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Section One: Executive Summary



The Homeless Agency is coming to the end of the three year term of its
original Action Plan and PricewaterhouseCoopers was engaged to undertake
an evaluation of the performance against the Action Plan. This was a follow-
on from an evaluation undertaken by PwC in September 2002.

PricewaterhouseCoopers undertook the evaluation between May and
September of 2003 and included: a.) an analysis of the actual performance
against objectives and b.) a wide consultation programme aimed at
identifying the areas where the Homeless Agency is having a positive impact
as well as the issues which have the potential to impede progress going
forward.

The causes of homelessness are complex and the manner in which
improvements can be made in the lives of homeless people is rendered
difficult by that complexity. Homelessness is a systemic problem
necessitating a systemic response. A domestic dispute in Wexford could
impact the provision of services in O’Connell St, Dublin. The problem of
homelessness is most acute in the Dublin City Council area but this is
understood to be significantly impacted by the flows of persons from other
parts of the city and country to homeless services in Dublin city as well as
the referral of persons from public sector institutions in Dublin such as
hospitals and prisons to homeless services in the city centre.

Ideally, therefore, a local response is required which would cater for the
needs of individuals in each community before that person becomes
homeless. This response is a function of: the local authority, the health board,
the Voluntary sector and the community in any particular area. The need to
corral the resources and commitment of a wide number of groups each with
their own core mandate means that addressing the needs of homeless persons
is a difficult and time-consuming proposition.

An understanding by all parties to the Homeless Agency of the minimum
need for a Dublin-wide systemic response drove the development of the
original Homeless Agency Action Plan and explains why the plan was wide-
ranging in terms of the objectives to be achieved.

During the three years since the establishment of the Homeless Agency, a
range of external factors have been brought to bear on the environment in
which homelessness exists, chief amongst these being the increase in the
numbers of people seeking accommodation in Dublin, the continued growth
in house prices and the high prices being paid for private rented
accommodation. While not quantified, there is little doubt that these external
factors are working against the efforts of the Homeless Agency and the
homeless service providers to make inroads into problem of homelessness in
Dublin.

Despite this, it is widely acknowledged that the Homeless Agency, as the
entity charged with bringing together the different stakeholders and working
to achieve a partnership solution, has achieved a great deal. The difficulties
inherent in developing an on-going productive partnership between different
groups are, however, also evident. The emergence of tensions between
groups should not be seen as to be ‘part and parcel’  of the strive for a
collective response from a number of organisations each with different
remits.

In addition to the external environment alluded to above, the ability of the
Homeless Agency to achieve the objectives as set out in the original Action
Plan has also been impacted by a range of other factors and these are
described in detail in this report. Despite the difficulties, in terms of actual
performance, the Homeless Agency either fully or partially completed over
fifty percent of the objectives set out in the Plan.
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As circumstances changed, some of the original objectives were seen to have
a lower priority than others and performance against the objectives denoted
by the Homeless Agency as higher priority objectives was considerably
greater with 72% of those being achieved.

It is important to note that the evaluation was undertaken before the end of
the three year period and that some of the objectives not completed before
the report are expected to be completed by the end of the period.

The factors that impacted the level of performance of the Agency during the
period evaluated were wide-ranging in nature. The achievement of a
significant number of the objectives in the original Action Plan was outside
the direct control of the Agency. Moreover, the time taken to actually
achieve a range of objectives was substantially greater and took significantly
more effort than had originally been anticipated.

The lack of a common understanding of what consititutes homelessness, how
many people are homeless, how these numbers change over time and what
are the issues which impact the move into homelessness also proved to be a
stumbling block in the search for collective solutions. A significant amount
of effort goes into addressing the issue of homelessness by a number of
groups many of whom see the problem very differently. Even at the
fundamental data level, there is no common agreement on the numbers of
people that are homeless in the greater Dublin area nor their place of origin.

A pilot study has been completed on the introduction of a computer system
(LINK) which it is hoped will go a long way towards addressing these data
problems. Attempts to ensure system-wide implementation of LINK have
been time-consuming and some key gaps still exist in this regard.

The Homeless Agency was not resourced in accordance with the resourcing
schedule set out in the original Action Plan and this also had a negative
impact on the ability of the Agency to successfully complete a higher number
of the Action Plan objectives.

Changing circumstances and needs meant that a number of the original
objectives were deemed to be less important and this was reflected in the
agreement on the revised Action Plan or the Operational Programme for
2003.

In addition to the obstacles to actual completion of stated objectives, the
Agency was charged with completing a range of activities which were not
included in the Plan and these activities consumed resources which might
have been used to successfully complete some of the other objectives.

One of the areas which requires attention before moving to the next phase of
the Homeless Agency is that of the remit of the Agency. While the Agency
has worked to achieve the objectives set out in the Action Plan, there are a
number of activities which many stakeholders feel are sufficiently important
to become part of the Agency remit going forward. Some of these, such as a
Public Relations / Lobbying role, are understood by many stakeholders to
have been part of the remit of the Agency from the beginning.

In the interests of benefiting from the experience of the first Action Plan, it is
important that the issue of the Agency role is revisited before a new Action
Plan is developed or as part of the Action Plan development process.

A reassessment of the role of the Agency should provide clarity on issues
such as funding which have proved particularly difficult for the Agency.
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By virtue of the fact that it represents the lifeblood of certain organisations,
the subject of funding is a sensitive one and there is little doubt that a
communication breakdown occurred during the 2003 funding process. The
funding issue is sufficiently important that lack of agreement could have a
very serious negative impact on the partnership process. Whether the existing
funding mechanism remains or is altered, the communication undertaken
between the different parties across all the stakeholders needs to be
improved. This will be particularly important in the light of the less
favourable economic conditions that obtain now than obtained when the
original Action Plan was developed.

Many of the communication problems appear to result from poor use of
representation structures generally. While informal communication lines
should be maintained and strengthened, it is central to the proper functioning
of the Agency that all stakeholders appropriately use the formal
representation structures that are available to them.

The Homeless Agency is charged with seeking solutions which address the
totality of the needs of homeless persons. These needs can be broadly divided
into care and physical shelter. While measures have been adopted in respect
of both elements, the issue of long-term housing remains a highly-debated
one and there is disagreement on the level of progress that has been made.

Different views exist in respect of the manner in which the issue of long-term
housing should be addressed and the development of a needs-based approach
to the issue of housing is likely to be a key objective of the Homeless Agency
in the future.

Whatever the nature of the solutions, it will be difficult to get agreement on
the level of progress being made in the absence of a commonly understood
and agreed data set for homelessness in Dublin.
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As one of the key representation Fora, the Board must work well in order to
effect the systemic change which is the main aim of the Agency. There are a
number of changes which could be considered in respect of the current Board
and these are set out in Section Seven of the report. Changes in respect of
composition; size; continuity and planning are suggested. In addition, an
independent Board chairperson is recommended and this is expected to go
some way towards addressing the concern of some stakeholders that the
Homeless Agency, by virtue of its position within Dublin City Council, lacks
independence.

The process whereby a new Action Plan is developed will present an
opportunity for all the stakeholders to table their concerns as well as their
suggestions for strengthening the partnership on homelessness. It is also an
opportunity to introduce parameters around the Agency activities and allow
the Agency to focus on a number of core activities.

Whether the Homeless Agency remit remains as is or is altered, the issue of
Agency resourcing should be addressed through the governance structures
before the Agency progresses to implementation of a second Action Plan.
Depending on the outcome of the discussion on the role of the Agency, it
would seem appropriate that the management team within the Agency should
be strengthened and delays in recruitment of agreed personnel should be
minimised.

Finally, it will be necessary for all parties to recognise that the issues around
homelessness are not easily solved and that partnership between different
bodies is not easily achieved. Moreover the economic environment and the
pressures on the private and public housing stock may lead to a
disimprovement in the environment for resolution of homelessness related
issues.



This will represent a real challenge to each party individually and to the
partnership which has been established to date.  It is difficult to see how
homelessness would benefit, however, by a breakdown in partnership and if
partnership is to deepen and provide solutions, it needs to proceed.

Proceeding in a difficult environment will require that all concerned:

-  recognise that all the stakeholders want to find a way forward;
-  buy-in fully to the process and help to advance it;
-  spend sufficient organisational resources to buy-in fully to the process;
-  be willing to find compromise solutions where appropriate;
-  put pressure on for solutions to be progressed but recognise tha t solutions
take time and present different challenges for different groups.
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Section Two: Methodology



The PricewaterhouseCoopers methodology comprised two key modules:

– a consultative program with representatives of:

´ the management team;

´ the Consultative Forum;

´ the Board;

´ the Cross Department Committee; and

´ the Voluntary Network

to determine the views of the different stakeholders in relation to the
performance of the agency to date and the key areas for
consideration going forward.

– an analysis of performance against the objectives contained in the
original Action Plan;

It was not possible to evaluate the Homeless Agency against the Key
Performance Indicators outlined in the Action Plan due to the
lack of agreed data on homelessness in Dublin. The evaluation
had to rely, therefore, on the information, both qualitative and
quantitative, provided by the Agency and the different
stakeholders.

1.   Consultative Programme

– Four members of the Homeless Agency team; seven members of the
Consultative Forum; nine members of the Board, one member of the
Cross Department Committee on Homelessness and the Chairperson
of the Voluntary Network were interviewed. The purpose of the
interviews was to determine the views of the key stakeholders in
relation to the Homeless Agency and its performance to date.

