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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview

Thisstudy has confirmed many of the sametrendsrevealedin our first report based on the July, 2000
datacollection. Themagnitude of the problem wasverified, with 341 homel essindividual sidentified
in January compared with 407 individualsidentified in July. Furthermore, in January, 2001, 100 of
theseindividuds (29%) were absol utely homel ess, using the restrictive definition of homelessness
that hasbeen rejected by many asunderestimating the problem (Casavant, 1999).The strong presence
of women and children among Sudbury’ s homel ess population was confirmed in the current study,
aswasthe over-representation of First Nations people. However, oneimportant difference between
the Time 1 and Time 2 studies was that the proportion of Francophonesin the homeless popul ation
matched their numbersin thetotal populationin thelatter, whilethey wereunder-represented in the
former.The neighbourhood survey also produced similar findings as the earlier study, with 10
homeless individuals identified in July, 2000 and 7 in January (4.2% and 3.6% of households,
respectively).

Introduction and Background

At the local level, the Socia Planning Council of Sudbury (SPC) has been working with the
Advisory Committee on Emergency Shelter (ACES), the City of Greater Sudbury, and other
community partners to gather information on the extent of the problem, coordinate local services,
and address the issue. In July, 2000, the SPC conducted the first comprehensive study of
homelessness in Sudbury. A mixed-methods study was designed to enable the collection of
guantitative and qualitative data on the problem. After the release of the findings of the July, 2000
sudy, the City of Greater Sudbury made a joint commitment with the Social Planning Council to
undertake a three-year program of research on homeessness in order to track changes in
homelessness over time and to study various dimensions of the problem locally.

This report describes the foll owing:

« the numbers of people who are absolutely homeless and those at high risk of homel essness,

«  breakdowns on background characteristics including children, youth, women, men, cultural
groups (i.e. those of Anglo/European origins, First Nations people, and francophones);

« agendes used by homeless individuals and families and reasons for homel essness;

« theextent of hidden homelessness;

« local residents opinions regarding homelessness; and

« observations of sitesin the city centre occupied by homeless people during the winter.

Defining Homelessness

Like the Time 1 study on homelessness in Sudbury, the current project adopted an inclusive
definition of homel essness by takinginto account peoplewho were vulnerableto becoming homel ess
in addition to those who were absolutely homeless at the time of the study (i.e. the approach taken
by the Mayor’ sHomel essness A ction Task Force, Toronto). Thedefinition usedinthe Toronto study
was based on work by Daly (1996) and views homeless people as those who are absolutely,
periodicdly, or temporarily without shdter, as well asthose who are at substantial risk of being in
the street in theimmediate future. However, the Time 2 study dso identified and enumerated those
who were absolutel y without housing.
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Research Methodology

To enable comparisons with the Time 1 study conducted in July, 2000, the same mixed-methods

design was used. Quantitative and qualitative datawere collected in three phases that were ongoing

simultaneously during the week of January 22™ to 28", 2001 (asurvey of service providerswas not
repeated in Time 2). The three phases included:

« A count of the homel ess popul ation usng emergency shelters, social service agencies, and other
services supporting thispopulation in Sudbury, including the identification of individualswho
were absolutely homeless,

« A faceto-face survey of households in a random sample of neighbourhoods in the city of
Sudbury; and

« Qualitative field research in settings occupied by homeless people in the downtown core.

Key Findings

Phase I: Count of Homeless People

An unduplicated count was obtained by examining the first, middle, and last initials of each

individud, as well as their date of birth and gender; individuals with identical information were

treated as the same person and the duplicated information was eliminated from the final database.

Thebackground information enabled usto identify 341 different homel essindividual swho used the

services of one or more of the agencies during the week of January 22™ to 28™ or were staying

temporarily lessthan five nights per week in the homes of participants of the neighbourhood survey.

Theoverall number of homeless people was slightly lower than in July, 2000 when 407 individuas

were identified. The characterigtics of the homeless population were as follows:

« 100 peoplein Sudbury were asol utely homel essin | ate January, 2001. Half of theseindividuals
were female (50%), 19% were Aboriginals, 20% were Francophones, and just over half were
of Anglo/European origins (54%). Over athird were children (9%) or adolescents (27%) and
the remainder were adults between the ages of 20 to 59 years of age. The children were with
their mothers at the YWCA Genevra House.

«  The 341 peopleidentified in the homeless count included 43 infants and children under age 13,
61 adolescents aged 13 to 19, and four seniors over the age of 65. These findings were similar
to those noted in Time 1.

«  Women represented a dightly larger proportion of the people who were homeless in January
(40.6%) compared with July (36.9%).

« Aswasalso found in July, 2000, the majority of homeless people had European backgrounds
(72.5% in 2000 and 75.6 in 2001).

«  While Francophones were under-represented in the July 2000 count, they accounted for 24.2%
of the homeless people in January 2000.

« Similar to the finding in July 2000, Native people were greatly over-represented among the
homeless population, with 25.8% being Aboriginal in July and 21.5% in January.

«  Themgority of both men and women who were homel ess were single/unattached (85% of the
men and 77% of the women).

« InJanuary, aslightlylarger proportion of thehomel essadultswith children werewomen, single
or divorced individuds, and people who were not receiving any social assi stance or government
benefits, compared with July.
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Asin July, the subgroups of the homel ess population who werelesslikely to bereceiving socia
support payments were youth, seniors, and Francophones.

Whilethe samereasonsfor homelessness weregiven at both data collection points, therelative
importanceof thereasonsdiffered somewhat. Whilethe primary reasons given for home essness
in July were unemployment and | ow wages, thesewere cited by a smaller proportion of people
in January. In contrast, domestic violence was the main reason for homelessness in January.

Phase II: Neighbourhood Survey

The survey gathered information on public opinions regarding the reasons for homelessness in
Sudbury, factorsrelated to homel essness, personal experienceswith homeless peopleand perceived
solutionsto the problem. Intotal, 195 residents participated in the survey in January compared with
236 in July. The Time 2 participants ranged in age from 17 to 87, with a mean of age 44.

Seven homeless individuals were identified as staying temporarily in the homes of relatives or
friends (i.e. 7 in 195 households). This represents 3.6% of those surveyed, a rate that was
slightly lower than that observed in July, 2000 (4.2%).

The respondents in the January, 2001 neighbourhood survey generally identified the same
reasonsfor homelessnessin Sudbury as did the sample from July, 2000. The two main reasons
identified were government policies and cut-backs and unemployment or lack of education.
A larger proportion of the 2001 respondents believed that government policies, cut-backs, and
alack of funding for social assistance were causes of homelessness. In addition, nearly twice
as many people identified mental health or health problems as reasons for homel essness.

The main difference between the responses of residents and the homel ess peopl e regarding the
reasons for homel essness was that the residents did not recogni ze the extent to which domestic
violence is afactor related to homelessness.

Another difference stemmed from the belief of some residents that homelessness results from
personal failure or alifestyle choice while none of the homeless people reported this.

A smaller proportion of theresidents in the January study reported that they, afamily member,
or a personal friend had been homeless compared to the July, 2000 study (19% vs. 34.6%,
respectively). The primary reasons given for the homelessness were family issues,
unemployment or poverty, domestic violence, substance abuse, and alack of aff ordablehousing.
IncomparisonwiththeJuly, 2000 survey, asmaller proportion of the January, 2001 respondents
indicated that they personally knew someone in Sudbury who was homeless (35.9% versus
23.2% respectively). Those who knew someone stated that the most common reasons gave
somewhat different responses compared to the more general question on personal experiences
with homelessness (i.e. among themselves, family, or friends) since substance abuse,
unemployment, familyissues, problemswith social assistance, and mental illnessor illnesswere
given most often as explanations for acquaintances in Sudbury being homeless.

Asinthe Time 1 survey, the primary solution to homelessnessidentified by the residents was
to provide more government funding for welfare, socia services and programs to support
homeless people. In addition, over twice as many of the Time 2 respondents mentioned the
establishment of shelterscompared to Time 1. The other strategiesmentioned most oftenin both
studies pertained to creating more jobs and job assistance and working to create affordable
housi ng.
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Phase I1I: Field Observations

Foyer Notre Dame House (Outreach Program), the Y outh Action Centre Intravenous Drug Unit
(IDU), and the Sudbury Regional Police Service assisted with the study by serving askey informants
and enabling members of the research team to accompany front-line workers or officers on regular
evening/night shifts during the week of the Time 2 study. Thefrigid temperaturesin January had an
obvious effect on the homeless population—it is simply not possible for people to sleep outdoors
in the park or on benches. The temperature during the seven days between January 22™ and 28"
varied between amaximum of -1 °C and aminimum of -17.5 °C with amean temperature of -8, and
snow or icepelletswererecorded every day except for January 26™. The mainthemesemerging from
the field observations in July, 2000 and January, 2001 were quite similar. Eight issues were
identified through the field work, including mental illness, substance abuse, the routinization of
homel essness, supportive relationships among homel ess people, accessing services, hedth issues,
and finding a place to kegp warm, and homel ess adol escents.

Recommendations

Seventeen recommendationswere devel oped on the basis of the findings of the July, 2000 study and
these recommendations were reviewed by service providersin Sudbury. They aso prioritized the
recommendationsto identify ten that should be the focus of local action. Given the similarity inthe
trends identified in the two studies, it is recommended that community efforts to address
homel essness continue to focus on these ten priorities:

1) Provide more funding for shelters and beds for homel ess people.

2) Implement measures to ensure that new affordable rental housing is developed and existing
low cost, appropriate rental housing is preserved.

3) Develop strategies for addressing the needs of homel ess people with mental illness.

4) Provide more support services and financial support to homelessand |ow income peopleto
assist them in making the transition to stable housing and to reduce the risk of homelessness
in the future.

