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Auckland Council's position and role in improving, ending and
preventing homelessness

File No.: CP2017/14815 &{
£
Purpose g
1. To decide on Auckland Council és position and
preventing homelessness.
Executive summary
2 This report responds to the Regional Strategy
2016 for Afurther policy work to determine co
homel essness, including emergency housi ngeo (R

Committee in February 2017. It does not include interventions to address housing supply
and demand factors.

3. The Statistics New Zealand definition of homelessness includes people living without shelter
(rough sleepers), in temporary accommodation or sharing temporarily, and people living in
uninhabitable dwellings.

4.  Analysis of 2013 census data by the University of Otago (the University) found that 20,296
people were homeless in Auckland, an increase of 26 per cent since 2006. Based on the
average increase between censuses, and excluding all other factors, homelessness could
stand at 23,409 in 2017, and 26,522 by 2021.

5. The rapid growth of Auckl andds population is
Housing affordability (for rent and purchase) is declining, and there is significant unmet
demand for social, affordable and emergency housing. The problem cannot be solved
without addressing supply.

6.  There are significant adverse consequences for those at risk of, or experiencing
homelessness, and wider impacts on communities, business and the image of the city.
Consequently, there is a high level of public, media and political concern and growing
demand for Auckland Council to do more.

7. Homelessness has a complex set of determinants, and requires a coordinated cross-
sectoral response. Auckland Council contributes significantly, but in the absence of a cross-
sectoral plan and clear leadership, there are significant gaps.

8 Four options for Auckl and BGeeruconsidered Fheypoogréss i o n
from low tolerance (which would be to do less), case by case (the status quo), responsive
(strengthening established levers) and progressive (focusing on affordable housing).

9. Options 3 and 4 address the gaps, and are presented for a decision. Option 4 is widely
supported, but the role of central government and the potentially prohibitive costs are
acknowledged. Option 3 is therefore the preferred option.
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Recommendation/s

That the Environment and Community Committee:

a agree that Auckland Council és preferre:i
either

I. Option 3 (preferred): A responsive approach where homelessness is rare,
brief and non-recurring’, and the council és rol e
is to strengthen established levers, with a focus on:

9 Strategic leadership, including a cross-sectoral homelessness plan
1 Inter-sectoral coordination in terms of a shared vision and goals

1 Systematic integration of homelessness into relevant policies and
regulation

Development of a sustainable funding base
Monitoring and evaluation.
Or

il. Option 4: A progressive approach wh
role is to increase the supply of social and affordable housing, with
partnerships to deliver integrated health and social services. The focus would
include:

91 Development of an affordable housing strategy

1 Investigation and implementation of opportunities to deliver more social
housing

1 Formalising partnerships with central government agencies and non-
government organisations (NGOs) for the delivery of integrated health
and social services.

b)  request the Chief Executive to report back to the Committee with an implementation
plan (for either option), including:

Establishing mechanisms to engage with cross-sectoral agencies
Analysis of relevant housing demand and supply

A more detailed stocktake

A shared purpose statement and high level, cross-sectoral plan

Costings

=A =4 =4 =4 4 -4

A monitoring framework.

A vision for homelessness increasingly used in the strategies of other jurisdictions such as Vancouver
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Comments
Background
100. This report responds to the Regional Strat y
2016 for Afurther policy work to determine 0
[

homel essness, ncluding emerlgkebroayy2Mibihes i ngo & R
Community Development and Safety Committee approved the scope (ENV/2017/13) which 8
included reporting back on: -

1 improving, ending and preventing homelessness

1 the main causes and drivers of homelessness, and its relationship to the broader
housing system

the scale, severity and nature of homelessness in Auckland
the international experience and what has worked

engagement with key stakeholders to identify the most effective roles for the
council.

11. Afull report responding to this resolution can be found in Attachment A.

12. The scope of this project did not include interventions to address housing system supply and
demand factors as illustrated in Figure 1.

13. The report applies the Stats NZ 2015 definition of homelessness. This includes living:
9 without shelter, e.g. rough sleeping or in vehicles
9 intemporary accommodation, e.g. emergency, transitional or boarding housing
9 in shared accommodation temporarily with a household, e.g. couch surfing
T in uninhabitable dwellings, e.g. garages.

14. Prevalence statistics are based on analysis by the University of Otago (the University) using
census data, supplemented with data from service providers. There are limitations arising
from non-patrticipation, reliance on self-reporting (and reluctance to disclose true living
situations) and a five year lag between censuses.

Figure 1: Homelessness, the housing system and the scope of the report

¥ ® 2
HOUSING SYSTEM
[ Pranning |
G RN
AFFORDABLE T
._HOUSING 5 i
)
SN

| SCOPE OF PROJECT

‘ . ROUGH |
. | SLEEPING |

Auckland Council's position and role in improving, ending and preventing homelessness Page 131



ltem 12

Environment and Community Committee
08 August 2017

Consideration

Problem definition: Unmet demand for housing is impacting heavily on vulnerable people

15. Figure 2 shows that there were 20,296 homeless people in Auckland in 2013, with a
breakdown across the dimensions of homelessness. The group of people living in
uninhabitable housing is possibly the largest, and this number is unknown.

Figure 2: The number of homeless people in Auckland across the continuum (2013)
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Source: Amore, 2016.

16. Based on the average increase between censuses, and excluding all other factors,
homelessness could stand at 23,409 in 2017, and 26,522 by 2021.

17. Auckl and City Missionbdés 2016 annual street count
of the Sky Tower, found 177 and a further 51 in emergency accommodation or hospital who
would otherwise have been on the street. This was an annual increase of over 50 per cent.

18. Arecent report from Yale University placed New Zealand at the top of homelessness rates

in the OECD?.

19. Nationally, low income households, children and young people (51 per cent), and sole
parent families (43 per cent) were the most affected groups. Pacific people were ten times,
and MUor i five times more | ikely than Europeans
affected include rainbow youth, people with mental health problems, those who have
experienced family violence or been in state care, and inmates on release from prison.

20. In 2013, there were 203,817 Aucklanders (92,000 households) living in overcrowded?®
conditions, and accommodation was classified as unaffordable® for 44 per cent of people
renting. These groups are not classified as homeless, but are particularly vulnerable.

21. There are many negative health, social, cultural and economic impacts for those who
experience homelessness. In particular, children can experience serious health
consequences and disruption of their education.

2 http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/cities-grow-worldwide-so-do-numbers-homeless Accessed 23 July 2017.

% Overcrowding includes those sharing temporarily in a severely crowded household.

“ The Auckland Plan and internationally accepted definition of housing affordability is spending more than 30 per cent of gross income
on housing.
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22. Homelessness also impacts on communities, businesses, and the image of the city. There
are costs associated with greater need for health and social support services, justice and
financial benefits.

23. There is a high level of public, media and political interest with growing demand for central
and local government to do more as part of a collective effort™:

We have a wicked problem but we have an opportunity to change it now before it gets
more complex. Our numbers are small enough that we can solve this problem today.

Homel essness is a very sad situation ¢é
especially when children, the disabled, sick and elderly are involved.

N

Te Puea Marea steps up to find cancer teen and family a home.

A teenager battling cancer ended up homeless with the rest of her family after moving to
Auckland to receive treatment. The Facebook post said it "all went downhill from there™:
| wasn't able to swallow, | got infections, | had two massive seizures. | had to have
antibiotics and that led to kidney problems so not only do | have cancer, | have
kidney problems.
The family moved to an Auntyods house, but
went to WINZ and told them about his daughter with cancer:
They did nothing. He went to Housing NZ, told them. They couldn't find us a house.
Too full, they said, too full. | hope we get a house. So we can all live again. So my
Dad can go back to work. He's a hard worker.
In winter 2016, the family stayed temporarily at Te Puea marae before a Housing New

Zealand home in West Auckland was found.
Source: http://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=11659501 Accessed 24 July 2017

24. Media stories reflect the following themes:

1 Increasing numbers of homeless people, particularly people who are employed or
studying, and families with children
Increasing rental costs, and provision of poor quality (uninhabitable) accommodation
The housing supply crisis, including few emergency options
Concerns about the impact of behaviours (such as begging) on business and tourism
1  High levels of government expenditure on emergency accommodation such as motels.

25. Homelessness is a complex issue. It results from multi-layered structural and individual
factors including national policy settings and economic conditions, immigration, access to
health and social services, discrimination, family violence, employment and poor health.

=A =4 =4

26. A key driver however is the housing market, particularly unmet demand for social and
affordable housing. This is highlighted by recent estimates® that the government will spend
$50 million nationally on emergency housing (such as motels) in 12 months.

27. As housing supply pressures increase, people with fewer risk factors face homelessness, as
illustrated in Figure 3. One risk factor or one event such as job loss, illness, the end of a
relationship or debt, can be the trigger. The housing shortage means that people endure
homelessness more often and for longer, and achieving sustainable housing can be difficult.

28. Nationally, 52 per cent of homeless adults were working, studying or both.

® Quotes from the engagement walk-throughs
® hitp://www.newshub.co.nz/home/politics/2017/07/govt-admits-it-had-no-idea-of-emergency-housing-costs.html Accessed: 23 July
2017.
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29.

I f housing supply met demand, homerlecswsrnreisrsg ow,0 uld ud

currently homelessness is increasing faster than the growth of housing supply.

Figure 3: Structural and individual determinants of homelessness
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Current state: Auckland Council supports multi-agency response to homelessness

30.