– The Consultative Programme provided the qualitative information
which served as a context for the factual analysis of performance
against original objectives. The information derived from the
consultative process forms the basis for Section Three: Key Issues
arising from the Consultative Process; Section Four: Achievements
of the Homeless Agency and for Section Six: Views from the
Stakeholders

– The consultation programme also provided valuable information in
relation to changes which could be made to improve the efficiency
and effectiveness of the Agency going forward. This information
was collated and analysed and formed the basis for  Section Seven:
Recommendations.

– While Section Five - Performance Against the Action Plan is
important as it maps the achievements of the Agency vis a vis the
Action Plan, it is the information from the consultation process
which provides a broader and contextual picture of the performance
of the Agency during its three year period. It sets out:

´ the activities which have been undertaken;

´ the obstacles to achievement of some of the original objectives;
and

´ the key issues facing the agency and its stakeholders going
forward.

In terms of understanding the evolution and performance of the Homeless
Agency, the consultative programme was an extremely valuable part of the
methodology.
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– Analysis of performance against the objectives contained in the
original Action Plan

– The original Action Plan was examined in detail and analysed
according to the objectives contained therein; the nature of the
objectives and, where possible, the party responsible for
undertaking the relevant action.

– Discussions then took place with the Homeless Agency to
determine whether the objectives had been achieved. The Homeless
Agency, in turn, discussed the different areas with the relevant
statutory authorities. Where partial completion occurred, these were
discussed and included in the analysis. The methodology used for
this evaluation differs from that undertaken in 2002, in that this
evaluation includes an analysis of objectives either fully or partially
complete whereas the 2002 evaluation focused only on the level of
objectives fully achieved.

– The information provided by the Homeless Agency and the
different statutory bodies together with the PwC assessment of full,
partial or non-completion is included as an Appendix to the report.

– PwC then undertook an analysis of the information provided and an
overview of this analysis is included in the report in Section Five –
Performance against Action Plan.

– Section Five, in isolation, presents an incomplete picture of the
performance of the Agency and should be considered in the light of
the contextual issues set out elsewhere in the report.
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Section Three: Key Issues Ar ising from Consultation Process



Consultation Process

The consultative process undertaken by PricewaterhouseCoopers was a wide one and we believe that it gave a very good insight into the overall problem of
homelessness as well as the specific issues arising in relation to the Homeless Agency and its performance.

While there were some opposing views, as would be expected given the different stakeholders interviewed, there was also general consensus in relation to a
number of core subjects.

This section includes a description of the issues which tended to dominate the discussions with the stakeholders and which appeared to be uppermost in their
minds. The informal nature of the interviews allowed discussion to occur in relation to the key areas of concern as presented by each interviewee and this section
provides a summary of what emerged from the process.
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Section Three: Key Issues arising from Consultation Process

Original Action Plan

Given that the evaluation was focused on performance of the Homeless
Agency vis a vis the original Action Plan, discussion took place with all
interviewees in relation to the Plan and their views in that regard. This was
one of the interview topics which received general agreement and the
comments in relation to the plan can be categorised as follows:

Nature

It was agreed that the Action Plan was a very complete document, which
sought to address all aspects of homelessness and to prescribe the necessary
activities to address the problem as well as the timing for completion of these
activities. While it included a very large number of objectives and outlined
the main Strategic Aims of the Agency, it did not prioritise the stated
objectives. This created a difficult environment in which the Executive of the
Homeless Agency had to operate. While the Executive felt that it was
incumbent upon it to progress on all fronts, the Agency did not have the
necessary resources to address all the activities nor was it within their power
alone to achieve a large number of the stated objectives.

It was recognised by most interviewees however that the Plan was developed
in the strong economic environment of the late nineties and reflects the
optimism that existed in relation to public funding at that stage.

While it was highly ambitious in nature and while this created some
difficulties for the Agency, it is also felt quite widely that the first plan of
such a body which was seeking to establish a partnership model needed to
include the totality of the objectives coming through from the different
stakeholders. It therefore needed to be ambitious and prescriptive and the
experience gained in working to such a Plan will play a pivotal role in
informing the development of any future Homeless Agency Action Plan.

The Action Plan was reviewed at the mid point in its time frame and this
resulted in a review of the Plan for 2003. The reviewed plan, with revised
priorities, was agreed at the different For a and some or the original actions
and objectives were abandoned in this process

 Ownership of Objectives

While the Homeless Agency was charged with achieving the objectives in
the Action Plan, a large share of the targeted expenditure is drawn from the
mainstream revenues of Dublin’s local authorities and is not ring-fenced. The
implication of this funding arrangement is threefold:  

• there are no financial incentives for the attainment of objectives
contained in the Action Plan, i.e. non-completion does not translate
into the loss of revenues to the local authority in question;

• targeted spend is particularly vulnerable to cut-backs in times of
public sector retrenchment;

• financial monitoring is rendered somewhat difficult, with
implications for the quality of conclusion that may be drawn with
regard to expenditure “efficiency”, i.e. cost of attaining objectives
relative to target.

The Agency is in the difficult position therefore of having ownership of
objectives as set out in the Action Plan but not having direct control over the
necessary resources.
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Commitment

The plan was prepared in consultation with all stakeholders and was adopted
by the Cross Department Team, the Board of the ERHA and the Local
Authorities. There were differing views from the interviewees, however, in
relation to the level of formal ‘sign-off’  by managers of some of the different
stakeholder organisations. In practice, the level of commitment shown by
different organisations and individuals in terms of the resources committed
seemed to differ and the Action Plan was based on the assumption that full
commitment would be forthcoming from all relevant organisations.   

Gaps

While the Action Plan included a very wide range of objectives, it did not
address some of the core issues in terms of the practical working of the
structures. Issues such as:

-the resourcing of the Homeless Agency itself; and

-the funding of the voluntary agencies

were not addressed in any meaningful way in the Plan. While the Plan did
include a ‘costed’  Homeless Agency staffing structure as well as a provision
for a funding scheme, the real work in terms of how these would be brought
about happened after the term of the Agency began. This resulted in a large
amount of work on the part of many of the stakeholders which, in turn, meant
that many of the objectives in the Plan either did not happen or were
achieved significantly later than was originally anticipated. In addition, the
absence of any detail in relation to the funding of the voluntary agencies
contributed to the difficulties which arose in 2003 in that regard.

Non Action Plan Activities

Since its inception, the Homeless Agency has responded positively to a range
of requests from different stakeholders for assistance/information that was
not included in the original Action Plan (an example of such extra work is
Department of Environment requests for data). Responding to such requests
put pressure on Homeless Agency resources and this, in turn, impacted what
the Agency could achieve on other fronts.

A further difficulty in relation to such ad-hoc requests is that only a minority
of stakeholders had visibility of the extra work being undertaken. While
many would agree that these tasks were worthwhile and that the Homeless
Agency was best positioned to undertake them, this utilisation of Agency
resources had an impact on its ability to achieve some Action Plan
objectives.



Governance Structures and Stakeholder  Organisations

One of the recurring themes of the discussions with the stakeholders was that
of Homeless Agency governance structures and the relationship between the
different levels of governance as well as the decision making undertaken by
each. In addition, the relationship between stakeholder organisations and the
Agency was discussed.

The Homeless Agency has an Executive, a Board of Directors, a Consultative
Forum, Board sub-committees, working groups, worker networks and
advisory groups. At departmental level, the Agency reports to the Cross
Department Committee on Homelessness. The Board of Directors comprises
representatives of: a range of statutory authorities; voluntary agencies; the
Consultative Forum; and an independent person. The Consultative Forum
comprises representatives of: the voluntary agencies and the statutory
authorities and is chaired by an independent person. The CEO of the Agency
also attends Board and Consultative Forum meetings. The Cross Department
Committee on Homelessness comprises representatives of the Departments of
the Environment and Local Government; Health and Children; Social and
Family Affairs; Justice, Equality and Law Reform; Arts, Sport and Tourism;
Education and Science; and Finance as well as FAS, Probation and Welfare
Services and the VEC

In addition to the foregoing Fora, the Voluntary Network is a stakeholder
organisation which is represented on both the Consultative Forum and the
Board.

Although there are clear terms of reference for the Executive, the Board and
the Forum, the role of the different entities does not appear to be clear to all
the parties to the different Fora. Neither the type of decisions that should be
made at the different Fora nor the communications systems that should exist
between them appears clear.
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Moreover, until 2003, the Cross Department Committee on Homelessness
appeared to be under-utilised with little contact on an on-going basis. 

Board

The role of a Board is central to the proper working of such a governance
system and it is the view of almost all the interviewees that the Homeless
Agency Board has not performed optimally. The general view expressed
was that the Board could be much more effective in ensuring that the
objectives of the Homeless Agency are being carried through. It seems,
from the discussions to date, that the Board has not ‘gelled’  as a Board
and that it represents a series of individual group interests rather than a
collective entity charged with undertaking certain tasks. There are a
number of difficulties, which have been expressed in relation to the
Board:

 Size

The Board is considered to be somewhat too large and too unwieldy to be
a cohesive unit working effectively to carry through the objectives of the
Agency. One of the ways that this has been addressed has been through
the use of the sub-committee structure and there is a view generally that
these have worked well. However, the introduction of the sub-committee
structure was accompanied by a reduction in the regularity of the full
Board meetings and this has led to delays in getting the different
stakeholders to follow through on actions which have been agreed at
Board level.



Composition of the Board

The composition of the Board was raised on a number of occasions during
the interview process. There are some Board members whose organisations
are not central to the decision-making of the Homeless Agency while persons
critical to the Homeless Agency in terms of the ability to carry out its
objectives are not represented on the Board. Examples of the former are
CDVEC, and Probation and Welfare Services while examples of the latter
are the relevant Principal Officers from the Department of the Environment
and the Department of Health and Children.  