5) Consult with First Nations and Francophone organi zationsin order to develop strategiesfor
addressing the needs of homeless people in these cultural groups.

6) Review the shelter arrangements for women who are not victims of domestic violence and
establish beds for women who do not require or ae averse to heightened security
arrangements.

7) Enhance outreach services to homeless people in Sudbury in order to connect them with
existing community resources.

8) Involve consumers in the development of new services and the enhancement of existing
Services.
9) Pressthefederal and provincial governmentsto implement policy changes that will address

the underlying causes of the problem.

10)  Providefundingfor community-based workerswho will engageinfollow-up activitieswith
clientsand offer ongoing support servicesto assist clientsin making a successful transition
into gable housing in the community.
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INTRODUCTION

There has been increasng public attention given to the issue of mass homelessness in Canada and
the manner in which social change has contributed to this growing problem. AsHulchanski (2000,
p. 2) has argued, various institutions, policies, and practices have created and sustained mass
homel essness by failing to address “ homeless making processes’. Rising rent costs and the lack of
affordable housing, inadequate level s of public assistance, harsh/punitive attitudes toward the poor,
unemployment and low wages, the economic impeact of illness or disability, and family violence or
abuse are all processes that are linked to homel essness.

Surveys conducted by the CanadaM ortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) during thelate 1990s
and 2000 showed that there was a high level of awareness among Canadians regarding the rising
numbers of homeless people and the higher proportions of women, children, and families among
them than in the past (CMHC, 2000). In 1998, over 90% of Canadians believed that governments
and policy makers must address the problem of homelessness. The Government of Canada reacted
tothegrowing crisisof home essnessby announcing funding of $305 millionthrough the Supporting
Communities Partnership Initiative (SCPI) to develop local strategies for reducing and preventing
homelessness. Most of this funding (80%) was committed to the ten cities with the largest
documented homel ess populations. The funding announcement noted that the remainder would be
allocated to other communitiesthat could demonstratethe presenceof significant numbersof people
who were absolutdy homeless.

At the local level, the Social Planning Council of Sudbury (SPC) has been working with the
Advisory Committee on Emergency Shelter (ACES), the City of Greater Sudbury, and other
community partners to gather information on the extent of the problem, coordinate local services,
and address the issue locally. ACES comprises members who reflect the communities of the City
of Greater Sudbury including current providers of emergency shelter services, consumers,
community advocates, providersof serviceto thosewith special needsincluding relevant provincial
and federal ministries, and all regiona departments involved in providing emergency and social
housing. The general purpose of the committeeis

» to act as a consultative community resource to assist in planning and co-ordination for the

provision of emergency housing in the Region of Sudbury; and
» to be accountableto local government.

ACES has specific responsibilities to develop and sustain communication and co-ordination
strategiesbetween exi sting emergency housing serviceswithin the Sudbury area, to review, eval uate
and advise the city on the provision of emergency shelter needs and issues, and to identify priority
emergency shelter needs and issues as they arise.

In July, 2000, the SPC conducted the first comprehensive study of homelessness in Sudbury. A
mixed-methods study was designed to enable the collection of quantitative and qualitative data on
the problem. The study was conducted in four phases that were ongoing simultaneously. The four
phases included a count of the homeless population using emergency shelters and other services
supporting this population in Sudbury, a survey of service providersin the region, aface-to-face
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survey of householdsin arandom sample of neighbourhoods in the city of Sudbury, and qualitative
field research in settings occupied by homeless people in the downtown core.

Themain purposes of the study of homelessnessin Sudbury conducted during the week of July 17"
to 23", 2000 were to obtain an unduplicated count of homeless people and gather information on
their characteristicsand reasonsfor homel essness, describe the network of servicesavailablefor this
population, obtain baseline data on the viewsof local residents with regard to homel essness, obtain
current statistics on homelessness, and identify local solutions from the perspectives of service
providers and locd residents.

The study identified 407 different homeless men, women, and children using shelters and other
services in a one-week period in July, 2000. The survey conducted in a random sample of
neighbourhoods in the city found homeess persons staying temporarily in 4.2% of households.
Extrapolating this to all low income households adds an additional 273 “hidden homeless’ to the
population. After the release of the findings of the July, 2000 study, the City of Greater Sudbury
made a joint commitment with the Social Planning Council to undertake a three-year program of
research on homelessnessin order to track changes in homelessness over time and to study various
dimensions of the problem at the local level.

Research Plan

The plan for ongoing research into the problem of homelessness in Sudbury was deveoped to
provide data allowing for a description of trends and changes in homelessness over the next three
years (2001 to 2003) and to enable us to build on the Time | study by providing in-depth research
on particular aspects of the problem a each data collection point. By end of the study period, abody
of research dataand reportswill afford acomprehensive understanding of the nature of home essness
locally as well as an indication of the effectiveness of the ongoing intervention strategies
implemented to address the problem.

The Current Study —January, 2001 (Time 2)

This study repeated three phases of the Time | study; the count of homeless people, the
neighbourhood survey, and the qualitative field research were conducted. The data enabled a
comparison of the findings with those from July, 2000 to determine how patterns of home essness
differed in the summer and winter. Service providers were asked to provide the information on
homel esspeopl e us ng their servicesat theend of January, 2001. Thedatacollectioninstrument used
in conducting the unduplicated count was the same as that used in Time | with two additions: first,
acategory was added to differentiate between people who were absol utely homel ess and those who
wereat high risk of homelessness and, second, the measureof linguistic group wasrevised to ensure
that Francophones would be identified more consistently. In addition, a broader range of agencies
was asked to participate in conducting the count of homeless people.
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Future Studies

July, 2001 (Time 3)
This study will repeat the research activities from Time 2; however, an in-depth study of
homel ess people will be conducted to gain a better understanding of their issues and needs.
Researchers trained by the Social Planning Council will interview a sample of homeless
people(n=30) to gather more detail ed information regarding their circumstances, reasonsfor
homel essness, and barri ers to obtai ning secure housi ng.

* January, 2002 (Time 4)
Theresearch activitiesfrom Time 2 will be repeated again and thisstage in theresearch plan
will also includethe second survey of service providers. The datawill enable usto track how
the network of servicesto homel ess people haschanged sincethe Timel study. It isexpected
that the survey will include adescription of the number of beds, thetypesof servicesoffered,
the numbers and characteristics of clients served, service demands, and perceived causes of
and solutionsto homeessness at the local level.

July, 2002 (Time 5)

Theresearch activitiesfrom Time 2 will berepeated again and this stagein the research plan
will focus on examining services to particular sub-groups of homeless people. The Time
study indicated that additional services for homeless women, families, and First Nations
people were needed. This study will examine the needs of these groups and the extent to
which the available services meet their needs. The study will also be designed to examine
the particular needs of Francophone people. The data collection activities will target
Francophoneareasof the City of Greater Sudbury to ensure abetter understanding of patterns
of homelessness among Francophones.

* January, 2003 (Time 6)

Theresearch activitiesfrom Time 2 will be repeated again and this stage in the research plan
will focus on an examination of the health and mental health services for homeess people
in Sudbury. The Timel study was not designed to examine health i ssues and accessto health
care among homel ess people. However, the observational field research aswell as previous
studies have indicated that homelessness is associated with poor health and a higher
incidence of infectious diseases. This study will examine the health needs and access to
servicesby homelesspeople. It will includeinterviewswith homelesspeople, gaff of health
services and mental health services, and other service providers.

o July, 2003 (Time 7)
This study will build on findings from the six previous stagesin the research plan and will
repeat all research activitiesfrom Time 1. The study will be designed to enable comparisons
with the Time 1 data to determine how the patterns of homelessness in Sudbury have
changed over a three-year period. The report will document changes in the numbers and
characteristicsof the homel ess population and services provided throughout all seven stages
of the study.
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Overview of the Current Report (Time 2)

This report describes the foll owing:

» the numbers of people who are absolutely homeless and those at high risk of home essness;

» breakdowns on background characteristics including children, youth, women, men, cultura
groups (i.e. those of Anglo/European origins, First Nations people, and francophones);

» agendes used by homeless individuals and families and reasons for homel essness,

» theextent of hidden homelessness;

» local residents personal experiences with homelessness;

» local residents opinions regarding homelessness and perceived solutions,

» oObservations of thesitesin the city centre where homeless people may be found in the winter;
and

» comparisons of the Time 1 and Time 2 findings.

METHODOLOGY

Defining Homelessness

Like the Time 1 study on homelessness in Sudbury, the current project adopted an inclusive
definition of homel essnessby taking intoaccount peopl ewho werevul nerableto becoming homel ess
in addition to those who were absolutely homeless at the time of the study (i.e. like the Mayor’s
Homelessness Action Task Force, Toronto). The definition used in the Toronto study was based on
work by Daly (1996) and views homeless people as those who are absolutely, periodically, or
temporarily without shdter, as well asthose who are at substantial risk of being in the street in the
immediate future.

In a literature review of homelessness conducted for the Parliamentary Research Branch of the
Government of Canada, Casavant (1999) observed that many researchers and service providers
believe that defining homelessness in terms of the absolute absence of shelter is overly restrictive.
However, in order to gain a better understanding of the dimensions of the problem in Sudbury, the
Time 2 study aso identified and enumerated those who were absol utely without housi ng.

Approach to the Study

Researchers working in this field have noted the difficulties in studying this population;
consequently, a mixed-methods study was designed to enable the collection of quantitative and
qualitative data. The study was conducted in three phases that were ongoing simultaneously during
the week of January 22™ to 28", 2001. Phase | focussed on obtaining a count of the homeless
population using emergency shelters, social service agencies, and other services supporting this
population in the Region of Sudbury as well as gathering information on their characteristics and
reasons for homelessness. Phase Il involved a face-to-face survey of homes in randomly selected
neighbourhoods in the city of Sudbury. This survey gathered information on public opinions on
homelessness in addition to the identification of the *hidden homeless™ or at-risk population who
stay in temporary accommodation. Finally, Phase Il of the study involved qualitative field research
in settings occupied by homel ess people in the downtown core. Researchers accompani ed outreach
workers serving the homeless population and Sudbury Regional Police Services making roundsin
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order to observe the locations inhabited by homel esspeoplein Sudbury. The methodol ogy for each
of these phases is described below.