31.

32.

The roles of central government, local government, NGOs and the private sector are
described in Section 7 of Attachment A. Central government has primary responsibility for
the provision of social housing and financial support for accommodation.

Auckland Council contributes positively to addressing homelessness. Activities include:
1 Monitoring: Wider housing research conducted by RIMU, and funding for evaluation.

1 Coordination: Participation in cross-sectoral groups such as the Rough Sleeping
Steering Group, and provides some coordination at an operational level.

1 Policy and regulation: Regulations which impact on the housing supply (e.g. building
compliance) and more directly on homelessness, e.g. the Public Safety and
Nuisance bylaw. The findings of the current review of this bylaw will be presented to
the Regulatory Committee on 14 September 2017, with recommendations on
whether the bylaw should be confirmed, amended or revoked. Similarly, on 10
August 2017, this committee will receive a report seeking a decision on whether to
further investigate a freedom camping bylaw. The council response to the Mayoral
Taskforce Report is also likely to include policy work to investigate tenure and

ownership mechanisms that improve housing affordability. The MU o r i Housi ng Act
Plan is currently being finalised.

91 Provision of assets and amenities: Housing for older people, parks and amenities for
public use, and design of urban spaces which can reflect varying degrees of
tolerance.

1 Funding and service delivery: Table 1 includes a summary of funding contributions.
Beyond 2017/18, the annual funding commitment falls to $565,287.

The Housing First Auckland pilot is the cityés f

collective impact model, it is a partnership between central and local government and NGOs.
It runs for 18 months from March 2017 in central, south and west Auckland. It aims to
support 472 people - approximately half of the current projected population (971) living
without shelter in the region. The evaluation will provide evidence on the challenges of
delivering the programme in a constrained housing market. Ongoing funding support will
need to be determined when the pilot ends in 2018.
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Table 1: Summary of funding for delivery of services from 2015/16 to 2019/20

Activities

Timeframe (FY) and budget allocation

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

2018/19

2019/20

Housing First (one-off
contribution)

$1million

James Liston Hostel
upgrade, increase in beds

$2million

Mayor 6s
sectoral collaboration
including Housing First
data collection

budg:¢

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

LTP 2015/25: emergency
housing coordination,
inner city amenities,
outreach, Awhina website,
evaluation activities

$360,000

$360,000

$110,000

LTP operational delivery
by Community
Empowerment

$53,624

$53,624

$66,937

$65,287

$65,287

What could be improved? The key gap is a cross-sectoral strategic plan

33.

households). The impact of any solution is unlikely to be significant in the short-term.

34.

The current response is positive but it is not at a scale that matches the problem. In the

absence of an integrated cross-sectoral approach, there are gaps and opportunities to
increase the efficiency and effectiveness of available resources.

35. Based on

anal ysi s

of

s el

ected

case

studi

analysis, a comprehensive response to homelessness in Auckland would include:

1 Strategic direction and leadership across the sector based on collective impact

principles, including a regional and/or national homelessness strategy

1 Clear,

shared

Vi si

briefandnon-r ecur ri ngo

= =4 -4 A -

1 Targeted interventions including employment support and provision of amenities.

36.

Sustainable funding for implementation

on

Systematic monitoring to inform investment

and

Improved coordination, particularly at a strategic level

goal s,

Increased supply of emergency, social and affordable housing

e. g.

Consideration and inclusion of homelessness in relevant policies, e.g. housing
strategies, rental security, bylaws and design guidelines

In addition, stakeholders wanted to see Auckland Council take a stronger leadership role,
and more collaboration with central government. They wanted to maintain the focus on

Homelessness is a very difficult issue to turn around. It requires collective efforts to address
the housing supply, and to provide support services for at-risk and vulnerable individuals (or

t

rough sleeping, and increase the focus on other forms of homelessness across the region.

They also sought a balance across improving, ending and preventing homelessness, with

emphasis on prevention and early intervention.

es

he
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Options: Auckland Council déds position and rol e

homelessness

37. Four options are presented on a continuum requiring increasing commitment from the

council. They represent an increasing response to the identified gaps. The position sets the

direction for the council and shapes the response to homelessness. The role describes the
council 6s responsibility, and functions

OPTIONS: POLICY POSITION AND ROLE

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
Low Case by Responsive Progressive
tolerance case

Do less Status quo Do more Do alot more

Option 1: Low tolerance

Position | Actively discourages homelessness and associated behaviours through
exclusion, enforcement and deterrents such as the design of public spaces.

Role The council would 6do | essd than it
policy, regulation and design to manage the symptoms of homelessness, with
responsibility for the key determinants of homelessness left to central
government.

Strengths | Formalises the position of council for future decision-making.
It may address some localised community concerns in the short term.

Risks The approach shifts rather than addresses homelessness, and may cause
perpetual displacement of homeless people. Internationally, this approach has
been described as expensive, inappropriate, and futile.

It would address some community concerns, but would receive little support
from stakeholders.

The council has limited ability to establish or enforce the necessary regulations
(bylaws, issuance of fines), and would have to rely on police intervention (for
infringement powers) or rely on the courts to prosecute.

The costs of increased compliance and enforcement are unknown.

Option 2: Case by case

Position The range of responses is determined on a case by case basis, responding to
issues and requests as they emerge. There is no formalised policy position.

Role The council continues to contribute through its traditional role with ongoing
implementation of the status quo activities.

Includes allocation of $5.6million (over five years) to FY2019/2020. Future
funding would be sought on an ad hoc basis.

Strengths [Cont i nues Auckl and Council és positiwv
traditional role.

It addresses some needs of homeless people, and some community concerns.
The Housing First pilot is promising, and the evaluation will inform future efforts.
Minimises responsibility and associated costs for council, and increases
expectations of a response from central government and other agencies.

t hat
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Risks The response is ad hoc and not well aligned with evidence and best practice,
resulting in limited impact and value for money.

Uncertainty for council governance and staff, the sector, community and
homeless people.

There is no long-term funding commitment, including funding for Housing First
beyond completion of the pilot.

The status quo is not supported by stakeholders.

Option 3: Responsive (preferred option)

Position | Council will strengthen its available levers to help make any occurrence of
homelessness in Auckland rare, brief and non-recurring’

Role I n addition t (Optiorh2g théceunal tvaulsl beqnare i@sponsive to
the needs of homeless people, including providing or supporting:
1 Strategic leadership and coordination

A cross-sectoral homelessness strategy, with shared vision and goals

1

1 Monitoring and evaluation

1 Systematic integration of homelessness into relevant policies and
regulation

1 Development of a sustainable funding base.

Strengths |[I't i s supported by the evidence and b
current funded homelessness interventions, such as Housing First.
' s within the council s mandate and 3§

Development and implementation of the first phase could be absorbed within
existing policy and operational team capacity.

It meets the needs of homeles s peopl e (without the u
and community concerns.

Risks The council 6s role would be constrain
Costs of additional initiatives in the proposed implementation plan are unknown.

Option 4: Progressive

Position | Council will expand its mandate to play a lead role in increasing the supply of
social and affordable housing, and will form partnerships to deliver integrated
health and social services to vulnerable people.

Role Inaddition to the O6responsivebd positid

1 Develop and implement an affordable housing strategy, which could
include regulatory levers, incentives, and direct provision

1 Investigate and implement opportunities and incentives to deliver a greater
proportion of social housing which could include new developments,
including on council-owned land

1 Formalise partnerships with central government agencies and NGOs for
the delivery of integrated health and social services.

A vision for homelessness increasingly used in the strategies of other jurisdictions such as Vancouver
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Strengths

Focuses on the key determinants of homelessness, particularly housing supply.
Is likely to achieve the best outcomes in relation to reducing homelessness.

It aligns with an international trend in relation to affordable housing where public
bodies are revising their role in the delivery of social and affordable housing e.g.
Wellington City Council, Finland, Vancouver and Victoria.

Risks

A significant step outside the counci
central government has primary responsibility.

Would need higher and longer-term financial contribution, so would likely incur
significant, potentially prohibitive costs for council.

Would require significant policy development, with consideration of a wide range
of issues, including social impact assessment.

38. Option 1 is the least responsive to the identified gaps, and does not adequately address the

objective to improve, end and prevent homelessness. There was minimal stakeholder
support for this option.

39. Similarly Option 2 does not respond adequately to the identified gaps. The status quo has
limited focus on ending and preventing homelessness, and on forms of homelessness other
than people living without shelter. Further, stakeholders expressed a strong desire for the

council to do more.

40. Accordingly, no further assessment has been undertaken on Options 1 or 2.

41. Options 3 and 4 have been assessed against the following criteria:

f

= =4 —a A

Addresses the identified gaps
Effectiveness and impact on improving, ending and preventing homelessness

Addresses the continuum of homel essness

Supports cross-sectoral collaboration
Provides a strong voice for Aucklanders.