It has also been argued that Dublin City Council and the Voluntary sector
should have greater representation, as these are the two entities, which are
central to the provision of homeless services in Dublin and that the Health
Board representation, although important, is too high. The chairperson of the
Board also represents Dublin City Council and it can be difficult to represent
a particular constituency as well as to ensure that satisfactory cross-party
solutions are achieved.

Continuity of the Board

In addition to the composition issues above, there is a difficulty in terms of
continuity of Board members. There is a degree of ‘ turning over’  of Board
members due to changed positions within the statutory agencies but a more
relevant issue, however, is the inability of certain Board members to
regularly attend meetings. This has the effect of weakening the links, which
are being established on an ongoing basis and can be disruptive to the
performance of any team.    
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Governance and Representation

Many of the issues which were raised during the course of the interview
process point to some key communication gaps which exist between and
amongst the stakeholders to the Homeless Agency.

The funding process in 2003, which led to difficulties, was not
accompanied by step-by-step, formal communication firstly between the
relevant statutory funders and the Homeless Agency and secondly
between the Homeless Agency and the Voluntary Network. This
contributed in part to the tension which built up around this subject.

There appears to be an under-utilisation of the formal communication
structures which seem to be in existence such as:

– the Statutory Authorities are represented on the Board and on the
Consultative Forum;

– the Voluntary Network is represented on the Board and on the
Consultative Forum;

– the Consultative Forum is represented on the Board;

In addition there is a range of Board Sub-Committees and Working
Groups whose members represent different stakeholders.

Representation of Voluntary Network views does not seem to be
coordinated. The Voluntary Network is represented at Consultative
Forum and at Board level but there is no sense that this representation has
been fully utilised. This view was supported by a number of the voluntary
sector interviewees who discussed the need for better organisation of the
voluntary sector. 



One of the difficulties that appears to have arisen on a number of occasions is
the apparent ‘signing off’  on different initiatives by representatives of
different groups at Board, Consultative Forum, Sub-Committee or Working
Group level and a subsequent rejection by a Group or Groups on the basis
that they do not agree with the initiative or need further clarifications on the
initiative or have further amendments to propose to the initiative.

This leads to:

� considerable delay in implementing initiatives;

� frustration amongst those that have worked on the initiative and
signed off;

� tension between different groups that need not arise.
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Data and Information Management

An issue on which there was general consensus within the interview process
was that of the need for a widely used and coordinated data management
system which would facilitate an agreed view of homelessness in Dublin.

This lack of data meant that the consultants were not in a position to evaluate
performance against the Key Performance Indicators (KPI’s) in the Action
Plan.

The official figures used for homelessness by the Homeless Agency are those
which arise from the joint Homeless Agency/ESRI ‘Counted In’  survey.
These surveys, however, present a ‘snapshop in time’  picture of
homelessness and cannot capture the flows of people into and out of
homelessness which those within the sector acknowledge is occurring.

Evidence of the confusion which exists in respect of ‘homeless’  data is
available when one compares the ‘Counted In’  data with the homeless data
provided by Dublin City Council. Approximately 75% of those registered
with Dublin City Council as staying in emergency accommodation were not
returned by accommodation or other service providers in the ‘Counted In’
survey. Moreover, approx. 75% of those who were returned as rough sleepers
or staying in emergency accommodation were not registered with a local
authority.

In addition to the inability to agree a common homeless persons list, the lack
of proper data/information on the sector means that efforts to prevent
movement of certain categories of persons into homelessness cannot be
effectively addressed.

Section Three: Key Issues arising from Consultation Process

It is widely acknowledged that homelessness fundamentally represents a
failure of certain other public sector systems with people being referred, in
the absence of alternatives, from some public sector entities to homeless
services thereby contributing to the homeless problem. The referral of
categories of people such as prisoners or hospital patients to homeless
services is not seen to be an adequate response to the needs of those persons
and is a failure on the part of those systems to address the issue without
recourse to homelessness.

There is no data available, either historic or projected, from these public
sector entities in respect of these referrals. The implementation of better data
systems on the part of both the agencies referring persons and the
organisations to which they are referred is essential if policy measures are to
be introduced which will ensure that preventative action is taken before a
person falls into homelessness.

The lack of proper data on homelessness is one of the fundamental
challenges which has faced the Agency during its three year term and has,
according to the majority of the interviewees, been the subject of extensive
discussion. This debate led to the introduction of the LINK system, the goal
of  which is to allow for registration and assessment of homeless persons at
any and all points of access to homeless services.

While a long-term goal of LINK is to facilitate common assessment
procedures across the range of access points, it is agreed that in the short-
medium term, the inputting of basic data on an agreed basis across the system
will allow for significant advances in understanding of the sector.



LINK has been piloted, training has been undertaken and all emergency and
settlement services are now using the system.

While it is the aim of the Agency to have Link operating at every point of
access to homeless services, one of the obstacles to full implementation of
the LINK system is the lack of success to date in getting the agreement of the
Homeless Persons Unit to use the system.

The Homeless Persons Unit is the unit to which all homeless persons are
referred by service providers and other public sector agencies in order to seek
emergency accommodation or claim homeless persons allowance. The
homeless persons allowance is disbursed by the Homeless Persons Unit
(HPU) on behalf of the Department of Social and Family Affairs while the
HPU is located within the Northern Area Health Board.

The lack of ‘buy-in’  of the HPU to LINK was considered by almost all
interviewees to be a very real problem for the resolution of the data issue
around homelessness. It was generally felt that the use of LINK without the
HPU would not go very far in terms of addressing the data difficulties
outlined above.
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Independence of the Homeless Agency

There was a view expressed that the independence of the Homeless Agency
is compromised as a result of it being ‘embedded’  within Dublin City
Council and having a Board which is dominated by statutory authorities that
have the decision-making authority and the control of resources to achieve a
substantial number of the objectives in the original Action Plan. In particular
the local authorities have the decision-making authority and the control of
resources for the achievement of the high priority objectives relating to the
provision of transitional and permanent housing for the homeless. Under
these circumstances, many felt that it is difficult for the Homeless Agency to
put sufficient pressure on the local authorities in particular to undertake the
activities outlined in the original Action Plan. It was also felt that the external
‘ lobbying’  role which could bring significant pressure to bear on the parties
with the ability and the responsiblitiy to achieve objectives is diminished
with the Homeless Agency personnel essentially being Dublin City Council
employees.

Those expressing this view tended to believe that the Homeless Agency
should have a statutory basis with a ringfenced budget. This school of
thought believes that such statutory footing would allow the Homeless
Agency to:

� become the public voice of the homeless and to lobby government
and statutory agencies in a public manner in particular in relation to
the provision of long-term, permanent housing for homeless people;

� disburse funds directly to the voluntary agencies thus avoiding the
delays that have been a feature of the funding process to the
voluntary agencies from the statutory authorities via the Homeless
Agency;

� recruit to the Agency without the delays that have been inherent in
the recruitment process by virtue of the need to adhere to the Dublin
City Council system and processes.

Some who belonged to the above school of thought believed that the Agency
should be responsible for a wider budget which would allow it to purchase
long-term housing from the Local Authorities thereby vesting all decision-
making in relation to homelessness within the Homeless Agency

There was an equally strongly held view that the Homeless Agency should
be embedded within the statutory authorities as is currently the case since this
allows for:

� the changing of mindsets amongst those employed within the
statutory organisations and a greater likelihood of getting their buy-
in to the issues of homelessness;

� the exploitation of well-established statutory systems to get things
done;

� better facilitation of  the partnership process both:

� statutory-to-statutory; and

� statutory-to-voluntary.

The view here was that statutory footing for the Homeless Agency would not
necessarily bring any advantages and would mean that the Homeless
Agency, in effect, would have less ability to influence what is happening in
the other statutory bodies whose resources, skills and competencies are
required in order to effect fundamental change in relation to homelessness.
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Funding of the Voluntary Agencies

This evaluation was undertaken at a time when considerable tension existed
between the Voluntary Network and the Homeless Agency resulting from
delays in receipt of confirmation of 2003 funding amounts and interim
payments.

Although most of the voluntary agencies interviewed expressed concern at
the delays in confirmation of funding levels and the lack of three year
funding, there was less agreement in relation to the level of funding with a
number of agencies expressing satisfaction with the funding received.

The question of funding has absorbed a significant amount of the time of
many of the representatives in the different groups and in particular that of
the Executive of the Homeless Agency.

While the concerns expressed regarding the 2003 funding process are being
addressed, it seems clear from the interview program that there are a range of
views in respect of  the Homeless Agency role in funding and montioring
generally.

Before the establishment of the Homeless Agency, the application for, and
disbursement of, funds occurred on an ‘ad hoc’  basis with the different
voluntary agencies approaching a number of different statutory agencies with
requests/applications for funds and funds being allocated in a non-transparent
and inconsistent manner. In order to ensure that a more transparent process
was implemented and that this was accompanied by a consistent set of
funding principles, it was agreed that the Homeless Agency should have a
role in the disbursement of funds, in particular in relation to the assessment
of applications from the Voluntary Agencies.

There was broad agreement that the Agency should continue to have a role in
the funding process but opinions diverged in relation to certain aspects of the
arrangement.

