6.36.

221 Thatis, in temporary arrangements with parents, friends or (other) relatives, in B&B hotels, or in hostels.



132 | Statutory Homelessness in England: The Experience of Families and 16-17 Year Olds

6.42

6.43

6.44

at three or more temporary addresses (8 per cent of all families accepted
as homeless). Thus it was clear that multiple moves between temporary
accommodation addresses were quite rare???.

No TA 1TA 2TA 3or Total Base

stay address | addresses | more TA

addresses
North and 0% 66 % 27% 7% [5%] 100% 464
Midlands [32%] [44%] [19%] *2 1100%] | [678]
South 0% 50% 37% 13% 100% 643
[18%] [40%] [31%] [11%] | [100%] [734]
London 0% [7%] 47% 41% 12% 100% 608
o [44%] [38%] [11%] | [100%] | [641]
0% 56 % 34% o o 100% 1,715
All 21%] | 1a3%)|  [27%] | 1°% %1 | 11009 | 12,0531

Source: Survey 1 Figures for all families accepted as homeless are shown in brackets.

There were distinct regional patterns with regards to experience of moves
between temporary accommodation addresses. One half of the families

who had experienced a temporary accommodation stay in London (53 per
cent) and in the South (50 per cent) had made at least one move between
temporary accommodation addresses. This compared to only one third (34
per cent) of families with a temporary accommodation stay in the North and
Midlands (24 per cent of all families accepted in this broad region) (Table 6.7).

One half (54 per cent) of families accepted in the areas of higher housing
stress, who had stayed in temporary accommodation, had made at least one
move between temporary accommodation addresses (accounting for 50 per
cent of all families accepted in these areas). This compared to only 35 per
cent of families in areas of lower housing stress who had stayed in temporary
accommodation moving at least once (25 per cent of all families accepted in
these areas)??.

Regression analysis confirmed that, other things being equal??*, both broad
region and housing stress had an independent influence on the likelihood

222 However, it should be noted that, as 45 per cent of all families had not ‘completed’ their temporary accommodation stay at point
of interview, the final proportion experiencing multiple moves may be higher. That said, the ‘pathways’ analysis presented below
suggests that most moves are made at beginning of a temporary accommodation episode, so it is unlikely that the proportion will rise
by much (see para 6.46).

223 | ocal authorities with relatively lower and higher levels of housing stress were identified by employing the Wilcox affordability ratio.
See Appendix 2 for a full explanation.

224 Factors controlled for in this regression analysis were geographical and demographic variables, and length of time in temporary
accommaodation.
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of making a move between temporary accommodation addresses. However,
the most powerful independent effect detected was length of time in
temporary accommodation: 58 per cent of families who had stayed in
temporary accommodation for six months or more had made at least one
move, compared to only 30 per cent of those who had stayed in temporary
accommodation for a shorter period.

As the ‘pathways’ analysis below demonstrates, the purpose of many of
these moves between temporary accommodation addresses seemed to

be to relocate families from shared forms of provision to self-contained
temporary accommodation, especially in London and the South, where stays
in temporary accommodation were often lengthy.

Figure 6.2 summarises families’ “pathways’ through temporary
accommodation, and confirms that they were strongly related to where they
were accepted as homeless. The main points to note are as follows:

e Onefifth (21 per cent) had not stayed in temporary accommodation at all. The
majority of these were in the North and Midlands (67 per cent).

e Families in London and the South were much more likely to still be in
temporary accommodation at point of survey (77 per cent of all families in
temporary accommodation were in London and the South), and these families
were likely to be in self-contained temporary accommodation (86 per cent).

e Familiesin London and the South in temporary accommodation were likely
to have been moved into self-contained temporary accommodation on
acceptance (40 per cent), or to have been moved from shared forms of
provision into self-contained temporary accommodation by point of survey (46
per cent).

e The (relatively small number of) families still in temporary accommodation in
the North and Midlands were more likely to be in shared forms of provision
than those in temporary accommodation in London or the South (47 per cent
as compared with 14 per cent).

e Across all regions, families in settled housing at point of survey (after a spell in
temporary accommodation) were likely to have been moved into this housing
straight from shared forms of temporary accommodation (71 per centin
London and the South and 75 per cent in the North and Midlands). These
families had generally spent less time in temporary accommodation than those
still in temporary accommodation, and throughout England it appeared that
self-contained temporary accommodation was less likely to be provided where
it was the case that a family would soon be provided with settled housing.
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6.47  As detailed in Chapter 2, the great majority (82 per cent) of families in
temporary accommodation for over one year (Survey 4 families) were
accepted as homeless in London. All of the other Survey 4 families (18 per
cent) were accepted in the South (see para 2.66).