Table 2: Summary of assessment of Options 3 and 4 against the criteria

Option 3 Option 4
Responsive Progressive
Ado moreo Mo a | ot moreo
In addition to Option 2: In addition to Option 3:
Addresses the Addresses the key gaps as far as | Addresses the gaps
identified gaps possi bl e wit hi n |comprehensively, with a clear
current mandate. focus on the primary

determinants i housing supply
and services for vulnerable

people.
Effectiveness and Increases the focus on ending Increases the focus on
impact on: and preventing homelessness. prevention.
Improving, ending Effectiveness will improve. Increasing the supply of
and preventing However, the impact will be affordable housing will have the
homelessness limited and delayed without a biggest impact on homelessness
strong focus on the housing outcomes.
supply.
Addresses the A strategic plan would span the | There would be a stronger focus
continuum of continuum of homelessness, with | on at-risk groups.

homelessness and targeted interventions for priority
priority groups, populations, including Maori.
including N
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Option 3 Option 4
Responsive Progressive
fdo moreo o a | ot moreo

Supports cross- A cross-sectoral strategic plan Represents a greater role for the

sectoral provides a shared vision and council in the delivery and

collaboration goals to galvanise a more management of affordable
cohesive, integrated approach. housing.
Provides a foundation to Would cross into central
increase collective impact. government responsibilities.

Provides a strong Provides clarity at a regional and | Would solidify Auckland

voice for national level on the position of Council 6s rol e ¢

Aucklanders Auckland Council. in addressing affordable housing,

Provides a platform for a strong and a stronger mandate to be a
voice for Aucklanders. strong voice for Aucklanders.

42. Option3isthepr ef erred opti on. I't addresses the
and current resourcing. I't strengthens the
more effectively, while still relying on central government to address the housing supply. A
shared vision and goals with coordination would galvanise a more cohesive and integrated
cross-sectoral response. It is affordable in the short term, but more sustainable funding
would be needed as current funding comes to an end. It signals an incremental approach,
and would create a foundation to consider Option 4 in the future.

43. Option 4 would see the council expand its mandate, service delivery role, and financial
commitment significantly by intervening in an area of central government responsibility. The
impact would be delayed, but this approach would be the most effective and sustainable. It
would require the council to commit much greater financial investment.

44. If Option 3 is supported, there may be a slower response to addressing the housing supply,

which would limit the overall impact of homelessness interventions. If Option 4 is supported,
significant council investment would be required. This would impact on resources available
for other priorities.

Risk analysis

45. There are reputational and financial risks associated with the preferred option (Option 3).
Risk Mitigation
Unrealistic expectations about how 1 Continue status quo activities, including the Housing
quickly the recommendations will First pilot and evaluation.
impact on the nature and scale of 1 Identify short, medium and long term approaches
homelessness. Progress towards and outcomes in the homelessness strategy.
ending and preventing is not likely to f Communicate key messages to manage
be realised in the short term. expectations.
The costs for council to implement 1 Recommendations include the development of a
additional initiatives as part of the sustainable funding base, which will require detailed
proposed cross-sectoral strategy are costing analysis, identifying baseline and new
unknown. funding initiatives.
1 Potential savings, and opportunities for leveraging
external funding will be also explored.
1 Investment decisions will be informed by robust
monitoring.
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Local board views and implications

46. This phase of the project has not involved formal engagement with local boards. Local board
members (and key informant interviewees)-were
t hroughsdo, where they had t he op psearchrepoit,toy t o
respond to relevant questions, and to indicate their preference for the options. A summary of
the feedback is included in Attachment B.

47. Loc al board member s whhor oautgthesnod eidn dtihcea tiiewda lak hi g h

and a strong desire to see an end to homelessness. They wanted to see:
1  More health and social support for homeless people
1 A-regional and/or national strategy, with a coordinated response
1 Council taking a stronger leadership role
1 Innovative responses to address housing supply and to improve security of tenure
1 Increased partnering with central government and the private sector.

48. They generally preferred Option 4, but acknowledged that funding may be prohibitive, in
which case, Option 3 would be more feasible.

49. The key research report findings were also presented to the Waitemata Local Board and
Auckland City Centre Advisory Board, who expressed similar views.

50. Itis envisaged that the next phase will involve formal engagement with local boards.

MOori i mpact statement

51. MUor i are disproportionately affected and have
after Pacific peopl es. I n 2013, 32 per cent of

per cent of people on the social housingregi st e r  &.rOger 8@ Pay cent of the Housing
9

N

S €€

t
t

First participants i°n the central city are MUori

52. The report identified a range of additional c omp

Structural and historical disadvantage

Multiple, cumulative risk factors across income, education, employment and health
Lack of culturally appropriate services and support

Discrimination, particularly in relation to securing rental accommodation

Fewer housing options for larger families.

=a =4 -8 -8 -9

53. Ther eport identifies MUor i as a p p
i

i
While the current homel essness a \Y;
evaluation of the Housing First ,and could |
inform future approaches. Options 3 and 4 provide greater scope to collaborate more closely
with MUor i organi sations, and to deliver more

ority p
ti ti e
[

roi o
ni [
pi I

Implementation

54. For either Option 3 or 4, staff will report back to the Committee with an implementation plan.
This would include:
Establishing mechanisms to engage with cross-sectoral agencies

Analysis of relevant housing demand and supply

Conducting a more detailed stocktake of current service provision and gaps
A shared purpose statement and high level, cross-sectoral plan

Detailed costings, including what could be done within current resourcing and
interventions that could be prioritised subject to resourcing

A monitoring framework.

=

=

8 Ministry of Social Development (2016), Social Housing Purchasing Strategy.
® https://www.lifewise.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Infographic-Housing-First-July-2017.jpg
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55. The first phase (development of the implementation plan) would require 1.5 FTESs for six to
eight months. The same resource would be required for coordination, monitoring and
reporting to implement the plan. This could be absorbed within the baseline of the Affordable
Housing Policy team. Funding for delivery of projects by the council would need to be sought
through Annual Plan and Long-term Plan projects.

56. Staff will also continue to work together to consider the potential impact of the Public Safety
and Nuisance and (potentially) freedom camping bylaws on homeless people, and agreed

actions resulting from the Mayoral Taskforce report on affordable housing.
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Addressing homelessness in Auckland:

Identifying Auckland Council’s position and role
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Community and Social Policy COU“CI' i

Te Kaunihera o Tdmaki Makaurau | e s

Auckland Council's position and role in improving, ending and preventing homelessness

Page 143

ltem 12

Attachment A



ltem 12

Attachment A

Environment and Community Committee

08 August 2017

Auckland |+~
Council l

Te Ksunners o Tamski Mk | S m

Contents
T INtrOAUCHION .. s 10
2 MethOodOIOgY ..o e e e 12
2.1 Approach to reSEarCh ... e 12
2.2 Definitions of NOMeIeSSNEesS...........oiiiiiiii e 13
2.3 Monitoring hOmeleSSNESS .........cocoiiiiiiiii e 17
2.4 Datagaps and limitations...............coooi i, 17
3  Homelessness in AUCKIaNG....... ..o 19
3.1 PrevalBnCe ... e 19
R 7 I =T o (o SR PRPRR 21
3.3 How many people are at risk of homelessness? .............cc.cccccon. 22
3.4 Vulnerable populations..........cooooiiiioiii e 24
3.5 Experience of homelessness among Maori ...........ccccvvveeeiiiiiiiiiinennn, 26
4  Determinants of hOMEIESSNEeSS.........cooiiiiiiii e 30
4.1 FramMEWOIKS ....ooiiiiiii e e e e e 30
4.2  Structural CoONAitiONS..........oviiiiiiei e 32
4.3 Individual and household risk factors .............ccccovviieiiiiiiiiiii e, 40
4.4  Key policy Settings . ... 44
5 Experience and impact of homelessSness .........cccccvvveiiiieeiie e 47
51 Safety and privacy ...t 47
52 Lackof amenities ... 48
5.3 General healthand wellbeing...........c.ccccoeiiiiiiii e 49
5.4 Access to health and social Services.................oooveiiiiiieiiiieee e S0
5.5 S0CIal @XCIUSION ....oeeiiiiiiiiiieee e 50
5.8 SgMa. .. 51
5.7 Perceptions of hOmMelessness .............cccciiiiiiiiiiiir e 52
5.8 Transitioning out of hOMEIESSNESS.........cciviviiiiiiiiee e, 58
6 What do we know about what Works? ..., 60
6.1 Literature review fiINdiNgs .........cooiiiiiii e 60
6.2 Keyinformant iINTErviEWS ... 69
6.3 New Zealand case StUdIES .........ccuiiiiiiiiiiee e 72
6.4 International studies ...........cccoi i 73
6.5 Key themes from national and international case studies ........................ 85

Auckland Council's position and role in improving, ending and preventing homelessness

Page 144



Environment and Community Committee
08 August 2017

T oCUmment State ... 91
7.1 Aviable system for addressing homelessness...........cccccceeeveeeeeiiiieiiiinnnnnn. 91
7.2 Applying the viable system model to Auckland ..........................os 91
7.3  What needs to Change? .......cccooiiiiiiiiiiee e 102

8 Auckland Council’'s position and role ..............ccccooiiiiii 104
8.1  Problem definition ... 104
8.2 Options for Auckland Council’s position on homelessness ..................... 106
8.3 Continuum Of rESPONSES ...ttt 106
8.4 Criteria assessmentof Options 3 and 4 ...........cccceei e, 114

9 Recommendations ... ... 117

O T @ T o (o7 LT3 o] o USSR 118
10.1 N XL S DS i ———————— 119

T4 APPENAICES ..ot a e 120
APPENAIX 1: GIOSSAY ....uueveiiiiiiieiie ettt e e e eeeaae s 120
Appendix 2: Informant interview questions ... 123
Appendix 3. Synopsis of recent media reports.............cccoeiviiiiiiiiiieee e 124
Appendix 4; Bibliography ... e 131