Some of the views expressed in this regard were:

- the Agency should not be encumbered with the administration
around funding and that this should remain with the statutory
authorities;

- the Agency should not have a monitoring role as this is likely to be
duplicated by the statutory agencies;

- the Agency does not have the administration to support the amount
of work required to efficiently and effectively undertake the funding
process;

- the Agency should concern itself with broader strategic issues and
generate/procure the information which supports that;

- the Voluntary Agencies are being transitioned from a situation
whereby they had to provide a minimal level of information to one
where they have to provide very detailed information and that this is
putting undue pressure on their systems and resources;

- the funding for the Voluntary Agencies should be ring-fenced, made
available directly to the Homeless Agency and that the Homeless
Agency should be charged with application assessment, funds
disbursement, and monitoring as well as all the communication
around that process.

Section Three: Key Issues arising from Consultation Process



- the continuation of a system whereby different ‘pots’  of funding
from different statutory authorities are drawn from on an annual
basis based on the decisions of the statutory authorities (albeit in
consultation with the Homeless Agency), is not in keeping with the
partnership model which is the objective of the Homeless Agency
structure and will continue to lead to the communication difficulties
which arose in 2003;

- some restructuring of the current practice whereby the Local
Authorities contribute a percentage of the departmental funding
should occur as it creates a disincentive for Local Authorities to
lobby government for increased funding for homelessness.

It is clear that there are very different views on this subject across the range
of stakeholders and that in order to move forward it will be necessary for the
Board to either reiterate that the existing process will continue and clarify all
aspects thereof or revisit the process in an effort to determine whether
changes need to be made to address some of the views of the stakeholders.
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Long Term Housing for  Homeless People

One of the recurrent issues of the interview process was that of long term
housing or ‘move on’  housing for homeless people. While long-term housing
is only one of a whole series of issues which need to be addressed in respect
of homeless people, it is one which seems to generate most discussion and
which was clearly alluded to in the Key Assumptions and Strategic Aims of
the Action Plan.

Long-term housing can be provided for homeless persons by a range of
providers such as local authorities, voluntary agencies, and private
accommodation owners.

However, the lack of coordinated, accurate data on homelessness described
earlier means that putting figures on the long-term housing of homeless
people is difficult. None of the local authorities have ‘homeless’  houses, just
a stock of social houses, which are allocated to those on the housing lists,
both homeless and not homeless. For the purposes of these lists, a homeless
person is a person who is in emergency accommodation or sleeping rough.
The other people on the housing list are those deemed to ‘have a need’  but
are not homeless.

The Agency was charged with ensuring that 1500 units of long term housing
would be provided to homeless persons. According to the Agency this target
has almost been met with 1460 units of housing having been made available
during the period of the evaluation. Some of the stakeholders argue that it is
not possible to state with any certainty how many of the 1460 actually
belonged to the homeless constituency.         

It is the view of a number of stakeholders that creative solutions are required
to address the long-term housing need of homeless persons and that the
‘ institutionalisation’  of homeless persons into designated local authority
homeless accommodation (either emergency, transitional or long-term) may
not be an appropriate solution.
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Homeless Agency Resourcing

The original Action Plan set out a Homeless Agency staffing plan, which
included estimated costs. However, it did not provide for the mechanisms of
Homeless Agency resourcing and this issue had to be worked out as the
Agency progressed with its agenda. What this meant was that the Agency did
not have access to a full team from the beginning and this prevented the
Agency from progressing with some planned initiatives.

Moreover, the Agency is subject to the standard public sector recruitment
procedures of Dublin City Council which can be slow resulting in further
delays in relation to the establishment of the Homeless Agency team.

In addition, the Agency has had certain recruitment gaps during its tenure to
date with a number of key employees being on leave and one employee only
staying a short period. Within a small team, these gaps can have a significant
effect in terms of the activities undertaken.

A clear gap appears to exist in the area of finance specifically – the role of
the Homeless Agency in relation to funding warrants the presence of a strong
finance function within the Agency.

Section Three: Key Issues arising from Consultation Process
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While Section Three sets out the key issues from the Stakeholders perspective and Section Five provides an objective-by-objective evaluation of the performance
of the Agency against the original Action Plan, Section Four focuses on the areas where the Homeless Agency has had a very positive influence.

While there were a number of issues which each of the stakeholders would like to see addressed going forward, and some interviewees expressed more concern
than others, it is important to note that, without exception, the interviewees were supportive of the Homeless Agency and felt that the existence of such an Agency
represents the correct way forward in the battle against homelessness.

Although there are many objectives from the original Action Plan that have not been achieved, it is clear that the progress which has been made has been
significant and this has been widely accepted across the range of stakeholders.

Section Four: Achievements of the Homeless Agency



Section Four: Achievements of the Homeless Agency

– Statutory to Statutory Relationship building

– It was agreed by all the statutory interviewees that a much closer
relationship between the relevant statutory authorities exists now
than was the case pre-Homeless Agency. In the past the different
statutory agencies worked separately and despite the strong inter-
relationships between their activity, they did not necessarily
understand others points of view or reference points. They feel that
the Homeless Agency has made a very positive contribution in that
regard.

– Changing Mindsets

– The interviewees representing the Statutory Agencies almost
unanimously agreed that homelessness is now on the agenda of the
statutory authorities in a way that was not the case previously. While
many would concede that progress seems to be slow on a number of
fronts, the fundamental shift in mind-sets has been happening and
this is having an impact on statutory policy regarding homelessness.
There is a view that the Homeless Agency has brought an amount of
pressure to bear that did not exist before.

– Statutory to Voluntary Relationship Building

– Representatives from both the statutory and voluntary sectors believe
that there now exists a much closer relationship between the
voluntary agencies and the statutory agencies than in the past, when
an adversarial system obtained between the two. It was generally felt
that despite recent difficulties in relation to the timing and the level
of funding for 2003, there are now much closer working
relationships between the voluntary agencies in general and the
statutory agencies as well as a much greater understanding on the
part of the voluntary agencies of how the statutory agencies work.

-        

– Improved emergency accommodation levels

– There was general agreement that significant improvements had
been made in the provision of emergency services and this was a
function of the workings of the Homeless Agency. While concern
was raised in relation to the B&B situation, it was widely
acknowledged that the issue of emergency accommodation needed
to be addressed and was addressed by the Agency.

– Increased funding to the voluntary sector

– Over the first three years of the Agency existence, the level of
funding to the voluntary sector from the statutory agencies has
increased significantly. A view expressed by a number of
interviewees was that the Homeless Agency is better positioned to
get funding from the statutory authorities than are the individual
voluntary agencies. This view was widely held despite the
difficulties which occurred in relation to funding in 2003. 

– Transparency of Funding Process

– Although there remains some disagreement in relation to the level
of transparency of the funding process with a number of the
voluntary agencies expressing concern in that regard, it was also
the view of very many stakeholders that the level of transparency
and consistency which exists now is substantially greater than that
which existed under the more ad hoc system which, existed pre-
Homeless Agency.
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– Awareness of problems and data needs

– There is a greater awareness of the relationship between
homelessness and housing and a much greater recognition of the
need for consistent, commonly-understood and widely-available data
on homelessness. There is also a widely held view that homelessness
in so far as it relates to the Homeless Agency needs to be defined.

– Upgrading of Quality Standards

– According to a number of the interviewees, the Homeless Agency
has been instrumental in improving the overall standards within the
sector by assisting with implementation and monitoring of standards.
There is general agreement that the quality of much of the
emergency accommodation was very poor and that the Homeless
Agency has been instrumental in changing that.

– Improved Training

– One of the tasks which has been undertaken by the Homeless
Agency has been that of training of voluntary agency and statutory
agency personnel. This is acknowledged by a number of people in
the sector as being extremely helpful and a very beneficial feature of
the Agency for them. It seems to be particularly important for the
smaller agencies who wouldn’ t have the resources to effect such
training themselves.
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Introduction

This section describes progress in the achievement of the 365 objectives contained in the Action Plan on Homelessness in Dublin 2001-2003. For the
purposes of this exercise, an objective is defined as any clear commitment to undertake a specified action within a defined time period.

The analysis contained in the remainder of this section is based on detailed, objective-level, information provided to PwC by the Homeless Agency. This
information, including PwC’s assessment of the rate of completion of each individual objective, is attached as an Appendix to this report.

PricewaterhouseCoopers adopted a three-way classification to their assessment of performance in the achievement of objectives, namely:

-  fully achieved - which means that the objective, and its associated benefit, were  achieved in full without any fundamental deviation from the conditions
    attaching to the objective in the Action Plan;

-  partially achieved - which means that the objective, and its associated benefit, were partially achieved, or that the manner in which the objective was
   achieved was different from that envisaged in the plan so that the associated benefit was not fully realised. It is also the status conferred on
accommodation projects that are in an advanced stage of planning/ construction;

-  not achieved - which means that the objective has not been achieved. This is the status conferred on objectives that are  notachieved, even if it is the case
   that some progress has been made towards their achievement – (excepting significant accommodation projects (see above)) but that the manner of the
progress means that the associated planned benefit was not realised.

The remainder of this section draws on this three-way classification to describe performance in the achievement of Action Plan objectives by programme,
stakeholder group and the relative priority accorded the objective by the Homeless Agency. Factors underpinning the non-achievement of individual
objectives are also discussed.
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Tables 1 and 2 shows performance in the achievement of Action Plan objectives by Programme.

Table 1 shows that 192 Action Plan objectives out of a total of 365 had been fully or partially achieved at end August 2003 - equivalent to 53% of all objectives (see Table 2).

More than 140 of these objectives had been fully achieved (40% of total), with the remainder (46 or 13%) partially achieved. This compares with a fully achieved % of 25% at the end of May
2002.