Agency Count of the Homeless Population

In order to obtain acomplete count of homeless people, it was essential to obtain participation from
the mgjority of the service providersin the Region of Sudbury. A list of providersfrom the Time 1
study was used, and expanded to include more organizations serving this population. A letter
explaining the objectives of the study and the need for participation fromal providerswasdelivered
to the agencies along with a copy of the chart to be used for the count. Every provider was
subsequently contacted by telephone in order to set a date and time for a meeting to review the
information to be collected in the study and to determine how the data could be collected from each
agency. The data collection instrument consisted of a form for collecting information on each
homel ess person (see explanation in the following section).

The Count

Defining homel essness, counting or estimating the sizeof the homel esspopul ation, and determining
an appropriate methodol ogy for studying home ess peopl e continue to be somewhat problematic. A
decision was made to utilize service-based techniques. This method was described by lachan &
Dennisin 1993 (cited in Peressini, McDonald, & Hulchanski, 1996). These authors identified 14
studies of homel essness employing a service-based method and dassified them into three groups.

» Thefirst set of studies employed only samples of service system locations (e.g., shelters, soup
kitchens, day programs) because they can be surveyed inexpensively and cover most of the
popul ation.

» Thesecond set of studies used probability samples of shelter and street locations to reduce the
potentid for biasdue to under coverage and limitations of services systems.

» Afinal set of studies, representing acompromise approach, focuses on service system samples,
but also include either purposive or partial samples of high-density street locations.

Peressini, McDonald & Hulchanski (1996) noted that there has been atendency to utilizeavariation
of the service-based methodology in most studies of homel essness conducted since the late 1980s.
This methodology was used in the current study because it captures most of the population. In
addition, by having the count conducted by providerswho are expertsin the field we were reducing
the chances of violating confidentiality of the clients and intruding on the services offered by the
providers. Inthe Time 2 study, however, it was necessary to have research staff collect datain one
agency, due to limited staff resources in the agency to perform this task.

The service-based method used in this study was designed to obtain an unduplicated count of the
homeless population in Sudbury. In order to accomplish this, theweek of January 22™ to 28" was
identified as the time period in which the count would take place. The timing of the study was
planned so that the data collection would be conducted at the end of the month when homel essness
has been found to increase (Peressini et al., 1996). The count was conducted by 16 emergency
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shelters or support agencies and operationalized by using aninformation chart (sightly revised and
expanded from the Time 1 study) that would allow us to gather information about each one of the
homel ess people using the service. Some of the agencies contacted did not participate for various
reasons. In addition, it was found that some individuals do not want to provide information about
themselves. The experiences of members of the research team who were collecting datain one of
the agenciesillustrate the problem:

For the first couple of days, nobody wanted to talk to us...

We started mingling and asking them if they wanted to do our survey and some said
no, and we said fine...

A few nights there were some people that were pretty hostile, like telling us to go to
hell... Some of them got right in our faces and swore — telling us to get out of here
and that we were a bunch of losers and other names. They wanted to know how much
we were getting [paid] and how much our bosses were making for doing this and
velling what we were going to do for them, and as we explained they just got more

angry.

Hence, it islikely that the count represents a conservative estimate of the extent of homelessnessin
Sudbury. In addition, some agencies did not participate in the study, as noted above. However it is
possiblethat, for example, many of the same peoplewill utilize the services of the non-participating
agencies(e.g. the Catholic Charities Soup Kitchen) and the participating agencies (e.g. Elgin Street
Mission).

The data collection tool was designed to obtain information providing avalid, unduplicated count
of the homeless population in Sudbury without raising concerns about violating the privacy rights
of individuals using services. The data collection tool utilized was adapted from the Automated
National Client-specific Homel essservices Recording System (ANCHoR). The ANCHOR recording
system is an information system designed to support the coordination of services to the homeless.
It was designed to collect basic socio-demographic information about the consumers using the
services, including thefirst, middle, and last initials, date of birth, social insurance number, gender,
ethnicity/race, marital status, linguistic orientation, date of entry or use of servicesandexit or service
discontinuation (Peressini, McDonald and Hulchanski; 1996).

We aso gathered information on welfare status and reasons for homelessness. In addition to the
count of homeless people conducted by service providers, a neighbourhood survey was also
conducted to identify the “ hidden homeless” (see thefollowing section). Furthermore, the January,
2001 count differentiated between people at high risk of homelessness and those who were
absolutely homeless.
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Neighbourhood Survey
Sampling Strategy

The maps available in the annua publication of the Northern Life Telephone Directory were used
to generate arandom sampl e of the neighbourhoodsin Sudbury. The maps of the city of Sudbury are
numbered from six to sixteen and the regions within each of these maps are dphabetically and
numerically sectioned. The 11 mapsof thecity identified 35 sectionsin thecity of Sudbury.! Intotal,
eighteen of these sections were sdected in generating the sample for the neighbourhood survey.
Included in this number were five areas that were predetermined for inclusion in the study because
of their low income housing status. L ow income neighbourhoods were over-sampled because of the
higher risk of homelessness in these areas.

The remaining sections of the city were selected by using a cluster sampling method in which a
random sampl e of sections was selected and then a systematic sampl e of residencesin each section
was identified for the survey (the sampling units were individual residences). Approximately half
of the areas in the city (18 of 35) were selected for inclusion in the study in order to provide a
representative sample of neighbourhoods in the city. Ten research assistants were trained to gather
data and the neighbourhood survey was conducted between January 22™ to 28" When sampling a
section, the researchers were paired together to form teams of two. The teams selected every third
street and knocked at every fifth door on the street. Each team remained in a section for
approximately three hours.

Procedure

One member of the team explained the purpose of the survey and outlined ethical considerations
(e.g. voluntary participation, withdrawal, confidentiality, anonymity etc.). If the resident agreed to
participate in the survey, she or he was given a letter which explained the study, the ethical
principles, and provided contact information. A brief structured interview (adapted from the Time
1 study and dlightly expanded) was then conducted by one team member while the other recorded
the address and gathered demographic information about the participant. As part of the survey,
respondentswere asked if there was anyone living with them who fit the definition of homeless. The
same data collection tool was used in this phase of the study aswas used in Phasel so that the same
kind of information was gathered about the hidden homeless population as that collected by the
service providersin the count of homeless persons. The response rate to the neighbourhood survey
was 63%. Women were more likely to answer the door and to agree to participate than were men.
Nearly two-thirds of the respondents were women (67%).

! The survey excluded the outlying communities of the City of Greater Sudbury (i.e. the
former outlying municipalities of the Regional Municipality of Sudbury) because the absolute
homeless population is likely to remain within the higher density areas of the city since most
services for them are located there. While “hidden homelessness” may well exist in the
surrounding communities, the homeless population is likely to be more concentrated within the
former city of Sudbury.
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Field Observations

The field observations were conducted in partnership with the Foyer Notre Dame House Outreach
Program and the Y outh Action Centre Intravenous Drug Unit (IDU). Thefirst of these programs has
ateam of outreach workers serving at-risk populations in the community five times per week. The
second program has an outreach program operating two or three times aweek depending on staff
availability. Membersof our research teamwere permitted to accompany the outreach workers. This
allowed usto conduct the field observations.

A member of the research team accompanied the Foyer Notre Dame House Outreach Program
worker and the Y outh Action Centre IDU Outreach Program worker while performing their duties.
The researchers complied with the regulations of the respective programs while out on the streets;
thiswasfor saf ety reasons and to ensure that the rel ationshi ps between the outreach workers and the
at-risk populations were not jeopardized. The researchers wereinstructed to observe the locations
inhabited by homeless people and to make notes regarding the people, events, activities, and the
environments they encountered. Brief notes were made in the field and detailed notes were made
immediately after each field observation.

Thefield observation was al so conducted in partnership with the Sudbury Regiona Police Services.
After abackground check, this service allowed aresearcher to ride aong for one night during the
week of the study. While this activity did not allow for any direct contact with the homeess
population, it enabled the collection of information regarding police knowledge and experiencewith
the homeless population. Thisactivity allowed usto talk with the officers who work with people on
the streets. Therideinvolved two officers who offered opinions regarding homel essnessin Sudbury
and pertinent information on hangouts and sleep outs.
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RESULTS

Phase I: The Count of Homeless People

The count of homel ess people, conducted by the shelters and other service providers, identified 464
peoplewho had used services during the week of the study. This number included some peoplewho
were counted more than once. The service providers adopted varied approaches to recording
information on individuas who used the agency more than once during the study period. Some
recorded the background information on each occasion while others recorded the individud only
once since the primary purpose of the count was to obtain an unduplicated count of homeess
individuals.

Thelist of service providersisshownin Table 1. Itisimportant to notethat Table 1 doesnot indicate
the total number of people served by these agencies during the week of January 22" to 28" since
some people were served by the same agencies more than once but this information was not
recorded. It may be noted that the Elgin Street Mission, Salvation Army Family Services, Y WCA
Genevra House, and the Salvation Army Shelter identified three-quarters of the total homeless
population. These agencies also identified over half of those who were absolutely homeless. The
nei ghbourhood survey identified an additional four peoplewho wereabsol utely homel essand staying
temporarily in the home of the survey respondent. Three additiona individuas were identified as
being at high risk of homeessness, these seven individuals were included in the count. The
identification of 7 homelessindividualsin 195 househol dsrepresented 3.6% of thosesurveyed, arate
that was slightly lower than that observed in July, 2000 (4.2%).