List of figures:

Figure 1: Homelessness and the housing system - project scope ........................ 11
Figure 2: Components of minimally adequate housing (Amore, 2018)................... 16
Figure 3: Estimated 2013 homelessness figure in Auckland ............................. 19
Figure 4: Homelessness and market conditions.............ccccccoiiiee, 22
Figure 5: Complexities and risk factors for Maori ..............cccoooooiiiiiiniee 27
Figure 6: Socio-ecological model of homelessness .........ccccccveeviieeviiiiieniieeieeceee, 31
Figure 7: Drivers of NOMEIESSNESS ........coovveeiieeec e 32
Figure 8: Unmet demand across the housing continuum in 2013 .......................... 34
Figure 9: Potential impact of additional IRRS places ..........cccccvvvvveeviiviieiiieen. 38
Figure 10: Examples of media reporting on homelessness...........ccccvveeeiveeeieien.. 55
Figure 11: Perception of people begging on the street as a problem in local area —
by local board (%) (Extracted from RIMU Quality of Life report, 2016.................... 58
Figure 12: A selection of international media headlines appearing in 2017............ 63
Figure 13: Viable system model: Auckland gap analysis..............cccoccoeciinn. 92
Figure 14: Current operational activities to improve, end and prevent homelessness
............................................................................................................................. 100
3

Auckland Council's position and role in improving, ending and preventing homelessness Page 145

ltem 12

Attachment A



ltem 12

Attachment A

Environment and Community Committee
08 August 2017

Auckland \*{7,
Council| Z =

List of tables:

Table 1: Dimensions of homelessness and associated living situations ................ 14
Table 2: Priority populations ... 24
Table 3: Summary of funding for delivery of services from 2015/16 to 2019/20..... 99
Table 4: Option 1 - low tolerance response to Auckland's homeless people........ 106
Table 5: Option 2 - case by case response to the causes and symptoms of
NOMEIESSNESS ... e et e e e e e e e aaaen 108
Table 6: Option 3 - responsive to the needs of Aucklanders at risk of and
experiencing NOMEIESSNESS ... ...ttt 110
Table 7: Option 4 — progressive approach centred on increasing publicly-led
delivery of social and affordable housing to end homelessness in Auckland ....... 112
Table 8: Qualitative analysis of position and role options.....................ccccccoe 114
4

Auckland Council's position and role in improving, ending and preventing homelessness

Page 146



Environment and Community Committee
08 August 2017

Executive summary

This report addresses the September 2016 Regional Strategy and Policy
Committee request for “further policy work to determine Auckland Council’s role
and position in addressing homelessness, including emergency housing”
(REG/2016/90). Broader housing system determinants, such as the supply of
affordable housing, are acknowledged contributors but are outside the scope of
this project.

Homelessness has been defined using the Stats NZ (2015) definition:

A living situation where people with no other options to acquire safe and
secure housing are: without shelter, in temporary accommodation, sharing
accommodation temporarily with a household, or living in uninhabitable
housing.

The absence of a common definition across agencies, government and council’s
makes agreement on the scale of the issue and monitoring a challenge.

Homelessness is commonly associated solely with rough sleeping or living in
vehicles, overlooking those in temporary accommodation, sharing temporarily or
living in uninhabitable dwellings.

Homelessness is expected to remain high, and is likely to increase, as Auckland’s
housing crisis continues to intensify. The rapid growth of Auckland’s population is
out-stripping growth in the supply of housing. Housing affordability (for rent and
purchase) is declining, and there is significant unmet demand for social, affordable
and emergency housing.

How many are people are homeless, who are they and who is at risk?

The University of Otago is funded by government to conduct homelessness
research. Census data is the primary source, supplemented by data from service
providers. There are data limitations arising from reliance on self-reporting, people
missed in the process, reluctance to disclose true circumstances, and out-dated
data because of the five-yearly cycle.

Over 20,290 Aucklanders were considered homeless at the 2013 census, a 26 per
cent increase since 2006. This included:

e 771 people without shelter
e 3175 people in temporary accommodation
¢ 16,350 sharing temporarily.
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The number of people residing in uninhabitable dwellings is unknown.

Based on the average rate of growth between censuses, and excluding other
external factors, homelessness could stand at 23,409 in 2017 and reach 26,522
people by 2021.

Auckland’s Maori and Pacifica communities continue to be disproportionately
affected and the crisis is increasingly affecting working families, women, children
and young people, and LGBTIQ youth.

Those living in unaffordable housing and overcrowded conditions are at risk of
homelessness. The 2013 census found that:

¢ renting was unaffordable for 92,000 Auckland households
e 35,594 Auckland households (203,817 people) were living in overcrowded
conditions.

Homelessness has a complex set of determinants and results from the
interaction between structural and individual risk factors.

As structural challenges (particularly housing supply) increase, fewer individual risk
factors are needed to become homeless. Nationally 52 per cent of homeless adults
were working, studying or both (Amore, 2016). Of those working, the majority were
employed in low income professions and had lower educational attainment. This
suggests that the primary drivers of homelessness are structural conditions, i.e.
housing affordability, and unmet demand for social housing, rather than multiple or
complex individual needs.

All dimensions of homelessness are associated with adverse health, social
and economic outcomes.

Research shows children experiencing homelessness and transience experience
poorer educational and health outcomes, impacting on their future ability to break
the poverty cycle and escape homelessness as adults.

How is homelessness perceived in Auckland?
A number of assumptions and generalisations are made about those experiencing
homelessness, particularly rough sleepers.

No direct engagement with Aucklanders has been undertaken on this stage of work.
However Aucklanders have provided feedback on homelessness through two
recent surveys undertaken by Auckland Council: the annual budget (2017) and the
quality of life survey (2016).
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Views were typically polarised around those who believed the welfare system was
adequate and situations were a result of personal factors and those who believed
the current housing crisis was disadvantaging many people.

Auckland Plan submissions included comments about the council’s role versus that
of central government. Most comments indicated a belief that the council does have
a role to play in addressing homelessness, often alongside government as the
primary provider of social housing and social services.

The council’s quality of life survey (2016) asked respondents if they felt begging in
their local area was an issue. Thirty-eight per cent of respondents considered it to
be a big problem and a further 25 per cent thought it was a bit of a problem.

Housing First Auckland is a positive, collaborative step towards addressing
the problem.

Over 18 months, the pilot initiative seeks to end homelessness for 472 people,
approximately half of the current projected population (971) living without shelter in
the region. Analysis of the response to homelessness in Auckland found few
activities focused on ending homelessness for those in temporary accommodation,
sharing temporarily or in uninhabitable dwellings. Additionally, there is little focus on
preventing people becoming homeless in the first instance.

What has been learnt internationally?

A common theme among international cities was a highly articulated strategic
position and strong leadership in their approaches to addressing homelessness.
Many recognised they had an important role in recording and monitoring the nature,
extent and location of homelessness in their municipalities.

Coordination and collective action across councils, government and service
providers seem to form the most successful approaches to addressing
homelessness. This includes prevention activities, which the evidence suggests
results in savings.

Enforcement and exclusion approaches (including “move along” or criminalisation)
were found to shift or exacerbate the problem and not solve it. This approach has
been described as expensive, inappropriate, and futile.

The response to homelessness in Auckland

A viable system model has been used to assess the performance and identify gaps
in Auckland’s response to homelessness. Housing First Auckland has been
successful in bringing together government, the council and service providers
around a common goal of ending homelessness for rough sleepers.
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Current activities were found to focus on those without shelter and emergency
housing, with little focus on the other dimensions, or on prevention. There is a lack
of leadership and strong voice for Aucklanders on this issue. In the absence of an
agreed strategic direction nationally or regionally, there is no shared understanding
of the nature and scale of homelessness and efforts to address the problem are not
sufficiently integrated or coordinated.

Thirty-one key stakeholders were asked for their views on homelessness in
Auckland, and on what the council can do.

In the absence of a national homelessness strategy, many sought greater
leadership and direction from the council. A regional homelessness plan would
support collaboration, increase coordination, focused activities and investment.
Many expressed a need for a comprehensive monitor of homelessness which
would help increase efficiency.

Options available to the council in addressing homelessness

Lessons from other New Zealand cities and international experience, system
analysis and insights from informants have been used in the identification of options
available to the council. Addressing homelesshess is a complex process requiring
long term planning and commitment and will begin with the establishment of the
council’s policy position.

Establishing a policy position sets the overarching direction and vision for the
council’s response to homelessness. It will shape council’s policy, funding and
operational responses. It could also provide a focus for greater inter-sectoral
collaboration across all dimensions of homelessness and prevention.

This report presents four options for Auckland Council’s policy position and
associated role:

1. low tolerance (do less)

2. case by case (status quo)

3. responsive (do more)

4. progressive (do a lot more).

Option 3 is preferred. The objective is that where homelessness occurs, it should
be rare, brief and non-recurring.

This approach addresses the key gaps and fits with council’s mandate and current
resourcing’. It strengthens the impact of council’s activities by playing our role more
effectively, while still relying on central government to address the housing supply.

" Note that less than current capacity would allow for less than two FTEs to undertake this work.
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A shared vision and goals with coordination would galvanise a more cohesive and
integrated cross-sectoral response. It is affordable in the short term, but more
sustainable funding would be needed as current funding comes to an end. It signals
an incremental approach, and would create a foundation to consider Option 4 in the
future.