It should be noted that the absence of weighting of individual objectives can result in a measure which might not reflect the general view of achievement within a particular Programme. Example:
progress against Programme 10 could be considered to be greater than indicated in Tables 1 and 2, to the extent that the major aim of the programme (i.e. provision of an additional 1,500 units of
long-term accommodation) was nearly achieved. The absence of weighting however, means that the non-achievement of the other individual objectives in the programme (pertaining, for the most
part, to planning for this provision) results in a poor overall measure of achievement for the Programme as a whole.

Section Five: Progress against the Action Plan

Per formance by Programme

                
    

F u l l y  
C o m p l e t e  

P a r t i a l l y  
C o m p l e t e  

F u l l y  o r  P a r t i a l l y  
C o m p l e t e  

N o t  
C o m p l e t e  T o t a l  

          
P r o g r a m m e   2  C o n t i n u u m  o f  C a r e  6 7 %  7 %  7 4 %  2 6 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   3  P r e v e n t in g  a n d  E l im in a t i n g  H o m e le s s n e s s  5 %  7 %  1 1 %  8 9 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   4  A d v ic e ,  In f o r m a t i o n  a n d  R e fe r r a l  S e r v ic e s  1 7 %  0 %  1 7 %  8 3 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   5  R e d u c in g  S t r e e t  H o m e le s s n e s s  4 3 %  2 0 %  6 3 %  3 7 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   6  D a y  a n d  N ig h t  C e n t r e s  3 3 %  1 7 %  5 0 %  5 0 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   7  E m e r g e n c y  A c c o m m o d a t io n  5 0 %  1 3 %  6 3 %  3 7 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   8  S e t t l in g  P e o p le  5 9 %  1 4 %  7 2 %  2 8 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   9  T r a n s i t i o n a l  H o u s in g  4 4 %  2 2 %  6 7 %  3 3 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   1 0  L o n g - t e r m  H o u s in g  4 4 %  5 %  4 9 %  5 1 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   1 1  H e a l t h  &  T r e a tm e n t  S e r v ic e s  3 0 %  2 0 %  5 0 %  5 0 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   1 2  S o c ia l  a n d  C o m m u n i t y  W e l fa r e  S e r v ic e s  5 4 %  2 3 %  7 7 %  2 3 %  1 0 0 %  

P r o g r a m m e   1 3  E d u c a t io n ,  T r a i n in g  a n d  J o b s  3 8 %  1 5 %  5 4 %  4 6 %  1 0 0 %  

           
T o ta l     4 0 %  1 3 %  5 3 %  4 7 %  1 0 0 %  

                 

Table 2 % of Objectives Achieved by Programme

                
    

F u l l y  
C o m p l e t e  

P a r t i a l l y  
C o m p l e t e  

F u l l y  o r  P a r t i a l l y  
C o m p l e t e  

N o t  
C o m p l e t e  T o t a l  

          
P r o g r a m m e   2  C o n t in u u m  o f  C a r e  1 8  2  2 0  7  2 7  

P r o g r a m m e   3  P r e v e n t in g  a n d  E l im in a t i n g  H o m e le s s n e s s  2  3  5  3 9  4 4  

P r o g r a m m e   4  A d v ic e ,  In f o r m a t i o n  a n d  R e f e r r a l  S e r v ic e s  3  0  3  1 5  1 8  

P r o g r a m m e   5  R e d u c in g  S t r e e t  H o m e le s s n e s s  1 3  6  1 9  1 1  3 0  

P r o g r a m m e   6  D a y  a n d  N ig h t  C e n t r e s  2  1  3  3  6  

P r o g r a m m e   7  E m e r g e n c y  A c c o m m o d a t io n  2 3  6  2 9  1 7  4 6  

P r o g r a m m e   8  S e t t l in g  P e o p le  1 7  4  2 1  8  2 9  

P r o g r a m m e   9  T r a n s i t i o n a l  H o u s in g  1 6  8  2 4  1 2  3 6  

P r o g r a m m e   1 0  L o n g - t e r m  H o u s i n g  2 8  3  3 1  3 2  6 3  

P r o g r a m m e   1 1  H e a l t h  &  T r e a tm e n t  S e r v ic e s  1 2  8  2 0  2 0  4 0  

P r o g r a m m e   1 2  S o c ia l  a n d  C o m m u n i t y  W e l f a r e  S e r v ic e s  7  3  1 0  3  1 3  

P r o g r a m m e   1 3  E d u c a t io n ,  T r a i n in g  a n d  J o b s  5  2  7  6  1 3  

           
T o t a l     1 4 6  4 6  1 9 2  1 7 3  3 6 5  

                 

Table 1 Number  of Objectives Achieved by Programme



Per formance by Programme (cont’d)

In relation to the 173 objectives which were not achieved, it is important to note that ‘non-achievement’  does not mean that no progress had been made in
relation to these objectives, nor that they are not likely to be achieved by end 2003. Rather, it is merely a measure of the number of objectives which, at
end August 2003,  had not been completed to a level whereby the benefits of their achievement were immediately tangible to the ultimate service user.

It is clear from Tables 1 and 2 that performance in the achievement of Action Plan objectives varies considerably between programmes.

For example, nearly 80% of the objectives contained in Programme 12 had been achieved at end August 2003, compared with an achievement rate of
between 10% and 20% in the case of Programmes 3 and 4.

Performance differentials between programmes are, in large part, attributable to the differing profile of objectives within each programmes with  certain
types of objective (e.g. policy, planning and research) appearing to have considerably lower rates of achievement than others (e.g. accommodation) – see
Table 3.

In addition, certain programmes are characterised by a high level of inter-dependence between objectives, with the result that the non-achievement of one
objective can have a “domino”  effect across the entire programme. In the case of Programme 3, for example, a revised approach to preventing and
eliminating homeless at local level (and, related to this, the non-establishment of local multi-agency teams) is the major factor underpinning relatively
limited progress against stated objectives.  Local responses to homelessness are the subject of a section of the Action Plan Operational Programme 2003.

Section Five: Progress against the Action Plan

Table 3 % of Objectives Achieved by Type (1)

              
  

F u lly  
A c h ie v e d  

P a rt ia lly  
A c h ie v e d  

F u lly  o r P a rt ia l ly  
A c h ie v e d  

N o t 
A c h ie v e d  T o ta l (% ) T o ta l (# ) 

         
P o lic y  F o rm u la tio n , P la n n in g  a n d  R e s e a rc h  3 1 %  7 %  3 8 %  6 2 %  1 0 0 %  1 7 7  

A c c o m m o d a tio n  P ro v is io n / In fra s tru c tu re  4 9 %  3 2 %  8 1 %  1 9 %  1 0 0 %  4 7  

L o b b y in g  M a in s tre a m  S e rv ic e  P ro v id e rs  9 1 %  0 %  9 1 %  9 %  1 0 0 %  1 1  

P ro v is io n  o f S e rv ic e s  to  H o m e le s s  P e o p le  2 1 %  2 4 %  4 5 %  5 5 %  1 0 0 %  4 2  

Im p ro v in g  th e  Q u a lity  o f S e rv ic e s  5 3 %  7 %  6 0 %  4 0 %  1 0 0 %  1 5  

P ro m o tin g  In te g ra tio n  o f S e rv ic e s  4 7 %  9 %  5 6 %  4 4 %  1 0 0 %  4 3  

T ra in in g  o f S e rv ic e  P ro v id e rs  4 2 %  1 7 %  5 8 %  4 2 %  1 0 0 %  1 2  

Im p le m e n ta tio n  o f F u n d in g  S c h e m e s  8 9 %  1 1 %  1 0 0 %  0 %  1 0 0 %  1 8  
         
T o ta l 4 0 %  1 3 %  5 3 %  4 7 %  1 0 0 %  3 6 5  

               

1 objectives were assigned to these categories by PwC. Details are contained in Appendix 1



Per formance by Stakeholder

Section Five: Progress against the Action Plan

Table 4 shows the rate of achievement of Action Plan objectives by the organisation/ agency charged with their completion.

The first point to note from Table 4 is that the Homeless Agency has responsibility for the achievement of the greatest number of objectives contained in the
Action Plan (i.e. 172 or 47% independently/ 191 or 52% in total), followed by Dublin’s four local authorities (i.e. 109 or 30%) and other organisations (84 or
23%), most notably the Eastern Regional Health Authority, Local Health Boards in Dublin, FAS and the VECs.

Table 4 points to Homeless Agency performance (fully and partially achieved) on a par with that for the Plan as a whole (i.e. 53% achievement rate). When one
examines the performance of the Homeless Agency when working with other stakeholders, that achievement rate rises to 79%. Combining the objectives for
which the Homeless Agency has shared responsibility (i.e. “Homeless Agency and Other”) and those for which it has full responsibility, the rate of achievement
is 55%. This compares with an achievement rate of 59% for the local authorities and 34% for State-funded organisations falling into the “other”  stakeholder
category.

Data contained in Table 4, however, relate solely to the allocation of objectives to stakeholders as set out in the original Action Plan, i.e. it has no regard to the
fact that the failure of one organisation to meet an objective may be addressed by another. This is clearly the case with the Homeless Agency, which would
appear to have assumed responsibility for a range of objectives which were orginally allocated to other stakeholders. Thus, the performance of the Homeless
Agency in the achievement of Action Plan objectives vis-à-vis other stakeholders is most likely significantly understated in Table 4.