6.48 All of these Survey 4 families were in self-contained temporary
accommodation by the point of survey.

6.49  As noted above, Survey 1 excluded, by definition, those with prolonged
stays in temporary accommodation, so Survey 4 was specifically designed
to capture the experiences of this group. Thus, as would be expected, the
average time spent in temporary accommodation by Survey 4 families at point
of survey was longer, at 2.9 years, with a median of 2.6 years (as compared
with an average of 7.3 months, and a median of 7 months, for Survey 1
families at point of survey??°).

6.50 Table 6.8 below presents the types of temporary accommodation families
in Survey 1 (with a temporary accommodation stay) and in Survey 4
had experienced. It is clear that experience of self-contained temporary
accommodation and B&B hotels was more common, and temporary
arrangements with parents were less common, amongst Survey 4 than
Survey 1 families. This is in keeping with the regional analysis within Survey 1
above which showed that families in London, where most Survey 4 families
were located, were more likely to experience self-contained temporary
accommodation, and B&B hotels, than families elsewhere, and were less likely
to experience temporary arrangements with parents.

225 |t must always be borne in mind that for many of those families in Survey 1, as well as all of those in Survey 4, their stay in temporary
accommodation was not yet complete at point of survey.
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6.51

Table 6.8: Types of temporary accommodation experienced by Survey 4 families

and by Survey 1 families (with a temporary accommodation stay)

Type of temporary Survey 4 Survey 1
accommodation

Self-contained 100% 63%
Egz’;e!},;‘oyer or other supported 24% 24%
B&B hotel 36% 15%
Parents 15% 25%
Friends or (other) relatives 22% 27%
Base 571 1,715

Source: Survey 1 (with a temporary accommodation stay) and Survey 4. Respondents could
report experience of more than one type of temporary accommodation so percentages do not
sum to 100%. Figures are for point of survey, and percentages include, for both surveys, families

still in temporary accommodation, who might go on to experience other forms of temporary
accommodation.

Survey 4 families were more likely to have experienced moves between
temporary accommodation addresses than were Survey 1 families (Table 6.9).
Most notably, 43 per cent of Survey 4 families had lived in three or more
temporary accommodation addresses, compared to only 10 per cent of those
in Survey 1. This reinforces the importance of the relationship between length
of time in temporary accommodation and moves noted above (see para 6.44).

Table 6.9: Number of temporary accommodation addresses experienced

by Survey 4 families and by Survey 1 families (with a temporary
accommodation stay)

Number of Survey 4 Survey 1 Difference
different temporary

accommodation address

1 address 18% 56% -38%
2 addresses 39% 34% 15%
3 or more addresses 43% 10% 33%
Total 100% 100% -
Base 571 1,715 -

Source: Survey 1 (with a temporary accommodation stay) and Survey 4. Figures are for point of
survey, and percentages include, for both surveys, families still in temporary accommodation, who
might go on to experience more moves between TA addresses.
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6.52  However, it is important to note that almost all of these Survey 4 families
(95 per cent) had been in their current temporary accommodation for at
least six months when they were surveyed. In fact, on average, they reported
having been in this particular temporary accommodation for 31 months (2.5
years) (the median was 29 months, 2.4 years). So Survey 4 families were not
necessarily experiencing current housing instability, even though they had
experienced more moves than those in Survey 1.

6.53 Table 6.10 summarises the pathways through temporary accommodation
taken by Survey 4 families. Half (50 per cent) of all of these families had
moved from some form of shared provision into self-contained temporary
accommodation (and the majority of this group had experienced at least two
moves between temporary accommodation addresses). The other 50 per cent
of families had only experienced self-contained temporary accommodation.
This comprised 32 per cent of all Survey 4 families who had moved between
self-contained temporary accommodation addresses (most had moved only
once), and 18 per cent of all Survey 4 families who had stayed only at their
current (self-contained) temporary accommodation address.

Pathway through TA (at point of survey) Survey 4 families
Moved from shared temporary accommodation 50%
into self-contained TA °
Only experienced self-contained TA: had moved 320
between TA addresses ?
Only experienced self-contained TA: no moves 18%
Total 100%
Base 571

Source: Survey 4. Figures are for point of survey, and relate to families still in temporary
accommodation, some of whom might make further moves between temporary accommodation
addresses.