The continuum of options also presents a progressive approach which considers
the wider housing system determinants of homelessness. Exploration of potential
interventions to deliver more social and affordable housing is also recommended
with individual recommendations to be considered at subsequent committees.
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1 Introduction

This report addresses the September 2016 Regional Strategy and Policy
Committee request for: “further policy work to determine Auckland Council’s role
and position in addressing homelessness, including emergency housing”
(REG/2016/90).

It is based on a review of the international literature including case studies,
interviews with key informants in Auckland, and systems analysis of current
activities to identify gaps and opportunities.

The report describes the scale and nature of homelessness in Auckland; the
system level determinants and individual or household risk factors; the impact and
experience of homelessness; and evidence about interventions based on national
and international case studies.

The report then describes the activities of central government, Auckland Council,
non-government organisations (NGOs) and the private sector which aim to address
homelessness, and uses a systems analysis model to identify strengths and gaps.

This analysis is drawn together to inform a set of options for Auckland Council's
position and role in relation to improving, ending and preventing homelessness.
These options focus on the levers (or functions) available to the council. The
broader housing system determinants are acknowledged, but they are outside the
scope of this report as illustrated in Figure 1.

10
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2 Methodology

2.1 Approach to research

This work has been undertaken in four parts: review of the evidence including
national and international case studies, interviews with key informants, description
of current interventions and system analysis, and development and assessment of
options.

2.1.1 Review of the evidence
The desk-top literature review of published reports® was undertaken to:
s assess the scale and nature of homelessness in Auckland
¢ understand the complex determinants of homelessness
¢ identify the potential positicn and roles available to the council in
addressing homelessness, based on international approaches and best
practice.

Over 100 reports were reviewed including academic research and material
published by city governments, research agencies and NGOs in comparable
international cities.

2.1.2 Key informant interviews
Thirty one key individuals involved in homelessness work in Auckland were
interviewed including:

¢ academics

¢ government officials from the Ministry of Social Development (MSD),

Housing New Zealand Corporation (HNZC) and Te Puni KoKiri

¢ Maori organisation representatives

e abusiness association

¢ community and social service providers and advocates

e elected representatives.

The interviews were designed to obtain personal perspectives and experiences,
with a particular focus on where the council could be most effective. The reported
results are confidential and anonymous. Their insights have been used to
supplement research and data findings to provide a richer understanding of
homelessness. They do not reflect organisational views and were not intended as
formal engagement.

2
Note that no primary research was undertaken.

12
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It is anticipated that more formal engagement with the sector, including local
boards, will be undertaken following the council’'s agreement on its role and
positions during development work.

2.1.3 System analysis

Organisations working in the homelessness sector include central and local
government, NGOs and philanthropic organisations including community housing
providers.

System analysis, using the viable system model®, considered sector activities
across five categories:

e purpose and guidance

¢ scanning and planning

¢ tasking and resourcing

e coordination

e operational.

The analysis identified strengths and weaknesses in each area, and highlighted
opportunities for the council to play an effective role.

2.1.4 Options development and analysis

Drawing on this analysis, options and recommendations have been developed in
relation to Auckland Council’s position and role in relation to homelessness. Each
option is described with an analysis of associated strengths and risks. The options
for Auckland Council's potential role are then assessed against six criteria,
including how they would fit with a cross-sectoral approach, and how they would
support improving, ending and preventing homelessness.

2.2 Definitions of homelessness

2.2.1 Stats NZ definition

This report applies the Stats NZ (2015) definition of homelessness:
Homelessness is defined as a living situation where people with no other
options to acquire safe and secure housing are: without shelter, in temporary
accommodation, sharing accommodation temporarily with a household, or
living in uninhabitable housing.

Examples of living conditions associated with each dimension are illustrated in
Table 1.

3
Conceptual tool used to understand the working of an organisation or system to identify strengths and weakness
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Table 1: Dimensions of homelessness and associated living situations

Dimension of Living situation
homelessness
Without shelter Rough sleeping.
Improvised or makeshift shelter.
Vehicle.
Temporary Accommodation targeted for homeless people, including
accommodation emergency and transitional housing, such as women’s
refuges.

Commercial accommodation including camp grounds,
boarding houses, hotels or motels and marae.

This is described in more detail in Section 2.2.2.
Temporary resident | A short term arrangement where the ‘extra’ people live in
in a private dwelling | a severely crowded, permanent private dwelling (statistics
exclude the hosts). Examples include couch surfing.
Uninhabitable Residing in dilapidated dwellings or structures that lack
dwellings one or more basic amenities.

Living in overcrowded conditions, when the situation is ongoing and not temporary,
or more formal agreements are in place, is not regarded as homelessness (for
example, households renting out rooms). These households would be captured
within wider overcrowding figures®.

Stats NZ° (2014) defines overcrowding from a structural perspective where the
following conditions are not met:

e children under five years old of either sex may share a bedroom, but
children aged five to 18 should only share a bedroom if they are of the
same sex

e couples and people 18 and over are also allocated a bedroom.

Functional overcrowding also occurs when multiple members of the household
crowd into one room, often for heat. People in these circumstances are only
included in overcrowding statistics when they also meet the structural definition.

2.2.2 Temporary accommodation

Stats NZ regards those living in temporary accommodation, such as boarding
houses and camp grounds, as homeless, as they are, “not intended for long term
accommodation” (Stats NZ, 2015).

4
Assumption: The living situation is due to a lack of access to minimally adequate housing
The numbers of those living in as a temporary resident in a private dwelling are a subset of overcrowded statistics. The reliance on self-
reported date means there may be inaccuracy between the two classifications.

6
’ Statistics New Zealand use the Canadian National Occupancy Standard for analysis on crowding
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Those who reside in temporary accommodation, but have the financial means’ (or
another address) to access safe and secure accommodation, are excluded from
homelessness statistics.

Boarding houses are defined as:
Dwellings that are mainly intended for boarders, have lockable bedrooms
that are rented by the room, have communal facilities, and can
accommodate six or more boarders (Stats NZ, 2015).

Boarding house residents are identified as homeless when the living situation is not
a personal choice, but rather the result of a lack of, or inability to, access safe and
secure housing options® (Stats NZ, 2015).

While boarding houses have protection under the Residential Tenancies Act, they
have less security of tenure compared to standard tenancies in that:
e no fixed terms are allowed
¢ the landlord has the power to:
o establish and enforce house rules
o end the tenancy immediately if the tenant causes serious damage,
threatens or endangers the landlord or other tenants
o end the tenancy with 48 hours written notice if the tenant fails to pay
overdue rent, uses the dwelling for an illegal purpose or the room is
considered abandoned
o end the tenancy with 28 days written notice in all other cases and no
reason is required
¢ tenancies are between the landlord and the individual and residents have
no control over who they share accommodation with.

Camping grounds (including motor or caravan parks) provide temporary rather
than long-term accommodation. Those residing in camping grounds have no
protection under the Residential Tenancies Act.

People living in camping grounds who have no other options for safe, secure and
private accommodation, are classified as homeless by Stats NZ.

Emergency housing is temporary accommeodation for individuals and families who
have an urgent need for accommodation because they have nowhere else to stay,
or are unable to remain in the usual place of residence. Stays are short term (up to

7
UoO use a minimum income proxy to determine, in 2013 this was $25,001
Student accommodation (dorms / halls etc.) are excluded

15
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approximately 12 weeks) and may include support to obtain permanent housing
(Community Housing Aotearoa, 2016).

Night shelters are a form of emergency housing but differ in that they provide a bed
on a night-by-night basis, do not operate during day time hours, and no obligation is
placed on individuals to accept support to address their personal circumstances or
move into long term accommodation. Maximum lengths of stay are usually imposed
(between five and 14 nights). Some may provide a meal and offer facilities for
washing. Maximum lengths of stay are usually imposed (between five and 14
nights) with typical per night fees of $10 or $15 per night.

2.2.3 Minimally adequate housing

Severe housing deprivation is a term used by the University of Otago (UoQO) to
describe homelessness. UoO is funded by government to conduct homelessness
research. This term aligns closely with the official Stats NZ definition.

To be defined as homeless within UoO analysis, the living situation must arise from
lack of access to minimally adequate housing9 and they must have no other
address. Minimally adequate housing has three components (see Figure 2), of
which two must be lacking to be defined as homeless (Amore et al, 2013).

Figure 2: Components of minimally adequate housing (Amore, 2016)

Dimension Basic requirements
1 Enclosure
& & &

Roof Walls Floor
Habitability
(structural 2 Basic amenities
features)

@ ’ @ ’ ' @ ) @
Drinkable Toilet Bath or Cooking Energy
water shower facilities source

The dwelling is enclosed (as per habitability criterion 1); and

2 The dwelling has all basic amenities (as per habitability criterion 2); and
Privacy 3 The dwelling is managed by the resident/s on a day-to-day basis (not by
and an external party) — ie it is a private dwelling; and
control

4 The person is a permanent resident (ie not staying in the dwelling on a

temporary basis).

Security of Legal termination of tenancy rights are equal to the minimum provided to
tenure people living in private housing (in New Zealand, a periodic tenancy).

9

Lack of access means they are in the living situation because they can’t afford (determined through income proxy: in 2013, a minimum
threshold of $25,001 applied) to access more suitable accommodation and have no other address. For example, tourists who are
freedom camping lack minimally adequate housing but are not regarded as homeless.