              
 No. of Objectives Homeless A gency (HA) HA  &  Other Local Authority Other Total 
      
Ful ly Achieved 75 6 51 14 146 

Partial ly Achieved 16 9 13 8 46 

Not Achieved 81 4 45 43 173 

Total 172 19 109 65 365 
        
      

 % of Objectives Homeless A gency (HA) HA  &  Other Local Authority Other Total 
        
Ful ly Achieved 44% 32% 47% 22% 40% 

Partial ly Achieved 9% 47% 12% 12% 13% 

Not Achieved 47% 21% 41% 66% 47% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
            
 

Table 4 Achievement of Objectives by Stakeholder Organisation (All Programmes)



Per formance by Pr ior ity of Objective

Section Five: Progress against the Action Plan

The foregoing analysis had no regard to the fact that certain objectives are likely to be more fundamental than others in terms of the achievement of the overall
aims of the Action Plan on Homelessness – although there is a clearly a high degree of inter-dependence between all of the individual components of the Action
Plan. To compensate for this, PwC asked the Homeless Agency to prepare a high-level assessment of the relative importance of the individual objectives of the
Action Plan, where “1”  indicated that the objective was of high priority, “2”  indicated that the objective was of lesser priority and “0”  indicated that the
objective was no longer considered particular relevant and/ or is excluded from the Operational Plan 2003. As before, details of this classification are contained
in Appendix 1.

Table 5 presents an analysis of performance in the achievement of Action Plan objectives, distinguishing between those that are considered by the Homeless
Agency to be “high priority” , those which are considered of somewhat lesser importance and those which are considered to be no longer particularly relevant
(i.e. “priority 0” ).

Table 5 shows a completion rate (i.e. full and partial) for high priority objectives of more than 70%, compared with 53% for the the Action Plan as a whole.
Taking the Homeless Agency categorisation of objectives as given, this higher rate of achievement of crucial or high priority Action Plan objectives suggests
that the impact of the Plan on the quality and availability of specialist and mainstream services for homeless people in Dublin may have been considerably
greater than the aggregate completion rate of 53% would suggest.

Table 5 Achievement of Objectives by Priority (All Programmes)

              
No. of Objectives      

        
Priority Fully Achieved Partially Achieved Fully or Partially Achieved Not Achieved Total 

          
Priority 1/ High Priority 117 33 150 58 208 

 
Priority 2/ Low Priority 24 12 36 74 110 

 
Priority 0/ Not Relevant 5 1 6 41 47 

         
Total 146 46 192 173 365 

          
% of Objectives      

        
Priority Fully Achieved Partially Achieved Fully or Partially Achieved Not Achieved Total 

          
Priority 1/ High Priority 56% 16% 72% 28% 100% 

 
Priority 2/ Low Priority 22% 11% 33% 67% 100% 

 
Priority 0/ Not Relevant 11% 2% 13% 87% 100% 

          
Total 40% 13% 53% 47% 100% 

             
 



Section Five: Progress against the Action Plan

Factors Underpinning Non Achievement of Objectives

The indicator system completed by the Homeless Agency requested commentary on the factors underpinning the non-completion of individual objectives, i.e. distinct
from factors underpinning performance at the level of the Action Plan as a whole. The most commonly cited reasons fall into one of the following categories:

- time/ resource constraints – frequent reference is made to decisions to de-prioritise particular objectives, in view of time and/ or resource constraints – be that on
  the part of the Homeless Agency or a third-party stakeholder to the Plan;

- relevance – a small number of Action Plan objectives were considered by the Homeless Agency Board/ Executive to be no longer relevant in view of
  developments in the external environment and were, for this reason, abandoned;

- staff recruitment/ resources – or delays/ difficulties in the  recruitment of personnel required: a) in order to fulfill a stated objective (e.g. recruit settlement
  workers); or b) to undertake activities in fulfillment of a stated objective (e.g.  review discharge procedures);

- planning delays –of particular relevance to those Action Plan objectives relating to the provision of additional emergency accommodation, the
  considerable delays inherent to the Irish planning system – compounded by local opposition to homeless accommodation projects – mean that a small number of
  emergency accommodation projects have yet to come to fruition;

- third-par ty intervention – a small number of objectives contained in the Action Plan were assumed, in some shape or form and independently of the
  Action Plan, by third party organisations. For this reason, these objectives were not pursued by the Homeless Agency. It, however, transpires that these objectives
  may not have been achieved by the third party organisations in question;

- industr ial relations issues – or the opposition of a distinct group of individuals to an action (e.g. establish working group) contained in the Action Plan, and/ or
  poor relations between two bodies intended to collaborate on the achievement of a single objective;

- commitment of Action Plan stakeholders – finally, a number of objectives were not achieved because of limited commitment, on the part of a very small  number
   of Action Plan stakeholders, to objectives contained in the Action Plan.

While Section Four presents an objective-by-objective analysis of the performance against the Action Plan, it is important that this is set within a broader context
which outlines the issues that are central to the achievement of the objectives and the challenges that face the Agency and its stakeholders in making progress in the
future. This contextual analysis is the subject of Sections 3, 4 and 6 and the information underpinning this analysis derived from the consultation process with key
stakeholders.



Section Six: Views from Stakeholders



This Section includes a sample of the comments made to the consultants during the consultative process.

The comments reflect the emphasis on certain key issues as set out in Section Three and the comments in relation to the achievements of the Homeless Agency
as set out in Section Four.

It is not possible to be complete when including comments from interviewees but it is felt that what is included represents the broad views of the interviewees.

It is important to note that the interviews took place at a time when tension between the Voluntary Agencies and the Homeless Agency was very high due to the
2003 funding issue.

Section Six: Views from Stakeholders



Homeless Agency Achievements

“Homeless Agency organised training courses for Voluntary Agency staff:
- consistency of training
- health and safety
- fire
- dealing with aggressive behaviour”

“What has worked well is the level of appreciation of the different Agencies
of the need to work together and to improve their services – there was no
history of working well together”

“ lots of people in working groups working together – this has been very
good”

“positive that they have an interest in getting standards in place and in
monitoring standards”

“huge plus of Homeless Agency – don’ t work in isolation any more -
hostile relationship with state in the past”

“ the multidisciplinary team that has been put in place is fantastic”

“we did have a concern around service agreements – that there would be a
tailoring of Voluntaries to reflect the Homeless Agency but it’s not that way
at all – they’ re actually good. The Homeless Agency people are very good,
very cooperative”

“homelessness now on the agenda in a way that was not the case in the
past”

“homeless Agency has brought an amount of pressure that is not
quantifiable”

“Homeless Agency has fostered the introduction of quality standards and the
slow move towards providing temporary amd more permanent
accommodation and supported housing”

“ the smaller voluntary agencies find the existence of the Homeless Agency
very beneficial”

“ from our perspective, the cooperation between the Voluntaries and the
Statutories is very good and much better than it was in the past”

“ there was always stress on funding of housing but not always as clear a
recognition of day services – it is much better with the Homeless Agency”

“ the complexity and nature of homelessness has been brought to the fore and
the Statutories understand it a bit more – it has put faces on both sides –
we’ re still getting there – it’s a process”

“overall direction of the Homeless Agency is good”

“good idea to have a Homeless Agency – harder to duck responsibility with
partnership”

“ the old system didn’ t work”

“ if the sole justification for the Homeless Agency is putting homelessness on
the agenda, it’s worth it”

Section Six: Views from Stakeholders



Homeless Agency Achievements cont’d

“ the value has been in increasing the quality of the services – bringing
everybody up to standard”

“we’ve seen a lot of good things happening”

“ there’s been a vast improvement in emergency services – no doubt about
that”

“Things are done in a more open coordinated and transparent fashion”

“Homeless Agency has been instrumental in increasing quality standards,
putting in place training programs etc”

“Homeless Agency has been effective in what it can control”

“ level and quality of services for people on the street have vastly improved”

“The Homeless Agency system properly operated is better than the old
system”

“Homeless Agency providing research services to the Voluntaries – not in
the original objectives – Dept of Environment demanded data first Qtr 2003
– this wasn’ t in the Action Plan but had to be responded to”

“ there was suspicion and distrust before and the things have been
transformed – the Agency has made a definite difference in that regard”

“ if we didn’ t have a Homeless Agency we’d have to invent it”
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Action Plan

“ focus of Action Plan on ‘elimination of homelessness’  should have been
‘care and prevention’ ”

“ the AP was flawed – it missed out on practical issues such as the day to
day funding of the Homeless Agency itself and on how the funding of the
Voluntary Agencies should work”

“There were so many actions and projects in the Action Plan that it is a full
time job to keep your eye on it”

“ the completeness of the Action Plan was important – nobody wanted to
give up their own treasured objectives so they all got put in”

“no formal commitment to sign off on the objectives in the Plan”

“key actions in AP not funded”

“hugely ambitious plan – should we prioritise ? Difficult to know what to
prioritise”

“ the Action Plan was too much – there was a huge amount of hope –
everything that could be done would have been done if the Plan had been
achieved”

“Very large task to do and no wherewithal to do it nor authority to do it -
objectives in plan way outside the Homeless Agency jurisdiction – in a way
it was a poisoned chalice”

“Nothing in the Action Plan that’s not ‘doable’ ”

“ it was a good thing to be over-ambitious in the beginning”



Governance

“ the Voluntary Network meets a few weeks before the Homeless Agency
Board and needs the agenda to prepare for the meeting”

“ the Board hasn’ t yet taken ownership of the problem”

“with the best will in the world, does the Board have the authority? What is
the standing of the Board – what are they doing?”

“on major issues the Homeless Agency doesn’ t seem to liaise with the
Board - liaised with DCC directly on funding”

“a smaller Board would be more effective”

“ if you had a Board with revised powers to ensure partnership”

“ is the HPU an over-riding priority issue of the Board?”