An unduplicated count was obtained by examining the first, middle, and last initids as well asthe
date of birth and gender; individualswith identical information were treated asthe same person and
the duplicated information was eliminated from the final database. A number of individualsdid not
provide al of the information on their first, middle, or last initials, or the data on date of birth,
gender, or marital status wasincomplete. Since we could not determinewhether those with missing
data were included in the count from other agencies, they were excluded from the analysis. The
background information enabled us to identify 341 different homeless individuals who used the
services of one or more of the agencies during the week of January 22" to 28" or were staying
temporarily lessthanfive nights per week inthe homes of participants of thenei ghbourhood survey.

High Risk and Absolute Homelessness

In keeping with the approach adopted by Mayor’ sHome essness Action Task Force (Toronto, 1999),
the July, 2000 study did not differentiate between individual sat high risk of homelessness and those
who were absolutely homel ess. However, the current study (January, 2001) sought to determine the
number of homeless people who were absolutely without housing.

The results showed that 100 people in Sudbury were absolutely homeless in late January, 2001.
Nearly al of the agenciesparticipating in the count (12 of 16) identified one or more of their clients
who were absolutely homeless. Half of theseindividualswerefemale (50%), 19% wereAboriginals,
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20% were Francophones, and just over half were Anglophone, non-Aborigina people (54%). Over
athird of theseindividuals were children (9%) or adolescents (27%) and the remainder were adults
between the ages of 20 to 59 years of age. The children were with their mothers a the YWCA

GenevraHouse.

Table 1: Shelters and Agencies Identifying the Homeless Population
July, 2000 and January, 2001

July, 2000 January, 2001
Agency Name Number of | Percentage || Number of | Percentage
People of Total People of Total

Elgin Street Mission 103 22.3 50 15.2
Salvation Army Family Services 86 18.6 130 39.6
Salvation Army Shelter 79 17.1 27 8.2
YWCA GenevraHouse 51 11 37 11.3
YMCA Employment and Career Services 20 4.3 16 4.9
Ontario Works 18 3.9 0.3
Foyer Notre Dame House 15 3.2 7 2.1
Pinegate Men's’ 14 3 -- --
Canadian Mental Health Association 11 24 24
Sudbury Action Centre for Y outh 10 2.2 2.7
Sudbury Regiona Police Services 10 2.2 - --
Rockhaven® 1.9 -- --
Elizabeth Fry Society 1.7 5 1.5
Canadian Red Cross Sudbury Branch/

Housing Registry Program 7 15 3 0.9
Crisis Intervention Program® 4 0.9 -- --
N’ Swakamok Native Friendship Centre 4 0.9 0.6
Inner City Home of Sudbury 3 0.6 0.6
Pinegate Women' s’ 2 0.4 -- --
Participation Project 1 0.2 -- --
Overcomers -- -- 4 1.2
Service Familial de Sudbury - Family Service -- -- 14 4.3
John Howard society -- -- 6 18
Street survey/other 10 25 20 5.9

* Note that this list includes the duplicated cases.
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Characteristics of Homeless People

Age

The 341 people identified in the homeless count included 43 infants and children under age 13, 61
adolescents aged 13 to 19, and four seniorsover the age of 65. The age breakdown of the homeless
peopleisshownin Table 2. In general, theproportions of individual sinthe various age groups were
quitesimilar in July, 2000 and January 2001. For exampl e, children and adol escentsrepresented 28%
of the homeless people in July 2000 and 31% in January, 2001; approximately forty percent were
young adults between the ages of 20 and 39 in both studies; and only asmall proportion of homeless
peoplewere older adults 60 years of age or older in both July and January. Nearly three-quarters (76)
of the 114 homeless children and adolescents were identified as being with their parents. The
remainder of the adolescents accessed services on their own.

Figure 1 shows a comparison of the age groups of homel ess people inthe current study with the July
2000 study and an earlier study of the homel ess popul ation conducted by ACESin 1995% Theresults
shown in Figure 1 show thesimilaritiesin the age groups of homel ess peopl e between the 2000 and
2001 studies, confirming the larger number of children among homel ess people compared to 1994.

Table 2: Homeless Population by Age Groups
July, 2000 and January, 2001

July, 2000 January, 2001
Age Groups Number | Percentage| Number | Percentage
0-5 30 7.4 21 6.5
6-12 23 5.6 22 6.8
13-19 61 15 57 17.6
20-29 79 194 68 21
30-39 87 214 61 18.8
40 - 49 82 20.1 58 17.9
50 - 59 27 6.7 33 10.5
60 - 69 13 32 3 0.9
70+ 5 12 1 0.3

?|t isimportant to note that the methodol ogies used in the two studies were different. The
1994 statistics were based on the clients of a housing registry operated by Crisis Housing
Liaison. Three hundred and thirty people on the registry for the full year in 1994 were homeless.
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Figure 1: Homeless Population in Sudbury
By Age Groups, 1994, 2000, and 2001
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Figure 3: Homeless Population
By Age and Gender, July 2000

Figure 4. Homeless Population
By Age and Gender, January 2001
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Ethnicity

AswasalsofoundinJuly, 2000, the majority of homel ess peopl e had European backgrounds (72.5%
in 2000 and 75.6 in 2001). However, while Francophones were under-represented in the July 2000
count, they accounted for 24.2% of the homeess people in January 2000. A mgority of the
Francophones were clients of Genevra House, Service Familial de Sudbury—Family Service,
Sudbury Action Centre for Y outh, and the Elgin Street Mission.

Similar tothefinding in July 2000, Native peoplewere greatly over-represented among the homel ess
population, with 25.8% being Aboriginal in July and 21.5%in January (see Figure 5). In both 2000
and 2001, the percentage of homeless people who were members of a visible minority group was
similar to their proportion in the Sudbury population. According to Statistics Canada (1996), the
1996 census data indicated that the visible minority population represented 1.8% of the tota
population, and Aboriginal people madeup 1.3% of the popul aioninthe Census Metropolitan Area
(CMA) of Sudbury, while those of French origins made up 26.3%.

75.0
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" Figure 5: Homeless Population By Ethnicity
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Marital/Family Status

Themajority of both men and women who were homel ess were single/unattached (85% of the men
and 77% of thewomen). Aswasalso found in July, 2000, therewere significant differencesbetween
women and men in their family status, with more homeless men being single, divorced, separated,
or widowed compared to women® (see Table 3). However, a higher proportion of both women and
men who were homel essin January were single people compared to the July results. Neverthe ess,
homeless women were more likely than men to have a child or children.* Over a quarter of the
women over the age of 19 had one or more children (26.3%) compared to 6.1% of the men.

Table 3: Gender and Family Status
July, 2000 and January, 2001

July, 2000 January, 2001
Family Status Women Men Women Men
% % % %
Married/Common Law 22.8 10.8 17.3 6.8
Single/unattached 50 66.5 774 84.8
Divorced/widowed 27.2 22.7 53 8.4

® %?(2,n=324)=94,p< .01

* %?(1, n=340) =27.6, p < .001
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Table 4 compares the characteristics of homeless adults with children in July, 2000 and January,
2001. The general patterns in the results were similar; however, in January, a dlightly larger
proportion of the homeless adults with children were women, single or divorced individuals, and
people who were not receiving any social assistance or government benefits.

Table 4: Characteristics of Homeless Adults with Children
July, 2000 and January, 2001

July, 2000 January,
2001

Characteristics Percentage || Percentage
Gender

Women 67 80

Men 33 20
Family status

Married/common law 58 47

Single/divorced 42 53
Receipt of benefits

Receiving benefits 83 77

No benefits 17 23

Social Support/Welfare Benefits and Reasons for Homelessness
Receipt of Social Support/Welfare Benefits

While the proportions of the adults aged 18 and over who were not receiving any social support
benefits in July, 2000 (47%) and January, 2001 (40%) was similar, a dlightly larger proportion of
homel ess people were receiving some type of benefitsin January. As in July, the subgroups of the
homel ess population who were less likely to be receiving social support were youth, seniors, and
Francophones (see Table 5). With the exception of Francophones and seniors, however, the
proportion not receiving any benefits was smaller than was found in July, 2000. It isalso important
to note that the number of home ess seniorsidentified in the count in January, 2001 wasvery small
(n=4); thus, the findings for seniors must be treated with caution. Individuals who were mogt likely

to be receiving benefits were women, adults aged 20 to 59, people who had children, and thosein
coupl e relationships.
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Table 5: Percentage of Homeless People Aged 17+ Receiving Social Support by Gender,
Age, Presence of Children, Marital Status, Ethnicity and Linguistic Groups
July, 2000 and January, 2001

July, 2000 January, 2001
Background Characteristics Not Not
Receiving | Receiving (| Receiving [ Receiving
Benefits Benefits Benefits Benefits

Gender

Femae 58.8 41.3 62.1 37.9

Male 50.7 49.3 58.7 41.3
Age

18t0 19 194 80.6 42.9 57.1

20to 59 57.0 43.0 62.4 37.6

60+ 445 55.5 25.0 75.0
Presence of Children

No Children 48.2 51.8 56.8 43.2

Children 84.2 15.8 76.9 23.1
Marital Status

Married/Common Law 721 27.9 62.9 37.1

Single 44.5 55.5 59.7 40.3

Divorced/Separated/Widowed 67.7 32.3 57.1 42.9
Ethniciy®

European Origins 52.0 48.0 46.8 53.2

Aboriginal 56.5 43.6 54.5 45.5
Linguistic Groups

Anglophones 58.2 41.7 54.8 45.2

Francophones 45.2 54.8 384 61.5

* The number of visible minority homeless people was very small. Thus figures are not shown for this
group.
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Reasons for Homelessness

Table6 summarizesthe mainreasonsfor homelessnessin Sudbury in July, 2000 and January, 2001.
While the same reasons were given at both data collection points, the relative importance of the
reasons differed somewhat. While the primary reason given for homelessness in July was
unemployment and low wages, this was cited by a smaller proportion of people in January. In
contrast, domestic violencewas the main reason for homd essnessin January; thiswasidentified as
the cause of homelessness for nearly a quarter of the homel ess people who participated in the study
in January.