6.54  The 50 per cent of Survey 4 families who had only experienced self-contained
temporary accommodation was higher than the 28 per cent of Survey 1
families (with a temporary accommodation stay) who had only experienced
this form of provision. This effect was associated with London: the great
majority of Survey 4 families were accepted in London, and families accepted
in London in Survey 1 were more likely than those accepted elsewhere to
have only stayed in self-contained temporary accommodation (see para 6.39).
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6.55

6.56

6.57

We asked Survey 4 adult respondents whether they had had any choice over
their (often long-term) temporary accommodation??®. Only around one tenth
(11 per cent) of these families reported that they had been given a choice
when allocated their current temporary accommodation. We also asked
whether they had rejected any offers of settled housing since their acceptance
as homeless. Only 7 per cent reported that they had, which is perhaps
unsurprising since evidence indicates that local authorities often make only
one ‘reasonable offer’ of settled housing as discharge of their statutory
homelessness duty (see footnote 268).

We also investigated Survey 4 adult respondents’ perceptions of their
extended stay in temporary accommodation and their views on the reasons
for this. More than two thirds (69 per cent) of these adult respondents
reported that they were ‘not informed at all” about the progress that the
council was making towards securing them settled accommodation; an
additional 20 per cent considered themselves ‘not very well informed’; and
only 11 per cent either ‘fairly’ or ‘very” well informed. Over half (59 per cent)
of Survey 4 adult respondents reported that they were ‘very frustrated’ about
their length of wait for settled housing and 28 per cent that they were ‘a bit
frustrated’.

Figure 6.3 summarises the reasons why Survey 4 adult respondents thought it
was taking the council so long to find settled housing for them. One quarter
(24 per cent) attributed the long wait to a (general) shortage of housing/
accommodation, and 18 per cent to the large number of people on the
waiting list. Smaller proportions blamed the prolonged wait on the grading/
priority system (8 per cent), to the lack of large properties (7 per cent), or to
the bidding system (in choice-based lettings schemes) (6 per cent). Only very
small numbers mentioned other possible factors. One quarter (27 per cent)
said that they did not know why they had been in temporary accommodation
for so long.

226 See also Chapter 8 (para 8.12) for a discussion of choice over settled housing.
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Figure 6.3: Reasons why survey 4 respondents thought they had had to wait so

long in temporary accommodation

Don't know why 27%
There is a shortage of housing

A lot of people on waiting list
Because of gradingh/priority system
A lack of large properties

Have to use a bidding system

Have to wait for many years
Immigration

Because want to stay in same area

Previous offer was unsuitable

Have rent arrears

T T T T T T 1
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Source: Survey 1; Base: 571 respondents. Multiple responses were possible.

Conclusions

6.58  This chapter has reviewed families’ experiences of temporary accommodation.
It has demonstrated that by far the most important determinant of these
experiences is where a family is accepted as homeless.

6.59 Families accepted in London, and to a lesser extent those accepted in the
South, often experienced long stays in temporary accommodation, and
around half had made at least one move between temporary accommodation
addresses. These families spent much of their time in self-contained
temporary accommodation.

6.60 Use of temporary arrangements with parents, friends and (other) relatives was
much commoner in the North and Midlands, with families (typically) staying
in such arrangements for a relatively short period before moving on to settled
housing. Most of those who did not experience temporary accommodation
at all, because they were accommodated directly into settled housing, were in
the North and Midlands.
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6.61

6.62

In the main, demographic characteristics had no independent influence on
temporary accommodation experiences once region and other geographical
variables (such as rurality and housing affordability) were taken into account.
However, there was a (modest) independent effect of household size on

the likelihood of spending over 6 months in temporary accommodation
(likelier amongst families with four or more people). In addition, lone women
parents were less likely than couple households to experience self-contained
temporary accommodation, and this was also the case for adult respondents
under 25 as compared to those over this age (younger adult respondents
were likeliest to experience arrangements with parents, friends or other
relatives).

The next chapter moves on to consider physical and other conditions in the
temporary accommodation experienced by these families.
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Chapter 7:

Conditions in temporary
accommodation

The overall objective of this study was to understand the causes, experiences
and impacts of statutory homelessness amongst families and 16-17 year
olds in England. Data was collected in five separate surveys covering parents,
children and young people assisted under the homelessness legislation (see
Chapter 1 and Appendix 1 for details of all five surveys).