“ the Board was made up of the bosses of the people from the Statutories on
the Consultative Forum – what is the role of the Board – it is embedded in
the Civil Service system”

“a lot of things were done but what was missed was the relationships at the
policy making level between Health and Environment”

“network of voluntary agencies not organised sufficiently”

“Board, Consultative Forum, Working Groups – this level of working
together is very good and the Homeless Agency has achieved that”

“setting up the Board was a huge step but the Board has not yet taken
ownership of the problem – the Board does not work together  - who owns
the Board – it needs some more work”

“ the departmental team should get more feedback”

“Board does its business without reference to the Forum – no formal
presentation from the Forum to the Board – joint Board-Forum meeting for
the first time recently”

“not a good performing Board – what do the Board representatives expect to
get from the Board and what does the Agency demand from its Board”

“Board needs to take seriously that the relationships with the voluntary
agencies are fractured”

“ there are Board sub-committees and working groups but they’ re all over the
place – nobody is really clear – there are definite governance issues to be
sorted out”

“There is no dynamism in any of the groups”

Section Six: Views from Stakeholders



Data

“data is a huge issue”

“what is the real definition of homelessness”

“data is important – should there be a resourcing of the Voluntary Agencies
to manage the data”

“ there needs to be better definition- this is what homelessness is and these
are the servcies that come under it”

“Need to redefine homelessness”

“ there may be a system whereby the HPU will have a database that will link
with Link”

“ if the statutories were on board, the Link system should work”

“ there is no one in the Agency ‘minding’  the data – the data is available –
it’s a matter of getting it from the statutory agencies”

“we need an achievable short-term solution”

“ joined-up government is the way everthing is going in the public sector –
hard for the HPU to resist joining Link”

“HPU has to be brought onto the Link system”

“HPU has a veto over everything ie the Link system”

“ the Homeless Agency should be able to use Link to track changes in
demographics of homelessness and then put out a call for tender for different
services”

“everyones hope is that the Link system will help”

“Link will help with information flow but HPU is necessary to Link”

“ there are data privacy issues which must be considered when sharing data”

“ there’s no reason why information cannot be distributed without personal
information”

Section Six: Views from Stakeholders



Statutory Footing / Independence

“ Inherent contradiction in the Homeless Agency – no power – dependent on
city council and health boards to implement its plans and that reflects itself
in a number of ways”

“ Is the Homeless Agency  another layer of beurocracy?”

“ I’m very supportive of the Homeless Agency but it needs statutory basis”

“Homeless Agency is an office of DCC – it has no statutory basis and no
power at all - DCC and ERHA have not transferred or diluted their powers
at all”

“perceived in the voluntary sector as a voice of an arm of the statutory
sector – partnership basis substantially weakened”

“ the agency is in an awkward position – it has no statutory authority – can
be scapegoated by both sides”

“Homeless Agency is a constant brokering role – not a good position when
things hit badly”

“Homeless Agency has become sandwiched – subsumed into the
statutories”

“a little more separation from DCC would help”

“Agency needs statutory standing ala Combat Poverty  reporting into a
cabinet sub-committee”

Section Six: Views from Stakeholders

Funding

“There is a non-transparent allocation of funding”

“better positioned to get funding from DCC and Health Boards than
individual agencies”

“want to work with the Homeless Agency to put pressure to get services”

“not enough money into actual care – more into structures”

“money seems to be there for the big new innovative idea”

“ there are very different overhead costs in the different agencies”

“ levels of funding that everyone gets is substantially better than before and
many agencies are happy with their current funding”

“arbitrary decisions as to what was allowable and what was not”

“certain frustrations that have nothing to do with funding are being worked
through the funding issue”

“ In the 05-07 application, the voluntary agencies are being burdened by the
level of information required when: staff are stretched; information has no
real value; we’re not funded to do the application”



Funding cont’d

“our % of state funding has increased – we got what we got last year plus
5%”

“ in 2001, we worked hard on 3 year plan but multiannual funding was
withdrawn”

“ there is a lengthy time between the application and the confirmation of the
amount”

“The Homeless Agency did say that it would be last year plus 5% - In 2002 it
was also late but there were no interim payments – in 2003 it was late but the
Voluntary Agencies got some interim payments – the Local Authority’s paid
but the Health Boards did not”

“one of the big improvements has been the funding – get the process in train
– be transparent and streamline”

“ there was a promise that in 2003 the issue of direct and indirect cost would
have been dealt with but it wasn’ t”

“The statutory agencies fund particular services not full organisations”

“danger that the Agency could get bogged down in monitoring”

“Agency has a valid role in funding, monitoring and evaluating services but
is gettting bogged down in detail”
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“The Homeless Agency didn’ t have somebody in the Agency doing the
funding process and that was an issue – need somebody who is skilled and
experienced but is also good on relationships”

“ there is a credibility gap between what the Homeless Agency sees as
transparent and what the voluntaries think is transparent”

“we need an open discussion around funding – what budgets of the
statutory agencies are ringfenced for homelessness”

“ the funding issue will break the partnership if it is not resolved and soon”



Housing

“no hope of getting a young person into a Dublin Corporation flat”

“ the problem now is that the economic issues are impacting funding and
there is a blockage at the permanent housing end”

“ there’s no commitment by the DCC to the housing/residential units”

“Homeless Agency Action Plans should have had the same staturory basis
as the Housing Action Plan of the local authorities”

“no apparent onus on Local Authority’s to integrate these plans”

“housing department of DCC has a homeless section. The homeless
Services Unit doesn’ t talk to the Housing unit”

“ the commitment to housing has not been carried through”

“voluntary agencies are good at niche housing that the statutories are not
good at doing”

“Some items are tackled much more easily than others – hard things such as
building projects can progress more quickly than process issues”

“people are on the homeless list for reasons other than wanting a house –
want to get support from Social Welfare”

“ the movement from homelessness into housing has to be monitored by a
body”

“some of the Local Authority’s don’ t believe that they have a homeless
problem”

“emergency accommodation being clogged up because of lack of move on
accommodation”

“homelessness not integrated into the wider housing issue”

“Too much money being spent on B&B and the length of time that people
are staying there”

“ focus hasn’ t been on the permanent end of accommodation”

“nobody is building for single men”

“Local Authorities don’ t seem to work together”

“when people talk about long-term housing – it’s not just Local Authorities –
its also about voluntary agencies and private schemes”

“ the three counties need to take seriously their responsibilities in relation to
homelessness”

Section Six: Views from Stakeholders



Section Six: Views from Stakeholders

Communication

“but Homeless Agency can’ t give an answer even when the Voluntaries
have a good relationship with Homeless Agency”

“Homeless Agency has to go to the real decision makers and their
communications is not a strong point – Homeless Agency deesn’ t seem to
be aware of what’s going on”

“We, the voluntary agencies are not great on communication either”

“ there needs to be transparency within the decision making process and
communication between the Homeless Agency and the voluntaries is
extremely poor”

“communication is very difficult – there are big gaps”

“communication has been poor both from the Homeless Agency to the
Voluntary Network and from the Voluntary Network to the Homeless
Agency”

“communicaiton systems in the Agency are a real problem”

Recruitment and Management of the Agency

“original proposal in terms of staffing very different from what the Agency
got”

“Not enough administrators”

“The Homeless Agency is bogged down in things that are not included in
the brief”

“The Homeless Agency can’ t advertise externally  for staff due to DCC
constraints”

“ there is a timing issue with recruitment – it could take up to a year to
negotiate one extra post”

“All budget issues must go through DCC”

“More staff required”

“Not sure where the staff of the homeless agency fits against the overall
plan”

“Resources were committed and taken for granted – staffing has shrunk”
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General

“ the Board and the voluntary agencies need to mature”

“ if we were disbanded, what are the things that we should be doing to make
sure that we would have made a difference?”

“one of the roles of the Homeless Agency is to be advisor to government on
homeless policy”

“We haven’ t kept our eye on the ball of the relationships”

“ the Homeless Agency is confused about its role – what is its funding role –
what is its role in terms of prevention (mental health, eviction etc)

“homelessness is about the failure of other systems”

PR Role of Agency

“should be a plan to have an information office which could go into the
public domain with information”

“Homeless Agency should have a role in publicly voicing its concerns
about government policy”

“We need to get a profile for the Agency which is about making statements
on homelessness, housing, private rented sector etc”

“The PR role of the Homeless Agency should be greater”

Par tnership

“partnership was the expectation from the Homeless Initiative and that
differs from the reality with the Homeless Agency”

“Homeless Agency an excuse for people not to do what they would have
had to do in the past – if you want to keep things at arm’s length it’s a very
good way”

“ the Homeless Agency did not have the confidence to make a statement to
the voluntary agencies – they had no confidence that the government would
provide the money”

“concept of partnership is good – people entered into it in good faith – not
sure that everybody considered what it actually meant – ie what
compromises / concessions do I have to make in order to make this work –
this is now coming home to roost”

“ there is a price to be paid by both sides – the price for the voluntary
agencies is a lack of autonomy while the price for the statutory agencies is
having to make joint decisions with the voluntaries – there used to be very
little transparency about decisions on how money would be spent – we have
reached a stage where those issues are beginning to bite”

“ the level of appreciation of agencies of the need to work together and to
improve their own services has improved – there was no history of working
together”

“Work meant to be based on partnership and cooperation – nothing you can
do when things don’ t get achieved – not enough importance given to
Homeless Agency by DCC”



Section Seven: Recommendations



The evaluation of the Homeless Agency as set out in the foregoing sections of this report was based upon an interview programme with a wide range of
stakeholders as well as an analysis of performance against Action Plan objectives.