Problems with socia assistance remained the second most frequently mentioned reason for
homel essnessin both July and January. People are forced into homel essness when they are deemed
ineligiblefor support, are cut-off from benefits, when cheques are late, or when their benefits do not
cover the cost of living. A related problem is the lack of affordable housing. This was the third
reason givenfor homelessnessin July and thefourthinJanuary. Aninability to pay therent, eviction,
or inadequate/unsuitable housing force people into homel essness.

Relocating al so places vulnerabl e people at risk of homelessnessif they have no placeto say while
they become established, obtain social assistance, or secure employment and this was among the
main reasons given for homelessness in January, 2001. A larger proportion of the homeless
population identified the reason for homelessness as stemming from transience or relocation in
January compared with July (16% in January versus 6% in July). However, it is possble that some
of the transient, homeless population in Sudbury do not access services in the summer when, for
example, they can sleep outdoors. In winter, thisis clearly more difficult.

Social and health problems such as family issues, illness, mental illness, and substance abuse were
also issues contributing to homelessness in Sudbury, as in other urban centres. It should be noted
that, while a smaller proportion of people were homeless due to substance abuse problems in
January, thiswas likely due to the lack of participation in the second study by the agencies serving
this population. Finally, people released from jail are also & risk for home essnessin both summer
and winter.

Reasons for Homelessness by Gender, Age, and Ethnicity

Boxes 1 and 2 list the main reasons for homelessness among various sub-groups, in order of
importance. Theresultsshow that there are more commonalitiesthan differencesin themain reasons
for homel essnessfor various sub-groups. For exampl e, problemswith wel fare, unemployment or low
wages, inability to pay rent or mortgage, and domestic violence were cited as main reasons for
homel essness for most subgroups shown in Boxes 1 and 2. The problems with social assistance
included circumstances such as being deemed ineligiblefor benefits or being cut-off, theinadequacy
of welfare benefits or other government benefitsin covering the costs of living, and cheques being
latein arriving.
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Table 6: Main Reasons for Homelessness, July, 2000 and January, 2001

July, 2000 January, 2001
Reasons for homelessness: Number of Percentage Number of Percentage
Responses of Responses || Responses of Responses

Problems with work: 89 22.7 34 11.6

e Unemployment

»  Seeking work

* Low wages
Problems with social assistance: 80 204 51 17.6

* Welfare not adequate/late

» Social assistance cut

» Waiting for disability pension

* Doesnot qualify for welfare

* No money
Probl ems with housing: 56 14.3 41 141

» Unableto pay rent or mortgage

» Evicted or kicked out

* Housing not adequate
Domestic violence 45 115 65 22.4
Substance abuse 37 94 8 2.8
Family Issues 28 7.1 17 5.9

» Divorce or separation

* Family problems (violence,

abuse etc.)

Travelling/transient 13 3.3 25 8.6
Relocated, transferred, or moving 12 31 22 7.6
[1Iness or mentd illness 11 2.8 15 52
Out of jall 8 2.0 8 2.8
Other 13 3.3 6 2.1
TOTAL RESPONSES 392 100 290 100
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Aswasnoted in thefindingsfrom July, 2000, there were also differencesin the rel ative importance
of the reasons for the various subgroups of homeess people in January. For example, domestic
violence was the most important factor for adult women and male adolescents as well as
francophones and Aboriginals Problems with welfare and family issues were cited by female
adolescents as the primary reasons for homelessness. One notable difference between the main
reasons for homelessness found in July, 2000 and January, 2001 was that relocation or transience
was identified by all sub-groups except for female teens, and was a more prominent factor in the
winter than it had been in the summer data collection. However, this finding could reflect a
differencein patterns of service usage whereby it may not be necessary for people who aretransient
to use shelter services when the weather is warm while the extremely cold temperatures in winter
likely ensure that most homel ess people will seek out services during the winter months.

Box 1: Main Reasons for Homelessness by Gender and Age, January, 2001

Adult Males Adult Females Adolescent Males | Adolescent Females
* Relocated/transient |« Domesticviolence | * Domestic * Problemswith
violence welfare
*  Unemployment/ * Problemswith * Unableto pay * Family issues
Seeking work welfare rent
 Unabletopayrent |+ Relocated/ e Unemployment/ |+ Domestic
or mortgage transient seeking work violence
* Problemswith *  Unemployment/ * Family issues *  Unemployment
welfare seeking work Unemployment
*  Mental illnessor  Unabletopayrent |« Problemswith * Unableto pay
illness or mortgage welfare rent or mortgage
* Family issuey * Divorce/separation -- * Refuses services
divorce/separation
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Box 2: Main Reasons for Homelessness by Ethnicity, January, 2001

Anglophones Francophones Aboriginals
* Relocated/transient » Domestic violence » Domestic violence
* Domestic violence * Problemswith welfare *  Unemployment/seeking
work
e Unemployment/ seeking |+ Unableto pay rent or * Relocated/transient
work mortgage
» Unableto pay rent or e Unemployment/ seeking |+ Substance abuse
mortgage work
* Problemswith welfare * Relocated/ transient * Problemswith welfare
* Family issues/divorce e Menta illness/illness » Unableto pay rent or
mortgage

Service Utilization by the Homeless Population

Four agencies provided services to three-quarters of the homeless population in Sudbury (the Elgin
Street Mission, Sdvation Army Family Services, the Salvation Army Shelter, and YWCA Genevra
House, see Table 1, presented above). However, it must be recognized that the study was conducted
over the course of one week at the end of January, 2001. The results presented a brief snapshot that
does not reflect the full scope of services utilized by the homel ess population.

The main patterns of service utilization by subgroups of homel ess people based on age and cultural
group who were identified in the study are shown in Boxes 3 and 4. This reflects the agencies used
most by these groups. As may be expected, the mgor shelters and services for homeless peoplein
Sudbury were among the main services used by their target groups (i.e. the Salvation Army Family
Service, the Salvation Army Shelter, YWCA Genevra House, Foyer Notre Dame House, and the
Elgin Street Mission). TheY MCA Employment and Career Serviceswere used by men, adolescents,
Anglophones, and Francophones. In addition, the Service Familial de Sudbury — Family Service
was among the five agencies used most often by adult women, adolescents, and Francophones.

Table 7 shows a comparison of the length of time served by the agenciesin July and January, and
indicated that most of the homeless people used the services for less than a day (minutes or hours).
Aswasalso found in July, asmall proportion of the clients used the services for the entire week of
the data collection period. However, these findings must be treated cautiously since many service
providers did not report the multiple uses of the services, instead reporting only unique cases.
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Box 3: Shelters and Agencies Used Most by Homeless Men, Women,

and Adolescents, January, 2001

Adult Men

Adult Women

Adolescents

e  Salvation Army Family
Services

e Elgin Street Mission

e  Salvation Army Shelter

* YMCA Employment and
Career Services

¢ John Howard Society

Salvation Army Family
Services

YW CA Genevra House

Elgin Street Mission

Service Familial de Sudbury—
Family Service

Elizabeth Fry Society

Salvation Army Family
Services

Service Familial de Sudbury—
Family Service

Foyer Notre Dame House

YM CA Employment and
Career Services

YW CA Genevra House

Box 4: Shelters and Agencies® Used Most by the Anglophones,
Francophones, and Aboriginal People, January, 2001

Anglophones

Francophones

Aboriginals

e Salvation Army Shelter

e Elgin Street Mission

¢« YWCA GenevraHouse

*  YMCA Employment and

Career Services

*  Foyer Notre Dame House

YW CA Genevra House

Service Familial de Sudbury—
Family Service

Elgin Street Mission

Sudbury Action Centre for
Y outh

YM CA Employment and
Career Services

Elgin Street Mission
YW CA Genevra House
Salvation Army Family
Services

John Howard Society

Elizabeth Fry Society

? Excludes the Salvation Army Family Service because the agency did not record the information on ethnicity.

Most of the service providersindicated that they al so referred the homel ess clients to other agencies
inthe community aswell asto professional or private sector services. However, referralswere noted
for lessthan 10% of thehomel esspeople. Table 8 showsthereferrd patternsfor thehomelesspeople
in the study and indicates that they were referred to a range of services. A substantially larger
proportion of the homeless people were referred to health and housing services than was noted in
the July, 2000 study. The“other” servicesfor 2001 that are not shownin Table 8 were services such
as the soup kitchen, sexual assault centre, hospital, churches, and other local charities.
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Table 7: Length of Time Served by Agencies
July, 2000 and January, 2001

July, 2000 January, 2001
Length of Time Percentage Percentage
Minutes or hours 38.2 93.6
Oneor two days 24.0 25
Threeto six days 27.8 --
One week or more 10.0 39

Table 8: Referral Patterns for Homeless People
July, 2000 and January, 2001

Agency or Service July, 2000 | January, 2001
Percentage Percentage
Sudbury Housing 12.2 20.7
Ontario Works 9.8 6.9
Foyer Notre Dame 7.3 34
N’ Swakamok Native Friendship Centre 7.3 34
Locd motels 7.3 34
Legal Clinic 7.3 34
Sudbury Regiond Police Services 49 --
Local lawyers 4.9 --
Hostel 4.9 --
Canadian Mental Health Association 4.9 --
YWCA GenevraHouse 24 --
Salvation Army Shelter 24 34
Pinegate Addiction Service 24 -
Health and housing services 24 34.4
Other 195 21

* Note that referrals were recorded for less than 10% of the homel ess people in the study.
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Phase II: Neighbourhood Survey

In total, 195 residents participated in the survey. As was found in the July, 2000 neighbourhood
survey, about two-thirds of the participantswerewomen (67%). The participantsranged in agefrom
17 to 87, with a mean of 44. Reflecting the dominant ethnic composition of the population in
Sudbury, 45% of the respondents described themselves as English Canadians or of British, Irish, or
Scottish origins, 40% were Francophones, and an additional 13% reported a European heritage
(primarily Italian, German, Polish, Ukranian, and Finnish). Dueto the over-sampling of low income
neighbourhoods, 67% of the respondents described their income level as below average. Similar
proportions reported that their incomes were average (17%) and above average (16%).