16
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They include:

e Habitability: It is enclosed with a roof, floor and walls and has basic
amenities of drinkable water, a toilet, bath or shower, cooking facilities
and an energy source.

e Privacy and control: The dwelling is enclosed, has all the basic
amenities, is managed by the residents on a day to day bhasis (itis a
private dwelling), and the person is a permanent resident of the dwelling.

e Security of tenure: Legal tenancy rights are equivalent to the minimum
rights provided to people living in private housing.

While cold, damp and mouldy houses are of serious concern, they meet minimum
housing adequacy and occupants would not be regarded as homeless. Similarly,
those with the financial means to access minimally adequate accommodation, but
who choose not to, are excluded from homelessness statistics (for example, people
freedom camping).

2.3 Monitoring homelessness

There is no comprehensive monitoring of all dimensions of homelessness in New
Zealand.

The University of Otago (UoO) is funded by Stats NZ and HNZC to conduct
research into homelessness through the Official Statistics Research Programme.
They use census data supplemented from service providers’ measures of
homelessness (Amore et al, 2013). This is a primary data source, and is referenced
throughout this report.

The Auckland City Mission undertakes an annual street count of rough sleepers in
Auckland’s CBD within 3km of the Sky Tower.

2.4 Data gaps and limitations

While census data provides a useful snapshot, it is acknowledged that this probably
under-counts the scale of the problem. Issues which impact on data quality include:
¢ individuals (particularly rough sleepers) may be missed by the census
¢ reliance on self-reporting, including reluctance to disclose true living
circumstances particularly those who are in uninhabitable dwellings; and
where people living in crowded conditions do not record this as a
temporary arrangement; and
¢ lack of up to date information, due to five yearly census interval.

17
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Key messages

Homelessness includes those living without shelter, in temporary accommodation, as a
temporary resident in a private dwelling, or in uninhabitable dwellings.

There is no comprehensive monitoring of homelessness across all dimensions in New
Zealand. The University of Otago (UcQ) is funded by government to conduct
homelessness research using census data supplemented with data from service
providers.

The UoOQ classify a living situation as homelessness when the following conditions are
met:
e residing in one of the four dimensions of homelessness
o they must have no other address
o the living situation must arise from lack of access to minimally adequate
housing. There are three components of minimally adequate housing of which at
least two must be lacking to be defined as homeless:
o habitability
o privacy and control
o security of tenure.

18
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3 Homelessness in Auckland

This section describes who is currently experiencing, or is at risk of homelessness
in Auckland, future projections, and associated risk factors.

3.1 Prevalence

Census data and analysis by the UoO are the primary sources of data. As
illustrated in Figure 3, the 2013 census estimated that 20,296 Aucklanders were
homeless (Amore, 2016). This includes three dimensions of homelessness: those
without shelter, in temporary accommodation and sharing temporarily. The statistics
for each of these dimensions are described below. The number of people living in
uninhabitable housing is unknown.

Figure 3: Estimated 2013 homelessness figure in Auckland
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3.1.1 Approximately 771 people are living without shelter

The UoO estimates that the number of people living without shelter in Auckland was
771 people at the time of the 2013 census. There is no Auckland wide count of
those sleeping rough, or living in similar circumstances, such as in vehicles.
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Auckland City Mission holds an annual street count of rough sleepers within a 3km
radius of the Sky Tower. The 2016 street count revealed 177 people sleeping rough
with a further 51 people residing in James Liston Hostel or listed as patients at
Auckland, Te Whetu Tawera or Starship hospitals who would otherwise be
homeless (Auckland City Mission, 2016).

3.1.2 Approximately 3175 people living in temporary accommodation

The figure of 3175 people includes those living in boarding houses and grounds (no
breakdown available). It is derived from UoO analysis of data from the census and
emergency housing providers.

Census data provides some detail on those living in boarding houses.

¢ |In 2013, an estimated 1362 people resided in 66 Auckland boarding
houses.

¢ Mangere-Otahuhu, Albert-Eden and Waitemata had the highest numbers
of people living in boarding houses (Stats NZ, 2014).

+ Half had lived there less than a year, a third had lived there between one
and four years, and one in ten people had lived there for five to nine
years.

¢ About half were employed.

e 60 per cent of residents had a personal income of $20,000 or less (those
aged over 15).

¢ Maori were over-represented, comprising around 22 per cent of the
residents, but only 10.7 per cent of the Auckland population.

s Pacific people were also over-represented, comprising over 29 per cent
of residents, but 14.6 per cent of the Auckland population.

The true number residing in boarding houses is likely to be significantly under-
counted. There is no requirement for boarding houses to be registered. Typically
boarding houses only become known when complaints or other compliance activity
occur.

3.1.3 Approximately 16,350 people sharing temporarily

Based on UoO analysis of the 2013 census, an estimated 16,350 Aucklanders were
sharing temporarily in severely crowded household. The transience of this group,
and reliance on self-reporting means this number may be under-counted, or that
there is some duplication with rates of overcrowding.
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3.1.4 Unknown number of people living in uninhabitable dwellings

The numbers of those living in uninhabitable dwellings is largely unknown.
Anecdotal evidence however, suggests this is a particularly significant problem in
some parts of South Auckland. The media, particularly during winter 2016, have
highlighted the number of people living in uninhabitable dwellings such as garages
or sleeping in vehicles, either sleeping rough or renting driveways' "' '2. One key
informant noted that families are making hard choices about where to live, for
example renting a room or a garage in an already overcrowded household
(Informant 5).

While not desirable or fit for purpose, uninhabitable dwellings provide
accommodation for people with very limited choice. This option is likely to be
keeping a number of people from more severe circumstances, such as sleeping
rough or in vehicles.

3.2 Trends

Homelessness increased slightly between 2001 and 2006, and dramatically (by 26
per cent) between 2006 and 2013. In 2006, there were 14,848 homeless people,
and by 2013, there were 20,296 — a rate increase from 11/1000 to 14/1000 (Amore,
2016).

Changes in the determinants of homelessness (as described in Section 4), such as
increasing barriers to home ownership and private rentals, suggest that both the
number and rate are likely to have increased significantly since 2013. Data shows
an increasing number of homeless people who are working or are part of families
with children.

More accurate data won't be available until the next census, which is scheduled for
March 2018.

Projection analysis using census data, excluding any other factors as influences,
predicts the number of homeless people in Auckland could stand at 23,409 in 2017
and increase to 26,522 by 2021, as shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4 also shows wider market conditions. The mean rent is taken from the
Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment’s mean rent data for the Auckland

0
http://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-zealand/2016/07/predatory-property-managers-renting-out-auckland-garages.html|

" http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/features/2016/08/zealand-homeless-living-cars-garages-160811062112936.html|

http://www.radionz.co.nz/news/national/309571/families-housed-in-garages,-cramped-rooms.,-face-eviction
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region, taken from June each year ($532 June 2017). The annual Demographia
Report is used for median house price to median household income ratio. The
median multiple, the median house price divided by the median household income
(Demographia, 2016), reached 10 as of 2016.

Figure 4: Homelessness and market conditions

Number of homeless people (UoO severely housing 3 Last Census

deprived data)
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3.3 How many people are at risk of homelessness?

Many interrelated factors contribute to increased risk of homelessness, and
quantifying the number at risk is challenging. Individual / household level risk
factors (e.g. low income) are compounded by housing system (e.g. housing supply)
and structural socio-economic (e.g. inequality) factors.

A Canadian report (Stephen, et al 2013) found homelessnhess was associated with:

¢ not having enough income to meet basic needs

e spending a greater percentage of income on housing

e moderate to severe food insecurity

o tight rental markets, rising rents and lack of affordable rentals

¢ incomes that are stagnating, declining or not rising enough to cover
rising rental costs

o fall in average earnings by the least wealthy, even during times of
sustained economic and employment growth.
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Overcrowding is a result of housing unaffordability and is a key risk factor for
homelessness.

3.3.1 Affordability
Housing affordability is defined as a household paying no more than 30 per cent of
gross household income on housing costs'>.

The Ministry for Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) released a housing
affordability measure'* in May 2017. This measure calculates the residual income'
for two population groups, renters'® and potential first home buyers .

The amount of residual income a household has per week is then classified as
being above or below the affordability threshold®. If this figure is lower than the
$662 threshold, then housing is determined to be unaffordable.

Data is available up to June 2015 and shows housing is unaffordable for (MBIE,
2017):

e 86 per cent of Auckland potential first home buyers

e 63 per cent of Auckland’s renting households.

Based on 2013 census data, 92,000 renting Auckland households spent more than
30 per cent of gross household income on housing (Stats NZ, 2013).
e Household income up to $30,000 = 27,000 households.
e Household income between $30,000 and $50,000 = 38,000 households.
e Household income between $50,000 and $70,000 = 17,000 households.
¢ Household income over $70,000 = 10,000 households.

Most affected are households in the $30,000 to $50,000 income brackets. These
groups would typically be ineligible for state housing and have difficulties affording
private rental accommodation and other expenses, like food and heating.

Lower income groups face additional challenges in meeting unexpected costs, such
as a vehicle breakdown. There is anecdotal evidence (Informant 21) of an
increasing reliance on short term lending due to an inability to access traditional
financing. Such loans attract high interest rates which can become unmanageable,
adding to financial pressure and potentially risking a tenancy.