The physical and other conditions in temporary accommodation provided to
families accepted as homeless have long been a matter of policy concern. As
noted in Chapter 6, numerous reports of the poor conditions experienced by
families in B&B hotels??’ resulted in a Government commitment to end the
long-term use of this form of temporary accommodation for families under
the homelessness legislation??®. However, there has been little investigation
of the conditions pertaining in other forms of temporary accommodation,

in particular self-contained temporary accommodation and temporary
arrangements with family and friends.

This chapter therefore draws on data from Survey 1 — a survey of families
accepted as being owed the main homeless duty between 1 January

2005 and 30 June 2005 - to explore families’ experiences of temporary
accommodation conditions, and in particular to compare reported conditions
across different types of provision. Please note that this chapter presents adult
respondents’ views of conditions in temporary accommodation, rather than
drawing on independent or official inspections of such accommodation??°.

227 Bayswater Hotel Homelessness Project (1987) Speaking for Ourselves: Families in Bayswater B&B, London: Bayswater Hotel
Homelessness Project; Murie, A. and Jeffers, S. (1987) Living in Bed and Breakfast: The experience of homelessness in London,
Bristol: University of Bristol, School for Advanced Urban Studies; Crane, H. (1990) Speaking from Experience: Working with homeless
families, London: Bayswater Hotel Homelessness Project; Niner, P. (1989) Homelessness in Nine Local Authorities: Case studlies of
policy and practice, London: HMSO; Thomas, A. and Niner, P.(1989) Living in Temporary Accommodation: A survey of homeless
people, London: HMSO; Carter, M. (1995) Out of Sight: London’s continuing B&B crisis, London: London Homelessness Forum;
Carter, M. (1997) The Last Resort: Living in Bed and Breakfast in the 1990s London: Shelter.

228 Since April 2004 it has been prohibited for local authorities to accommodate families accepted as homeless in B&B hotels for more
than six weeks (Homelessness (Suitability of Accommodation) (England) Order 2003 (SI 2003/3326))

229 This is important to bear in mind where comparisons are made to findings from the English House Conditions Survey (EHCS) where
surveyors are responsible for assessing the state of repair of properties, and local liveability factors, such as poor quality environments.
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7.4 The chapter draws on data about the two temporary accommodation settings

about which detailed information was sought:

e the currenttemporary accommodation occupied by families still in temporary
accommodation; and

e the last temporary accommodation occupied by families provided with settled
housing (where they had had experience of temporary accommodation).

7.5 This technique, of drawing on both current and most recent experience of

temporary accommodation, has been adopted to maximise the coverage

of temporary accommodation conditions in this analysis. Asking only about
current temporary accommodation at point of survey would have meant that
under half of Survey 1 adult respondents would have been able to report on
temporary accommodation conditions (only 45 per cent of families were still
in temporary accommodation when interviewed, see para 6.11), whereas
eight out of ten were able to do so using this approach?°,

7.6 The chapter begins by describing the type of current or most recent

temporary accommodation reported on by families accepted as homeless.
This combined dataset is then employed to explore adult respondents’
views and experiences with respect to the following aspects of temporary
accommodation:

e space, rooms and sharing;

e satisfaction with facilities;

e access to household items and amenities;
e physical conditions;

e sense of safety; and

e overall satisfaction.

7.7 As noted in earlier chapters, the experience of those with prolonged stays

in temporary accommodation is of particular interest. The last section of this
chapter considers the temporary accommodation conditions reported by
adult respondents in families accepted as being owed the main homelessness
duty and in temporary accommodation for more than a year (Survey 4 adult
respondents)?".

230 Asnoted in Chapter 6, around one fifth (21 per cent) of all families accepted as homeless were accommodated directly into

23

settled housing without a stay in temporary accommodation, and so are not referred to in this chapter. When the term ‘all adult
respondents’ is used in this chapter, it refers to adult respondents in this combined dataset only, i.e. those able to report on conditions
in their current or last temporary accommodation.