Perceived Reasons for Homelessness and Factors Related to Homelessness
Perceived Reasons for Homelessness

The residents were asked to give their opinions about homelessness in two ways; first, in the form
of an open-ended question, and second, by indicating their agreement or disagreement with a set of
factors related to homelessness. The respondents in the January, 2001 neighbourhood survey
generally identified the samereasonsfor homel essnessin Sudbury asdid the samplefrom July, 2000
(see Table9).

Thetwo mainreasonsidentified were government policiesand cut-backsand unemployment or lack
of education. However, a larger proportion of the 2001 respondents believed that government
policies, cut-backs, and a lack of funding for social assistance were causes of homelessness. In
addition, nearly twice as many people identified mental health or health problems as reasons for
homel essness. Fewer of theresidentsin the Time 2 sample agreed that alack of affordable housing,
poverty, unemployment and alack of education were central causes.

The main difference between the responses of residents and the homeless people regarding the
reasons for homelessness was that the residents did not recognize the extent to which domestic
violence is a factor related to homelessness. Another difference stemmed from the belief of some
residents that homel essness results from personal failure or a lifestyle choice while none of the
homeless people in either study reported this.



Homelessness in Sudbury -24- Time 2, January 2001

Table 9: Comparison of Residents’ and Homeless People’s
Explanations of Homelessness in Sudbury, July, 2000 and January, 2001

Residents | | Homeless People
Reasons Percentage of Responses ||| Percentage of Responses
2000 2001 2000 2001

Unemployment/Lack of education &
gualifications 30.3 23.7 22.7 11.6
Lack of affordable housing/High costs of living
and rent/low income or poverty 21.6 8.6 14.3 14.1
Welfare cut backs or lack of socia assistance

» Government policies and lack of funding

» Eligibility requirements for welfare

* MikeHaris 20.1 25.8 204 17.6
Personal failure/life style or choice of life style

» Lazy people

» Bankruptcy or poor money management

» People who do not want help 9.3 10.8 -- --
Unhealthy family relationship

» Lack of family support

» Kicked out

* Family cycle

» Youth who left home/teenage runaway

» Divorce 53 8.1 7.1 59
Need for support or information/ people with no
where to go/Transient 4.6 8.3 6.4 16.2
Mental illness/hedth problems 34 8.1 2.8 5.2
Substance abuse 1.9 2.2 9.4 2.8
Selfish community 1.6 0.8 -- --
Lost hope 1.6 0.3 - --
Abuse, sexua abuse, or domestic violence -- 2.2 11.5 224
Release from jail - - 2.0 2.8
Other -- 0.3 -- 21
TOTAL RESPONSES 100 100 100 100

* Results are based on the multiple responses of the participants, therefore the number of
responses is greater than the number of participants.
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Factors related to Homelessness

A majority of the participantsin both the Time 1 and Time 2 neighbourhood surveys viewed all of
the factors listed in Table 10 as contributing to homelessness in Sudbury, with the exception of
divorce or separation. The same factors — unemployment, increased poverty, and acohol or
substance abuse— were identified as the most important causes of home essnessin both studies.
However, in January, 2001, aslightly larger proportion of residents saw alcohol or substance abuse
as the primary factor linked to homelessness compared to July, 2000. Menta illness was also
perceived to be amore significant factor in the Time 2 study, with 83% rating it as being important
or very important, compared to 64% of the Time 1 sample.

In January, 2001, the residents were also more concerned with the shortage of social assistance,
inadequate welfare payments, and the lack of funding support for social programs in general.
Smilarly, asignificantly larger proportion of the residents agreed in January, 2001 that a lack of
affordable housing, low wages, and excessive rent costs were important causes of homel essness
locally.

AsTable 10indicates, there were statistically significant differencesbetween theresponsesin July,
2000 and January, 2001 indicating higher ratings of theimportance of 7 of the 12 factors related to
homel essness on the part of residents in the Time 2 survey. The data gathered do not provide an
explanation for these differences and it is possible that they are due to random differences in the
samplesgenerated. Alternatively, the media coverage of homelessness, including thelocal coverage
of the July, 2000 study, may have contributed to these findings.

Personal Experiences with Homeless People

The survey included questions on persona experiences with homelessness. The questions
determined whether the residents, membersof their families, or friends had ever been homeless and
whether any persond acquaintances or friends, living anywherein Canada, had ever been homeless.
A smaller proportion of the residents in the January study reported that they, a family member, or
a friend of theirs had been homeless compared to the July, 2000 study (19% versus 34.6%,
respectively)®. The majority of the respondents reported that it was afriend who had been homeless
rather than afamily member or themselves® (see Figure 6). The main reasons givento explain this
homel essness were similar to those shown in Table 11. The primary reasons given for their own
homelessness or that of family members or friends were family issues, unemployment or poverty,
domestic violence, substance abuse, and problems with housing (i.e. the high cost of housing).

®> The question was worded as follows:. “Have you, any member of your family, or afriend
ever been homeless?”’

® Note that Figure 6 provides a breakdown of the sub-sample of individuals who reported
that they, a family member, or a personal friend had been homeless.
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Table 10: Residents’ Ratings of Factors Contributing to Homelessness in Sudbury”
July, 2000 and January, 2001

July, 2000 January, 2001
Factors Agree Agree Agree Agree Order of
(%) Completely (%) Completely | importance
(%) (%)
Unemployment 25.8 551 23.6 61.0 2
Increased poverty 23.7 551 15.9 67.7 3
Alcohol/substance abuse 23.2 54.1 19.3 68.8 1*
Lack of funding support for social
programs 22.6 511 20.7 58.5 7
Shortage of social assistance 22.8 42.1 20.4 60.2 5*
Mental illness 229 41.3 22.5 60.4 4*
Low wages 20.3 414 215 54.4 9*
Inadequate welfare 19.7 40.4 15.0 65.3 6*
Lack of affordable housing 22.3 34.5 23.7 54.7 8*
Excessiverent cost 16.7 39.7 27.3 45.4 10*
Domestic violence 18.8 35.7 23.3 36.8 11
Divorce/separation 18.0 24.6 20.2 29.0 12

* Note that the issues are listed in order of level of agreement among residents by summing the
percentages in the categories Agree and Completely Agree.
* Signifiesthat there was astatisticaly sgnificant difference between the attitudes of residentsin
the July, 2000 and January, 2001 studies regarding these factors (p<.05).
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In comparison with the July, 2000 survey, a smaller proportion of the January, 2001 respondents
indicated that they personally knew someone in Sudbury who was homel ess (35.9% versus 23.2%
respectively)’. The most common reasons cited differed somewhat from the responses to the more
general question on persond experiences with homelessness (i.e. among themselves, family, or
friends) since substance abuse, unemployment, family issues, problems with social assistance, and
mental illness or illness were given most often as explanations for acquaintances in Sudbury being

homeless (see Table 11).

Figure 6: Distribution of Responses for those
with Personal Experience of Homelessness

"Who was homeless?"

D Residents
B Family members
B Friends

" The quegtion was worded asfollows: “Have you ever personally known anyonein
Sudbury who was homeless?”’
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Table 11: Comparison of Residents’ Explanations for Prior Homeless
Among Themselves, Family Members, or Friends, January, 2001

Reasons Percentage of Responses
Reasons for Self, Reasons for Rank
Family, or Friends Homelessness of Order
Acquaintances in
Sudbury

Unhealthy family relationship
» Lack of family support
» Kicked out
* Family cycle
* Youth who left home/teenage runaway

» Divorce 22.2 15.7 3
Unemployment/Lack of education &
qualifications 191 17.2
Abuse, sexual abuse, or domestic violence 13.6 4.5
Substance abuse 12.3 204
Personal failure/life style or choice of life style
» Lazy people

» Bankruptcy or poor money management
»  People who do not want help

» People with no where to go/transient 105 9.6 6
Lack of affordable housing/High costs of living
and rent/low income or poverty 74 4.5 7
Mental illness/hedth problems 6.8 134

Welfare cut backs or lack of socia assistance
» Government policies and lack of funding
» Eligibility requirements for welfare

* MikeHarris 6.2 13.4
Other 19 1.3
TOTAL RESPONSES 100 100

* Results are based on the multiple responses of the participants.
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Residents’ Perceived Solutions to Homelessness

Table 12 shows the residents views on how to address homelessness in Sudbury and compares the
responses of the two neighbourhood surveys (Time 1 and Time 2). Asin the previous survey, the
primary solution identified by the residents was to provide more government funding for welfare,
social services and programs to support home ess people. In addition, more than twice as many of
the January, 2001 respondents mentioned the establishment of shelterscompared to theearlier study.
The other strategies mentioned most often in both studies pertained to creating more jobs and job
assistance and working to create affordable housing

Table 12: Residents’ Views on Strategies for Addressing Homelessness
July, 2000 and January, 2001

July, 2000 January, 2001

Strategies Percentage of Percentage of
Responses Responses

More government funding for welfare, social services, and
mental health services 44.8 35.5
Increase public avareness of the issue 14.1 17
Create more/better jobs and job assistance 12.4 10.7
Affordable housing 114 13.2
Establish more shelters 9.4 20.5
Community should provide donations 4 0.9
Change the provincial government 3 34
Conduct more research on homelessness locdly 1 7.3
Other - 6.8
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Phase III: Field Observations

The qualitative component involving observations of locations inhabited by homeless people in
Sudbury was conducted in January during theweek of the study (i.e. January 22" to 28"). The goal
of this phase of the study was to understand the circumstances of homeless people and to enable a
comparison with the Time 1 data. The SPC researchers accompanied outreach workers providing
servicesto homel ess people aswell asofficers of the Sudbury Regional Police Serviceduring anight
shift. Interviews were also conducted with key informants in these and other agencies serving the
homel ess popul ation. The excerpts shown below initalics aretaken fromfield notes and transcribed
interviews with the key informants.