** Auckland Plan definition and used internationally.

M Eull methodology available at: http://www.mbie.govt.nz/info-services/housing-property/sector-information-and-statistics/housing-
affordability-measure

» Money left over after housing costs

'® Caleulated on actual costs

" Money left over if they were to transition to home ownership in a modest one to two bedroom home in the area in which they
currently live

*® The 2013 National affordability benchmark
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3.3.2 Overcrowding

In 2013 there were 203,817 Aucklanders (35,594 households) living in
overcrowded'® conditions (Stats NZ, 2014). Pacific people are the most affected
group in this category, followed by Maori.

Overcrowding is a common way to reduce housing costs and avoid living without
shelter or in an uninhabitable dwelling. There is a well-established association
between overcrowding and adverse health and wellbeing outcomes, including
avoidable diseases such as rheumatic fever, and respiratory illness.

Living in an overcrowded home can be precarious. Relationships can become
strained, family and social support networks are progressively used up as the
welcome is outstayed, this can eventually result in homelessness (Groot et al,
2008).

3.4 Vulnerable populations

Table 2 sets out the prevalence of homelessness among priority populations in New
Zealand.

Table 2: Priority populations
Low income households
Rates of homelessness have increased at a faster rate among low income
households, including families with children. As a proportion of homeless
households (Amore, 2016):
s sole parent households with dependent comprised of 43 per cent (14,727
households) of the population, up from 38 per cent (10,792 households)
in 2006
¢ couples with dependent children comprised of 21 per cent (7070
households) of the population, up from 15 per cent in 2006.

Fifty two per cent of homeless adults were working, studying or both (Amore, 2016).
It has been found that most of these groups do not have complex needs and
homelessness could be virtually eliminated if housing affordability is addressed
(Fitzpatrick et al, 2012).
Maori and Pacific peoples
Maori and Pacific populations were over-represented in the homeless population in
2013 (nationally). Compared to European New Zealanders (Amore, 2016):

¢ Pacific people were ten times more likely to be homeless

? Overcrowded conditions are not included in homelessness statistics where the arrangement is ongoing (i.e. no sharing temporarily in a
severely crowded household)
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¢ Maori were found to be five times more likely to be homeless.

Maori and Pacific people have the lowest median income levels. They have the
lowest rates of home ownership and are more likely to be in rental accommodation.

Overcrowding rates are highest among Pacific people, followed by Maori. At the
time of the 2013 census (Stats NZ, 2014):
¢ 81,642 Pacific people lived in an overcrowded house
« Half of Pacific young people aged zero to 24 lived in a crowded house
e 33,702 people where Maori.

Issues for Maori are discussed in further detail in Section 3.5.
Women
In 2013, 48 per cent of homeless people were women (Amore, 2016).

The number of homeless sole parent households is growing. These households are
most likely to be headed by women. Women are at higher risk of domestic violence
from partners or family members. One in three women experience physical and or
sexual violence from a partner in their lifetime, and 76 per cent of recorded assaults
against females are committed by a family member®’. Risk of homelessness
increases if she chooses to leave her situation (MSD accessed June 2017).
 “Alarge driver of women (with children) seeking refuge is violence
associated with overcrowding, not just from parents, but other household
members.” (Informant 20).
e “Eighty per cent of people seeking support at Christmas were women,
and lots of grandmothers.” (Informant 13).
Young people
There are concerns about the growing number of young people who are homeless.
e Fifty one per cent of the homeless population was under 24 years of age
(Amore, 2016), including 24 per cent (9596 people) under 15, and 27 per
cent (11,076 people) aged 15 to 24.
e Over 63,150 children aged below 15 were living in an overcrowded at the
time of the 2013 census (Stats NZ, 2014).
LGBTIQ groups
Wellbeing during adolescence is critically important for establishing healthy patterns
in adult life. The additional challenges and discrimination that LBGTIQ young
people face adversely affect their wellbeing as widely documented (Reid et al,
2017).

20
Statistics from Ministry of Social Development ‘Family Violence: It’s not OK’, Accessed 16.06.17 http://areyouck.org.nz/family-
violence/statistics/
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Associated mental health impacts can increase an individual’s risk factors for
homelessness. There is no available New Zealand data on LBGTIQ homelessness,
but international and anecdotal evidence confirms that LGBTIQ youth are over-
represented in the homeless youth population.

Safety is a concern in emergency shelters, meaning people either don’t access
these services or go to efforts not to disclose their identity (Abramovich, Shelton,
2017). In addition, existing services may not provide the required levels of support.
« “Family rejection, poverty, a lack of specialised social services and
discrimination in housing and shelters, employment and education all
make it extremely difficult for LGBTQ2S? youth to secure safe and
affirming places to live.” (Abramovich, Shelton, 2017)

3.5 Experience of homelessness among Maori

Maori are the second most affected ethnic group experiencing homelessness, after
Pacific peoples and are over-represented among the homeless population (New
Zealand Coalition to End Homelessness, 2009; Lysnar et al, 2016; Groot, et al,
2008). Maori were found to be five times more likely than Eurcpean groups to be
homeless (Amore, 2016)%.

The majority of rough sleepers in Auckland are of Maori decent and more likely to
be male (Groot et al, 2008). Auckland City Mission’s 2016 street count (refer to
Section 3.1) found the number of rough sleepers who identified as Maori increased
from 42 per cent in 2014 to 53 per cent in 2016 (Auckland City Mission, 2016). Over
80 per cent of the Housing First participants in the central city are Maori®*,

Maori are also over-represented in overcrowding, substandard accommodation and
boarding housing statistics (Lysnar et al, 2016).

The additional complexities and unique factors faced by Maori are illustrated in
Figure 5 and discussed in more detail within this section.

21

LGBTQ2S is an acronym for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender or transsexual, queer or questioning, and two-spirited

Derived from prevalence figures: out of every 1000 European people, four were likely to be homeless. Out of every 1000 Maori
people 21 were likely to be homeless and out of every 1000 Pacific people, 39 were likely to be homeless

= Auckland City Mission street count is a 3km radius of the Sky Tower
2 https://www.lifewise.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Infographic-Housing-First-July-2017.jpg

26

Auckland Council's position and role in improving, ending and preventing homelessness Page 168



Environment and Community Committee Auckland %
i

ncil

08 August 2017 Council 2=

Figure 5: Complexities and risk factors for Maori
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3.5.1 Structural and historic disadvantage

The experience of homelessness among Maori is similar to many indigenous
societies who “have been adversely affected by colonisation and processes of
cultural, social and economic domination” (Groot et al, 2011).

Homelessness for Maori has been described as a structural issue, stemming from
vulnerability of poverty and socio-economic exclusion (New Zealand Coalition to
End Homelessness, 2016). Poverty and homelessness are ‘endemic’ to legacies of
colonialism (Groot, Peters, 2016), coerced rural-urban migration and systemic
discrimination in employment and housing markets (Alaazi et al, 2015). This history
creates and embeds structural disadvantage, on-going marginalisation and
outcomes inequalities.

It has been noted that solving homelessness for indigenous communities requires
awareness of euro-centric assumptions about housing, and recognition of non-
western needs and preferences (Alaazi et al, 2015).

3.5.2 Multiple risk factors

Figure 5 shows the risk of homeless is exacerbated by adverse life events, such as
abuse, relationship breakdowns, mental health issues, and personal vulnerability
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that come with poverty (Lysnar et al, 2016). Many M&ori have multiple risk factors
which contribute to the risk of homelessness.
¢ One-third of Maori have no qualifications and only 22 per cent have a
personal income of $50,001 or more (Lyshar et al, 2016).
¢ On average, Maori have the poorest health status of any ethnic group in

New Zealand (New Zealand Coalition to End Homelessness, 2016).

o Maori (and Pacific children) living in socio-economically deprived
areas are more likely than other groups to be exposed to potential risk
factors for childhood hospitalisation (New Zealand Education Institute,
2016) and communicable diseases, such as rheumatic fever.

o High housing costs combined with low incomes leaves little for
nutritious food and a potential reliance on food banks.

¢ Maori have the second highest rates of crowding in Auckland.

o Twenty five per cent of Maori live in crowded conditions (Stats NZ,
2014).

o Crowding can strain relationships and lead to increased rates of
violence and abuse in the home.

3.5.3 Discrimination in the private rental market

A 2013 National Landlord Survey identified the most desirable tenants as
professional couples and the least desirable as large families, students and sole
parents (Auckland Council, 2013). Age, family size, income and ethnicity can be
sources of discrimination in the private rental market.

Regardless of income, M&ori are more likely to need rental accommodation
(because they are less likely to own a home) compared to Europeans (Auckland
Council, 2013). In the context of tight competition for affordable, quality and secure
housing, Maori also face discrimination which increases the likelihood of being
homelessness (Salvation Army, 2015). Discrimination is a further barrier to housing
access for Maori (Lysnar et al, 2016), and a key determinant of housing outcomes
(Auckland Council, 2013).

In addition, there is a limited supply of affordable availability of housing large
enough for bigger families (Lysnar et al, 2016).

3.5.4 Lack of culturally appropriate services

The New Zealand Coalition to End Homelessness (2016) found that many
government agencies and mainstream service providers were not equipped to offer
culturally sensitive services to Maori.