Survey 4 was required because the ‘time-window’ design for Survey 1, while delivering a representative sample of those accepted as
homeless over a six month period, by definition excluded those with prolonged stays in temporary accommodation. See Chapter 1
and Appendix 1 for a full explanation.
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7.8 As elsewhere in this report, we present two types of statistical analysis in
this chapter: bivariate analysis, which indicates whether there is a statistically
significant association between two variables, when their relationship
is considered in isolation; and regression analysis, which explores which
variables have an independent effect in determining the likelihood of a given
finding, when a range of factors are held constant. However, it should be
noted that bivariate statistics are often used to illustrate relationships between
variables where an independent effect has been detected by regression
analysis?32,

7.9 This evidence reveals that overall satisfaction levels varied little between
different types of temporary accommodation. However, there was often a
relationship between the perceived attributes of temporary accommodation
and its type. Thus, self-contained temporary accommodation performed best
with regards to the living space afforded to families, but in some respects
it was described as offering the worst physical conditions. Arrangements
with friends and relatives afforded families access to the broadest range of
household items and amenities and the best physical conditions, but also
presented the greatest problems with respect to space standards. Access
to household items and amenities was often more restricted in B&B hotels
and in hostels than in other forms of temporary provision. Survey 4 adult
respondents were more likely to express dissatisfaction with cooking,
bathroom and sleeping arrangements, and with overall living space, than
Survey 1 adult respondents. This was associated with their larger average
household size.

e Self-contained temporary accommodation was perceived to offer better
space standards than other forms of temporary accommodation, and was
rated most highly with regards to cooking, sleeping, bathroom and other
facilities. However, the worst physical conditions were often reported in
this type of provision, particularly with respect to damp, décor and state of
repair.

e Temporary arrangements with friends and relatives offered families the
best physical conditions and access to the widest range of household items
and amenities (such as washing machines, tumble dryers, showers, and
gardens/play areas). Families also felt safest when in this form of temporary
accommodation. However, concerns about lack of space and privacy were
at their most acute in these arrangements.

232 See Chapter 1 and Appendix 2 for more detail.
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e Access to household items and amenities (including kitchens and living
rooms) was often more restricted in hostels and B&B hotels than in
other forms of temporary accommodation. However, the worst physical
conditions and space standards were not generally reported in these forms
of temporary accommodation.

e Overall satisfaction levels differed little between temporary accommodation
types, but rather were influenced by specific attributes of temporary
accommodation —such as living space, perceptions of safety, sharing rooms
with other households, and physical standards — independent of type.

e Survey 4 adult respondents were far less satisfied with cooking, bathroom
and sleeping arrangements in their temporary accommodation than
were Survey 1 respondents reporting on self-contained temporary
accommodation. This was explained in part by the stronger representation
of larger households (five or more people) amongst Survey 4 families, who
tended in both surveys to report lower levels of satisfaction with these
arrangements, and also with their overall living space.

The current or most recent temporary accommodation
occupied by families

7.10 Table 7.1 shows the types of current/last temporary accommodation reported
on in the combined data set used in this chapter.

Table 7.1: Type of temporary accommodation (current or last occupied

temporary accommodation)

Accommodation Current Last temporary All
type temporary accommodation
accommodation | (families in settled
(families in housing)
temporary
accommodation)
Self-contained 79% 27% 57 %
Hostel 8% 31% 18%
B&B hotel 5% 4% 5%
Parents 1% 15% 7%
Friends or (other) 7% 23% 14%
relatives
Total 100% 100% 100%
Base* 1,096 582 1,678
Source: Survey 1 *Base is 1,678 families for whom data were available reporting on either their
current temporary accommodation or the last temporary accommodation they had occupied prior to
settled housing.
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The notable distinction in the accommodation profile between those currently
in temporary accommodation (overwhelmingly in self-contained temporary
accommodation), and the last temporary accommodation of those now in
settled housing (much stronger representation of hostels and arrangements
with parents, friends or (other) relatives), relates to the regionally-driven
‘pathways’ through homelessness reported in Chapter 6. In other words,
families still in temporary accommodation tended to be in London or

the South, and to have been provided with self-contained temporary
accommodation in a context where stays in temporary accommodation were
relatively prolonged. In contrast, families in settled housing, who were mainly
in the North and Midlands, were likely to have stayed for a relatively short
period in various forms of shared temporary accommodation before being
moved into settled housing.

Table 7.2 confirms this broad regional pattern within the combined dataset.
Thus, current/last temporary accommodation amongst families accepted

in London was overwhelmingly in self-contained housing (82 per cent);
within the South this figure was 62 per cent. In the North and Midlands the
proportion of self-contained temporary accommodation was much lower
at 35 per cent, with greater use of arrangements with parents, friends and
(other) relatives.