Thefrigid temperatures in January had an obvious effect on the homel ess popul ation—it is simply
not possiblefor peopleto sleep outdoorsin the park or on benches. Thetemperature duringthe seven
days between January 22" and 28" varied between amaximum of -1 °C and aminimum of -17.5°C
with amean temperature of -8, and snow or ice pellets were recorded every day except for January
26" (Ontario Weather Page, 2001). The snow depth ranged between 38.1 and 42.9 centimetres.

On Friday, January 26", for example, the weather made it difficult for anyone to remain outdoors:

The wind was blowing hard and it was snowing which made it somewhat difficult to
walk and difficult to see. My face got cold quickly. I could not help but to wonder
how people could survive out here in this harsh climate. There were only a few cars
driving around. We walked down Elm Street to Elgin Street. We walked past the
Mission towards the soup kitchen. There was nobody around. We walked under the
Paris St. bridge, as it is a popular place for people who have nowhere else to go.
Even under the bridge the swirling wind burned the exposed skin on my face.

The main themes emerging from the field observationsin July, 2000 and January, 2001 were quite
similar, asisshownin Box 5. The main differences were related to the weather, as noted above. For
example, in July, homel ess peoplewho were observed sl eepi ng outsi de had covered themsel veswith
coats and newspapers but they were not observed at heating vents. Conversely, in January, no one
was seen sl eeping outside; nor was anyone observed pushing astroller or cart full of bagsaswasthe
casein July—it is quitedifficult to manoeuver acart through the snow. There can be no doubt that
other stressors are present for homeless peoplein both summer and winter, including the struggle
to obtain food, personal hygiene, safety issues, and the psychological traumaof living by one’ swits
without secure shdter and a stable means of support.

While people were not observed to be slegping outdoors in January, as was noted in the summer,
there was some evidence that people were using some of the locations known to be occupied by
homel ess people—a duffle bag was seen under a bridge, alocation that is often used by homeless
people and numerous coffee cups littered an outdoor heating vent. The patterns of use of these
locations differed between summer and winter since people could only stay in them for shorter
periods of time during the coldest months.
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Box 5: Themes from Field Observations
July, 2000 and January, 2001

Themes July, 2000  January, 2001
Mental illness v v
Substance abuse 4 4
Homel essness among “regular folks’ v v
Supportive rel ationships among homel ess people v v
Accessing support services v v
Health issues v v
Daily hassles and stressors (e.g. carrying bags) v --
Finding a place to Sleep v -
Finding a place to keep warm - v
Homel ess adol escents v v

Note: v indicatesthat the issue/theme was observed directly.

Thefollowing sectionsdescribethe circumstancesfor homeless peoplein January, 2001 as observed
by researchers on the team and by key informants. Comparisons are made with the Time 1 study
when appropriate.

Finding a Place to Keep Warm

Service providers pointed out the places where homeless people can be found, even in the winter.
Several locations that had a so been noted in July, 2000 were identified such asthe dley which has
large heating vents aong the top of the wall providing a place where homeless people can goto find
warmth, arooming house, and unused buildings that homel ess people use for shelter. A description
of one building inhabited by homeless people provides a sense of the conditions:

We went between buildings that are used as shelter. It was damp and clammy. When

you opened the door it was obvious that people visited often because there were
layers of cardboard lined up along the walls. There were clothes, magazines and
broken glass lining the ground of this confined space. There was a slight smell of
urine.
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We went past the grate for the vent that blows the hot air. We went past there three
times tonight, and there were a couple of woman and a man standing there having
a cigarette, they had a box of doughnuts they were laughing and joking. They had
Jjackets on and boots, but no hats and no mitts.

A key informant mentioned the places to be looking for homeless people. These
places were out of the way — staircases, alcoves, and heat vents located in the down
town area. Often the street people will sit there to get warm, if only for a few
minutes. He talked about the places where most outreach workers don’t look that are
on top of the buildings, there are lots of heat vents up on the tops of buildings and
they are out of sight so nobody bothers the homeless people who stay there. We
talked about one situation were he used to travel the roof tops of some of the
buildings, and he found one individual who had a tent set up there and had found a
little 14-inch TV and was using hydro from one of the tenants. That is where he lived
and nobody really took notice of him.

The field observation conducted for this study suggested that, in the winter, few homel ess people
attempt to stay all night in the meagre shelter provided by these locations. The service providers
confirmed that most homel ess peopl e access services during the coldest months but there are ggps
in service that leave some people with nowhere to go:

Inthe wintertime, they 're mostly in shelters... There’s the Salvation Army for men but
nowhere for teenagers, children and women. We’ve had women who have looked for
lodging and had nowhere to go. Sometimes we ve let people sleep in the lobby of the
agency because there was nowhere for them to go.

The problem of service gapsis clearly more acute in winter for those who are not in asecure shelter
at night. Key informantsidentified the problem regarding alack of servicesfor homelesswomen on
the streets in Sudbury:

It was cold last night; we had a call about a female — we deal with her often. She
was laying in the laneway and Sally Ann took her in but its closed after 11:00 pm.
There’s the detox but she had to have consumed alcohol [and] the Genevra House
but she had to have been abused.

Thereislittle that the officers of the Sudbury Police Service can do to assist homeless people after
service providers have closed for the night: “Not alot we can do; no grounds for arrest”.

Lack of Winter Clothing

While most people accessing services were wearing coats, hats, and boots, some homeless people
appeared not to have adequate clothing to protect themselves from the cold weather:

We stopped and talked to two men at approximately 2:00 a.m. One man was
obviouslyintoxicated. The other man was not showing signs of intoxication. Neither
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one of them were dressed appropriately for the weather. Neither had on hats or mitts.
One man wore his coat unbuttoned. When I asked him if he was cold he chuckled,
and said that he had lived all his life on the streets and he was used to it.

The first night [ worked at the agency] I almost wanted to cry seeing the things that
1 did, so many people coming in the dead of winter wearing almost no clothes, some

of them.

Aspart of the outreach program of the Sudbury Action Centrefor Y outh, the workers carry hats and
mittens with them to provide these items to people on the streets. However, the outreach program
does not operate every night. In addition, it is not possible for them to find each individual and
provide all items they may require.

Regular Folks: The Routinization of Homelessness

Inthe Time 1 study, it was noted by key informants that many homel ess people cannot beidentified
as such by their gppearance. Thiswas d so mentioned in January:

You can’t be sure sometimes if they are homeless. I see them walking the streets.
Sometimes people are setting up tents but that doesn 't happen often. But if it does we
get called in for that. If we come across someone, they usually say they 're staying
with a friend. They don’t tell the police they’re homeless. If they have no fixed
address, they re usually travelling... Whenyou look at them it’s hard to identify them
as homeless.

Lots [of the homeless people] were just like you and me... This one lady got a $2.50
cheque from welfare "cause apparently someone called and said she got money from
something else but she had not received other moneys from another source. But until
she brought in proof that she never received other money, welfare was not going to
issue her a cheque...

As Novac, Brown, and Bourbonnais (1996) have observed, the homeless population increasingly
includes women and younger people, compared with the situation prior to the 1960s. However,
Casavant (1999) noted that thereis|ess awareness of homelessness anong women becausethey are
more likely than men to attend to their personal hygiene and clothing, therefore rendering their
homeless status invisible to the public.

The problems are structural, with people being forced into homel essness due to the erosion of the
social safety net, unemployment, and rising poverty. In astudy of street youth Caputo, Weiler, and
Anderson (1997, p. 23) concluded that “having a decent place to live, a decent job, and access to
appropriateservicesdefinitdy facilitatesthetransition to manstream society. Conversely, therefore,
the absence of these resources may represent a significant barrier to making a successful transition
from the street.”
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Helping Each Other: Supportive Relationships Among Homeless People

Prior studies of homeless people have shown that they form a supportive social network among
themselvesand thiswas al sonoted in our Time 1 study. Homel ess peopl e had been observed helping
each other to deal withhealth problemsand providing friendship, kindness, and support in accessing
services. The field observations in January revealed similar findings. At the Elgin Street Mission,
it was found that most people engaged others in conversation:

It’s not that people came to the agency in groups, but over the course of everyone
coming in, they formed their groups of people to talk to.

Whatever the reason, [people were telling me] they had no family but they really
seemed to feed off each other, as friends... like they had each other...

Out there, people of the street stick together. They see each other on a regular basis
and form a mutual-aid system.

However, it was observed that some home ess people remain done, not forming connections with
the other people beng served by agencies.

Health Issues

The research literaure clearly demonstrates the link between homel essness and poor health due to
alack of accessto health services. In January, 2001, health problemswereidentified by some people
asthe cause of their homelessnesswhile for others, health problems may have devel oped as aresult
of their living conditions.

One lady had to go into the hospital and have a cancerous kidney removed. She had
been married for 26 years and for some reason why, I don’t know... but when she got
out of the hospital she didn’t qualify for VON care. When she was going through the
chemotherapy and radiation her boss didn 't think her priorities were straight so fired
her. And then her husband didn’t think she was doing her house work or stuff so he
kicked her out.