The coalition identified the need for a holistic approach that empowers and re-
connects people spiritually, physically and culturally to the land and their whanau,
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hapu and iwi (New Zealand Coalition to End Homelessness, 2016). Informant
interviewees 18, 19 and 27 also spoke of the importance of culturally appropriate
services and aspirations for inter-generational housingzs_

Homelessness for anyone impacts negatively on health and wellbeing. It
disconnects people from supportive networks leading to no sense of belonging,
stress and a lack of self-esteem. There are additional unique complexities for Maori
such as a loss of physical connection with their whanau, hapu and iwi which results
in cultural and spiritual disconnection to varying degrees (New Zealand Coalition to
End Homelessness, 2016).

Key messages

Homelessness increased 26 per cent between the 2006 and 2013 censuses. Rates
are expected to remain high, and are likely to increase as Auckland’s housing crisis
continues to intensify.

The groups affected by homelessness have expanded to include those which may not
have been homeless in more a more favourable housing system (e.g. where the
supply of affordable rental housing and access to social housing was adequate):

¢ working low income households

« families with children

e sole parent households

e children and young people.

Pacific peoples were found to be ten times more likely to be homeless in New
Zealand than European groups, and Maori five times more likely (Amore, 2016).
Additionally, Maori experience additional complexities and risk factors relating to
homelessness and are affected by structural disadvantage.

25 " . . . . . "

Inter-generational or multi-generational housing can describe a living arrangement of different ages or generations living together,
often extended family. While this can occur due to financial constraints, this section refers to a cultural preference for inter-
generational living.
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4 Determinants of homelessness

4.1 Frameworks

Two frameworks for understanding the determinants of homelessness are outlined
in this section. This report highlights the intersection of structural conditions,
particularly the housing system, and individual risk factors as the key determinant of
homelessness. These factors are described below, along with broader policy
settings that impact on housing outcomes.

4.1.1 Socio-ecological model of homelessness

This socio-ecological model (Figure 6) illustrates the multi-level factors that
influence homelessness outcomes. These inter-related factors range from broad,
structural factors such as national policy settings, to organisational, community and
individual risk factors.

The broader socio-economic and housing system conditions have universal
impacts. For vulnerable individuals and households however, accumulated personal
factors combined with housing market conditions can lead to homelessness. For
this group, one significant event such as job loss, iliness or the end of a
relationship, can be the tipping point. This highlights the importance of integrated
cross-sectoral efforts to reduce risk factors and strengthen protective personal
factors, and to address structural factors such as housing demand and supply.

4.1.2 Structural and individualist perspectives

There are two main views to explain homelessness and shape ideas about
solutions: individualist and structural. A pure individualist approach considers
homelessness as a result of an individual’s life choices and personal failings
(Leggatt-Cook et al, 2014) where prevention is the responsibility of the individual
(Anderson et al, 2003).

A structural perspective sees homelessness as the result of system failure, and
therefore the responsibility of the government to address. This requires broad
societal change to correct system failures, structural inequalities and unequal
outcomes (Leggatt-Cook et al, 2014). System failures include:
¢ housing market changes, economic restructuring, labour market
changes, poverty and inequality (Leggatt-Cook et al, 2014)
¢ social and economic policies which result in homelessness ‘triggers’
such as unemployment, poor housing affordability and welfare changes
(Schanes, 2011)
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e areduction in the availability (supply relative to demand) and eligibility of
social housing (Anderson et al, 2003).

Figure 6: Socio-ecological model of homelessness
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There is an emerging consensus among researchers that homelessness is a result
of the interaction between individual risk factors and adverse structural conditions
(Wood et al, 2015). This is illustrated in Figure 7. Where market forces dictate the
housing system the most vulnerable are most likely to miss out (Salvation Army,
2015). Affordable housing is not the only solution to homelessness, but an
adequate supply is required to successfully address it (Stephen et al, 2013).

Figure 7 explores this relationship and demonstrates how the number of individual
risk factors required to enter homelessness reduces as structural challenges grow.
Where structural conditions are favourable in terms of supply of affordable and
social housing, fewer individuals are homeless.
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A lack of affordable housing was found to be the primary cause of homelessness
for families:
Only a minority of statutorily homeless families had complex support needs,
with most becoming homeless as a result of the difficulties they faced as low-
income households competing in tight housing markets (Fitzpatrick et al,
2012).

As structural conditions become more adverse, the supply of affordable and social
housing declines so fewer individual risk factors are required to become homeless.
In Auckland, where a number of structural failures are evident, those at risk of, or
currently experiencing homelessness, include individuals and households in paid
employment.

Figure 7: Drivers of homelessness
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4.2 Structural conditions

4.2.1 Housing system
This section demonstrates failures in the housing system by looking at wider
housing market conditions and unmet housing need. A shortage of housing
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combined with severe housing affordability challenges has placed more
Aucklanders at risk of homelessness. Population growth and failure of higher
income groups to transition into home ownership, has placed extra demands on the
rental market, as well as social and emergency housing.

4.21.1 Housing continuum

The housing continuum is a way of considering housing tenures in terms of
security, affordability and subsidy. Tenures to the left require high levels of subsidy
(from government, council, and/or community housing providers) to make them
affordable for lower income groups. Moving along the right of the continuum,
household income levels increase, along with security of housing and levels of
subsidies and intervention decreases.

Housing system pressures are pushing people towards the left of the continuum, as
demonstrated in Figure 8. Those who are unable to afford to purchase a home, look
to private rentals. This increases the demand for private rentals and landlords are
able to prioritise renters with higher income and those deemed more desirable.

Those who are unable to attain a private rental look to assisted ownership or rental
options. Where this option is not possible, social housing and then emergency
housing is sought. Homelessness is the outcome when none of these options are
available. This pattern also means that people with fewer personal risk factors are
experiencing inadequate housing (as illustrated in Figure 7 — Drivers of
homelessness).

Figure 8 illustrates relative unmet demand across the housing continuum,
highlighting the housing supply-side pressures that can lead to homelessness. It is
assumed that homeless people primarily represent unmet demand for social
housing and assisted rental, affordable private rental, and short-term emergency
housing

Unmet housing demand for each component on the continuum is discussed below.

4.21.2 Private ownership

Figure 8 considers unmet demand for home ownership against the Auckland Plan
target to maintain home ownership at 64 per cent (the 2006 baseline). In 2013,
home ownership had declined to 61 per cent. This represents approximately 33,000
households which are most likely to be in the private rental market.

As of the 2013 census, there were 268,941 owner occupied households (Goodyear,
Fabian, 2014). Twenty-eight per cent of owner occupiers were paying more than 30
per cent of their income in housing costs (Stats NZ, 2014). Those on higher
incomes will be able to meet other household expenses, while those on lower
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incomes will often struggle, and even small changes in their financial circumstances
(such as interest rate rises) may place them at risk of losing their home.

Figure 8: Unmet demand across the housing continuum in 2013

4.2.1.3 Private rental

At the time of the 2013 census there were 116,571 private renting households
(Goodyear, Fabian, 2014) in Auckland. Overcrowding rates®® have been used to
estimate unmet demand for private rentals, assisted rental and social housing.
The ‘extra’ people in overcrowded accommodation have the potential to create an
additional 9400 tenancies (Figure 8). Extra people have only been selected for
multiple household dwellings. For example, where a single family is overcrowded
(e.g. two adults and three children sharing a two-bedroom house), they have been
removed from the calculation as there are no ‘extra’ people to form their own
tenancy, they just need a larger house and wouldn’t form an additional household.

“One of the causal factors of homelessness in Auckland relates to
exclusion from the rental market either socially or economically.”
(Salvation Army, 2015)

* Extracting the ‘extra’ persons in a household and making assumptions on how many tenancies they may form
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Pressure is increasing across all income brackets, people are residing in rental
dwellings for longer. Residing in the private rental market presents a number of risk
factors for homelessness.

Housing costs were unaffordable for 44 per cent of Auckland renters at the time of
the census (Stats NZ, 2014). Higher income renters may represent unmet demand
for home ownership, either independently or through assisted ownership schemes.

4.2.1.4 Policy settings and the rental market
Policy settings still reflect the past where rental housing was a small, residual
market and do not reflect the realities of a tenure revolution.

By international standards, New Zealand's security of tenure is low. Landlords
can end a tenancy for no reason with 90 days written notice, and in some
circumstances only 42 days written notice is required. While fixed term
tenancies cannot be terminated early, there is no obligation that leases will be
renewed.

A key feature of Auckland rental market is that many landlords are sole investors.
They purchase rental properties for capital gain or additional income, rather than
providing a socially driven service. This means rents can be commercially driven
and may rise frequently, particularly in times of high demand.

4.2.1.5 Economic exclusion

The rental market has typically been relied on as a source of affordable
accommodation for lower income groups. As rents and competition for affordable,
quality rental stock increases, these groups increasingly lose out to more desirable,
higher income groups.

Rents in Auckland have risen faster than inflation over the past five years:
Especially in the Auckland isthmus suburbs ... where lower quartile rents
have most often risen by more than 20 per cent in inflation adjusted terms
(Salvation Army, 2015).

An additional pressure for eligible renters in Auckland is that the government’s
accommodation supplement is not linked to the rising levels of rent in Auckland.
High rents and frequent moves means limited ability to save for financial shocks, a
future house deposit or to cover the costs of future moves.

4.2.1.6 Gentrification
Gentrification has changed the face of many traditionally working class suburbs.
Low income groups are increasingly pushed to the fringes of Auckland to find
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