Self- |Hostel B&B |Parents | Friends | Total | Base
contained hotel or
(other)
relatives
London 82% 10% 1% 1% 6% | 100% 601
South 62% | 21% 5% 7% 5% | 100% 623
North 35% 21% 7% 12% 25% | 100% 454
and
Midlands
All 57% | 18% 5% 7% 14% | 100% | 1,678
Source: Survey 1

These specific types of temporary accommodation are combined into three
broad categories for the remainder of this chapter, to aid statistical reliability:

e ‘self-contained’ (57 per cent of all current/last temporary accommodation);

e 'hostels and B&B hotels’ (23 per cent of all current/last temporary
accommodation); and
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7.14

7.15

7.16

7.17

7.18

e ‘friendsand relatives’ (comprising parents, other relatives, and friends) (21 per
cent of all current/last temporary accommodation).

This section examines a range of aspects of space, rooms and sharing in
temporary accommodation, focusing on:

e bedrooms and sleeping arrangements;
e kitchens, bathrooms and living rooms; and

e overall satisfaction with living space.

Bedrooms and sleeping arrangements

Families staying in self-contained temporary accommodation always slept in
dedicated bedrooms. However, one fifth (22 per cent) of families reporting

on hostels and B&B hotels did not have access to a separate bedroom or
bedrooms: for these families, the sleeping area was combined with other
functions, e.g. ‘studio’ designs with one living area and/or bed-sitting-rooms.
In addition, 13 per cent of adult respondents reporting on arrangements

with friends or relatives said that their family was not sleeping in dedicated
bedrooms in this accommodation, but rather in a room or rooms with another
purpose, such as a living room.

A very small number (1 per cent) of adult respondents reporting on
arrangements with friends or relatives reported that at least one member of
the family had to share a bedroom with a person/people from outside their
immediate family?33. This was not reported in any other type of temporary
accommodation?34,

Sharing of bedrooms within the immediate family was far commoner. In total,
58 per cent of adult respondents reported sharing of bedrooms between
immediate family members in their current/last temporary accommodation.

Bedroom sharing within the immediate family was most frequently reported
in arrangements with friends or relatives (experienced by 75 per cent of all
families who were/had been living in these arrangements), but was also
widespread in hostels and B&B hotels (64 per cent of those reporting on this

233 An adult respondent’s ‘immediate family’ was defined as their partner, child(ren) and any other members of their household with
whom they intended to live in their ‘settled’ accommodation.

234 Findings in relation to sharing other rooms, such as kitchens (see below) suggest that where a family was living on a temporary basis
with relatives, adult respondents would not always classify these relatives as being outside their “immediate family”. Thus this may be
an underestimate of cases of sharing bedrooms with relatives who were not part of the immediate family.
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form of temporary accommodation). It was less common in self-contained
temporary accommodation (49 per cent).

7.19  As Table 7.3 indicates, 53 per cent of those who reported sharing of
bedrooms within their immediate family said that this was problematic
(accounting for 30 per cent of all adult respondents).

7.20  Bedroom sharing was most likely to be considered a problem in arrangements
with friends or relatives (70 per cent of adult respondents whose families
were/had been sharing bedrooms in these arrangements thought it
problematic). However, it was also quite commonly reported as a problem in
hostels or B&B hotels (by 58 per cent of those whose families were/had been
sharing bedrooms in hostels or B&B hotels). By contrast, bedroom sharing
seemed to be less problematic in self-contained temporary accommodation
(reported as a problem by 42 per cent of adult respondents whose families
were/had been sharing bedrooms in this form of provision).

7.21

Accommodation type Sharing a Sharing Total Base

problem nota

problem

Self-contained 42% 58% 100% 534
Hostels or B&B hotels 58% 42% 100% 217
Friends or relatives 70% 30% 100% 190
All 53% 47% 100% 941
Source: Survey 1 Base: all families where sharing bedrooms within the immediate family was
reported in current or last temporary accommodation.

There were no regional variations in the extent to which bedroom sharing was
thought to be problematic. While larger families (with four or more members)
were more likely to report having shared bedrooms within their current/last
temporary accommodation (80 per cent compared to 49 per cent of other
households), they were no more likely than smaller families to report this
sharing as problematic. However, lone parents who reported bedroom sharing
within their immediate family were more likely to view this as problematic

(58 per cent) than couples with children (44 per cent), presumably because

in some of the latter cases this was restricted to an adult couple sharing a

bedroom.