One man that I was talking to for quite some time, he actually started crying [when
telling me about his circumstances]. He was in some type of car accident and lost an
eye and there was some kind of brain damage so he couldn’t do the job he was doing
anymore, he didn’t have the mental capacity... mentally he couldn’t do it any more.
He had a lawsuit against this drunk driver [who hit him when the man was walking
down the street]. He couldn’t get a disability.

A women said that she wasn't feeling very well—apparently she was very sick the
night before, as the outreach worker was aware of the woman’s situation. She was
saying she was still feeling pretty sick. We talked and I asked her what she was up
to, and she said “Just hanging out”.
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Coping withillnesswhileremaining outdoorson acold January night provides someinsight into the
mi serable circumstances endured by those who are absolutdy homelessin Northern communities.

Accessing Services

Service providers and key informants believed that home ess peopl e access servicesinthewinter or
stay with friends. Outreach workers also make contact with people on the strests.

The outreach worker asked a homeless woman if she still had some of the condoms
left from the other day, because she had given the woman some at that time. The
woman said that she would take some.

We went to check behind the Nim bins at the Eatons Centre because its quiet there
and it’s warm and the people of the downtown can sit there without being noticed.
From there we went to the bus station and at the bus station we encountered a teen
who I saw at the Action Centre the day before. As well, I have seen him at Foyer
Notre Dame House. He is 17. He doesn’t say much and has a sad look on his face
all the time.

Seeing our faces throughout the week at the Mission, because it was a lot of the same
people every single day, they would start talking to us and they wouldn’t stop talking
to us, after that...we just had to get a hello out! We heard a lot of life stories— they
all needed someone to listen.

1 saw someone at the Mission grab some food, stick it in a bag, and run out the door
because there was someone out there who didn’t want to come in.

Some people feel shame and humiliation because of the need to access services. The published
literature on best practices in services for homeless people emphasizes the importance of non-
judgmental approaches that operate via “aggressive outreach” (Culhans, 1992). Outreach workers
play an important role in monitoring the situations of homeless people and connecting them with
services.

Mental Illness

In the July, 2000 study, the field observations showed that mental illness is a visible cause of
homelessness in Sudbury. Service providers and key informants also confirmed this. The January,
2001 study produced similar findings.

We look for signs of schizophrenia, delusions of grandeur, the way they 're dressed.
If they 're living somewhere—is there enough food? Is it clean and neat? If they re
not caring for themselves, we can arrest them under the mental health act. The ones
on the street are harder to assess—can’t arrest them because they look ragged.
Some may look okay but are homeless; can’t identify them.
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One guy said to me “We're not from here.” He said “We started out on another
planet and now we re here— we 're going to go back one day and you will all see I'm
right.”

Research on homel ess popul ations in various communities has shown that a substantial proportion
of homeless people suffer from mental illness. It is also evident that the living conditions for
homel ess peopl e exacerbate or even cause mental health problems. A report of the Toronto Disaster
Relief Committee, based on sixty interviewswith homeless peoplein 2000, statesthat athird of the
respondents were suffering from depression and two thirds identified a range of menta health
problems.

Substance Abuse

Itissometimesdifficult to determine, on the basisof observable behaviour, whether substance abuse
or other physical or mental health problems may be producing unsteady, unusual, or disturbing
conduct. The field research indicated that there were some homeless individuals who clearly had
been drinking (i.e. the odour of dcohol was present); however, these individuals represented the
minority of those accessing the services studied in the field observation.

Youth on the Streets

The field observations indicated that there are homeless teens as young as 14 (perhaps younger)
using local agenciesand key informants confirmed that they attempt to monitor youth on thestreets.

The youngest that I talked to was a 14 year old boy, he was there without his parents
and he was there every night, actually. Other than that, there was a 17 year old boy
who was homeless and he told me that it was mental illness too.

[There were] two runaway girls who were around 16 or 15 maybe, they didn 't tell
me their ages, but they did tell me that they were runaways.

A 17 year old boy who is known to the outreach workers as being homeless was
observed “hanging out” by himself at the bus station. He can’t go to the Salvation
Army, Bloor Street has been closed, and he can t go to Foyer Notre Dame House...
He’s wearing the same clothes he was wearing yesterday. When we asked him “do
you know what are you doing” he just shrugs his shoulders and says “Whatever, just
hanging out.” The outreach worker asked him where he was going to stay and he
said “Well, you know, I have friends.” He sleeps by himself most of the time—
anytime I have seen him he doesn’t really hang out with anybody else... When we
went back down to the bus station, he was still there [sitting by himself] he hadn’t
left, still hanging around. He wears a base ball hat, and he hasn’t shaved... could be
2 months growth on his face. His clothes are dirty, you can tell he hasn’t had a
shower for awhile. He has nothing with him, he doesn’t carry anything. He really
doesn’t say too much.
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Canadianresearch on street youth indicatesthat the vast majority of theseyouth (79%) haveleft their
families because of circumstances in the home such as conflict, neglect, or abuse (Caputo, Weiler,
& Anderson, 1997). These researchers also noted that youth who are on the streets are often more
willing to accept help offered by service providersduring their first two weekson the street, perhaps
due to fearfulness and uncertainty that they can cope with the circumstances of street life. Mobile
outreach activities are therefore a vital aspect of service provision to this population.

CONCLUSIONS

Thisstudy has confirmed many of the sametrendsrevealedin our first report based on the July, 2000
data collection. The magnitude of the problem was confirmed with 341 homeess individuals
identified in January compared with 407 individuals identified in July. Furthermore, in January,
2001, 100 of these individuals were absolutely homeless, using the restrictive definition of
homel essnessthat has been rejected by many as underestimating the problem (Casavant, 1999). The
smaller sizeof theoverall homel esspopul ationinthe January study may reflect seasonal fluctuations
in homelessness, a decline in the number of homeless people in Sudbury, or it may simply be an
artifact of the greater difficulty of collecting datain the winter months.

Many researchers and service providers acknowledgethat the homel ess populationisfluid and ever-
changi ng, with people moving from housing to homel essness dueto circumstances such asjob | oss,
inadequate income, and the changing eligibility requirements of income support programs. The
results of the Time 1 and 2 studies reinforce the view that a broad definition of homelessness is
required in order to understand and address the problem. In July, 2000 and January, 2001, we
documented a local homeless population of well over 300 people (i.e. 341 in January and 407 in
July) who wereonthe brink of homel essness or were absol utely homel ess. The Time 2 study showed
that nearly athird of them (29%) had no shelter. Theresearch literature indicates that those who are
absolutdy without housing frequently find shelter after some period of time but the size of the pool
of homel ess peopl eremains about the same, asit iscontinuously repl enished by otherswho losetheir
housi ng.

The strong presence of women and children among Sudbury’ s homel ess popul ation was confirmed
inthe current study, aswasthe over-representation of First Nations people. However, oneimportant
difference between the Time 1 and Time 2 studies was that the proportion of Francophonesin the
homel ess population matched their numbers in the total population in the latter, while they were
under-represented in the former. The Time 2 results likely reflect the inclusion of an organization
serving Francophones and an improvement in the measurement of language and culture. Other
characteristics, aswell asthe reasons for homel essness, were very similar to thosenoted in the July,
2000 study.

The neighbourhood survey also produced similar findings as the earlier study, with 10 homeless
individudsidentified in July, 2000 and 7 in January (4.2% and 3.6% of households, respectively).
The small difference in these numbers may have been due to the smaller sasmple 9zein Time 2 and
the greater difficultiesin obtaining respondents in January. It was found that more residents were
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unwilling to open their doorsfor the members of the research team. While people can step outdoors
to answer guestions in the summer, thisis difficult in January.

The neighbourhood survey revealed that there is a high level of concern about homelessness in
Sudbury. Overall, alarger proportion of the residentsin the January, 2001 sampl e stated that arange
of structural and personal factorswere causes of homelessness compared to the July, 2000 sample.
Inaddition, alarger proportionof theresidentsbelieved that government cut-backsand policieswere
responsible for the homelessness problem. With regard to key strategies for addressing
homelessness, the provision of more government funding for welfare and other services was the
primary recommendation given by the residents in both studies. In the January study, respondents
seemed to have a greater awareness of the lack of shelter bedsin Sudbury since more than twice as
many of them commented that more homel ess shelters should be established, compared to the July
sample.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Seventeen recommendations were devel oped on the basis of the findings of the Time 1 study and
these recommendations were reviewed by service providersin Sudbury. The service providersalso
prioritized the recommendations to identify ten that should be the focus of local action. Given the
similarity in the trends identified in the two studies, it is recommended that community efforts to
address homel essness continue to focus on these ten priorities:

1) Provide more funding for shelters and beds for homeess people.

2) I mplement measures to ensure that new affordable rental housing is devedoped and existing
low cost, appropriate rental housing is preserved.

3) Develop strategies for addressing the needs of homel ess people with mental illness.

4) Provide more support services and financial support to homelessand low income peopleto
assist them in making the transition to stabl e housing and to reduce therisk of homelessness
in the future.

5) Consult with First Nations and Francophone organizationsin order to devel op strategiesfor
addressng the needs of homeless people in these cultural groups.

6) Review the shelter arrangements for women who are not victims of domestic violence and
establish beds for women who do not require or ae averse to heightened security

arrangements.

7) Enhance outreach services to homeess people in Sudbury in order to connect them with
existing community resources.

8) Involve consumers in the development of new services and the enhancement of existing
services.

9) Pressthefederal and provincial governmentsto implement policy changesthat will address
the underlying causes of the problem.

10)  Providefunding for community-based workerswho will engage in follow-up activitieswith
clientsand offer ongoing support servicesto assist clientsin making a successful transition
into stable housing in the community.
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