The consultants were asked, as part of the evaluation, to use the information gathered as part of the evaluation process to make some recommendations for the
future workings of the Agency.

The recommendations in this section are based on an analysis of all the views expressed on particular issues and focuses on the key areas outlined in Section
Three.

The recommendations are informed by the views expressed as well as by the experience of the consultants in previous assignments.

It is important to note that the recommendations are not based upon a detailed analyis of the workings of the Agency and its stakeholders in-situ but rather by a
series of in-depth interviews with key stakeholders.

The length of time during which the evaluation was undertaken (between May and September 2003), means that some of the recommendations might have been
overtaken by events or by some actions already underway by the Homeless Agency. Progress is being made in respect of some of the issues raised by the
interviewees during the consultation process.

Section Seven: Recommendations



Action Plan

The original Homeless Agency Action Plan was ambitious and inclusive and
while this was a strength of the Plan, it was also the reason why full
completion of all objectives was very difficult to achieve.

The aim of any process charged with the design of a new Homeless Agency
Action Plan should be to come up with a plan which is workable, flexible
and achievable.

By ‘workable’  is meant a Plan which addresses some of the difficult
structural issues such as how the Homeless Agency itself should be
resourced.

By ‘ flexible’  is meant a Plan that is a ‘ living’  document that is capable of
being changed as circumstances require and as agreed by the parties.

By ‘achievable’  is meant a Plan which is capable of being achieved within
the given time frame of the Plan. This is not to say that the Plan should not
be ambitious – it is important that all stakeholders should strive to do the
most possible in relation to homelessness. However, the number of
objectives to be achieved should be manageable and the relative priority of
the different objectives vis a vis each other should be set out.

Ideally, any new Action Plan should be formally signed off by the managers
of the key stakeholders confirming a core commitment to the objectives in
the plan and to their part in achieving them. Another way in which this could
be achieved is to put the Action Plan on a statutory footing – while such a
scenario will not guarantee that the objectives are achieved, it might make it
easier for the statutory agencies to access the resources required to undertake
the actions necessary for the achievement of some of the objectives.

As part of the process to ensure that each stakeholder group ‘buys in’  to a
new Action Plan, a call for submissions should be made in advance of the
development of any new Plan. The submissions should be welcomed from all
the existing stakeholder groups as well as any other individuals/entities with
an interest/experience in the area of homelessness.

Section Seven: Recommendations



Governance Structures and Communication

Independence of the Agency

It is not possible to positively conclude whether the Homeless Agency would
be better positioned inside the existing statutory system without statutory
basis or outside the existing statutory system with statutory authority.
However, the success that the Agency has had in improving communication
between the different stakeholders (statutory to statutory; statutory to
voluntary; voluntary to voluntary) and in changing the mindsets of the
statutory authorities coupled with the likely start-up delays that would
accompany an entirely new structure would appear to support the
continuation of the existing system. Any changes in the system will be an
issue for the Cross Department Team.

Should the existing system remain, there are a number of governance issues
which should be addressed:

Role of the Different Representation Fora

The role of each of the different Fora, the Executive, the Board, the
Consultative Forum, the Board Sub-Committees, the Working Groups and
the Cross Department Committee should be revisited and changes to roles
made where appropriate. Examples of changes which might be considered
are:

-stronger ties between the Consultative Forum and the Board – this would
ensure that good work being undertaken at both Fora can be integrated and
provides an opportunity for improvement in communication structures;

-working groups of the Board to mirror those of the Consultative Forum -
this would appear to be a way of ensuring that the same topics are being
debated and agreed throughout the structure

The roles of the different representation structures should be widely
communicated to all parties.
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Representation and Communication

It will be important going forward that all stakeholders to the Homeless
Agency understand the governance structures that exist and the
communication process which must be undertaken in order to maximise the
potential of the governance structures in place. It will be important that all
parties are clear on the representation available to them and that all formal
communication should occur between the different entities by way of this
representation structure. The effective utilisation of these structures should
ensure that:

� all parties feel that their points of view are adequately represented;

� all parties understand that their representatives are agreeing issues on
their behalf;

� the representatives of each stakeholder group understand that they
are representing the interests of their group and feed back to, - and
get agreement from, the group on an on-going basis;

� there is no confusion or mixed messages on an ongoing basis.

One of the measures which could be considered in relation to representation
of the Voluntary Network is to allow some of the Voluntary Network
representatives who sit on the Consultative Forum to also be the Voluntary
Network representatives on the Board. The views of the full Consultative
Forum would be represented by the independent chair of the Consultative
Forum.

The need for better use of formal communication systems does not obviate in
any way the need for informal communication between and amongst the
different parties. Informal communication is the means by which close
relationships are built and the key to any partnership programme is the
establishment of close working relationships. Individuals from different
stakeholder groups should always feel in a position to communicate directly
with others within the partnership on any issue which may arise.



Governance Structures and Communication cont’d

However, the use of formal communication by way of proper governance
structures should ‘unblock’  some of the blockages which currently appear to
exist in the system and should provide the mechanism whereby progress
against agreed objectives is monitored.

Should some of the parties be disadvantaged from a resource perspective in
relation to optimising the use of the representation structure, the Board
should consider whether such parties could be resourced specifically to
ensure that their input to the process is consistent, fully representative and
up-to-date.

Board

In general there needs to be a greater level of ‘buy-in’  from Board members
to the achievement of the objectives outlined in any new plan and the Board
neeeds to take more ownership over the key decisions being made by the
Agency.

It is clear from Section Three that there are a number of Board-related areas
which should be considered for change going forward. These are:

Size, composition and frequency of meetings

A smaller board is recommended with a greater concentration of the key
stakeholder groups. Agencies that are relevant to the systemic resolution of
homelessness but not central to the immediate resolution of key issues should
be included in the Homeless Agency working groups but not on the Board.

The number of Health Board representatives should be decreased and there is
an argument for the ERHA alone to represent the different Health Board
views.
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It is felt that an independent chair would be better positioned to drive the
Agency forward than a chair from a particular stakeholder group and that this
is likely to be welcomed by most of the members of the Board.

Moreover, the inclusion on the Board of one or more additional independent
persons might prove valuable to the workings of the Board generally but
specifically in relation to issues where two opposing views are emerging and
considerable compromise is required from a range of stakeholders.

Given that departmental level attention is required from time to time for the
resolution of issues, ideally, the Board should include Principal Officers of
the Department of the Environment and Health & Children. However, this
might put undue resource pressures on the departments, which have country-
wide remits.

The Cross Department Committee on Homelessness should therefore be
utilised to a greater degree than has been the case in the past. There should be
a formalised communication process between a.) the Cross Department
Committee and b.) the CEO of the Homeless Agency and the Chairperson of
the Board whereby the two groups meet on a regular basis. In addition, the
Board should refer to the Cross Department Committee issues that need
departmental or cross-departmental attention for resolution.

While the sub-committee structure of the Board should remain, the need for
the Board to take more ownership over the timely achievement of objectives
will necessitate more frequent Board meetings. The presence on the Board of
all the key interest groups with the skills, resources and structures to progress
the agenda of the Agency means that a monthly meeting  will be required to
develop and maintain the necessary momentum.



Governance Structures and Communication cont’d

Continuity of Board Members

People mobility is a feature of many statutory organisations and this results
in a situation whereby Board members representing any particular
constituency can change during the period of an Action Plan. While it is
difficult to guarantee consistency on the Board, any compositional changes
being considered might take cognisance of the likely movements within the
period. Where such a handover is unavoidable, a process should be
implemented which allows the new Board member to transition into the role
in the shortest possible time and with a high degree of support from the
Agency.

The new Board member could be provided with a series of documents such
as:

-the up to date and historical Action Plans;

-a short but relevant historical summary of the Homeless Initiative and the
Homeless Agency;

-an outline of all the existing issues and proposed actions;

-description of the governance structures and communication processes.

In addition, it would be important that the new Board member is introduced
to the key persons in each of the different stakeholder groups.

A final measure might be to ensure that at least one Board meeting occurs
with both the outgoing person and the incoming person attending.
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Planning for Board Meetings

The Agenda for the Board meetings together with a description of the
decisions requiring some form of action should be circulated to the Board
members at a minimum three weeks in advance of the Board meetings.

Any work which needs to be done at agency level (either statutory or
voluntary) or at inter-agency level should be undertaken during the period
between receipt of Agenda and date of Board meeting. Any potential
disagreements between the various stakeholders should be aired in advance
of the meeting to allow potential compromise proposals to be considered.
This should increase the productivity of the meetings and decrease the level
of delays being experienced in relation to progress on important actions.

The availability of the Board members insofar as possible should be
ascertained and the dates for the Board meetings set to accommodate real
difficulties which members have in attending. Ideally an agreement should be
reached whereby a particular day and time each month/two months is set
down as the permanent Board meeting time. Given the importance of the
representation structures, the nomination of a deputy representative might be
considered by the different Fora. For example, where the Consultative Forum
chair is unavoidably absent from a Board meeting, a particular person is
deputised to act on their behalf.

Having agreed a date with all members, should a Board member continue to
have difficulty in attending, consideration should be given to moving the
Board meeting date to suit that member (all other things being equal) or
replacing that Board member.



Data Management

In the absence of one ‘ live’  list of homeless persons in Dublin which is both
agreed by all parties and used by all parties, it is difficult to see how the issue
of data is not going to continue to ‘dog’  the effort to achieve progress in
relation to homelessness.

Attempts to develop cross-agency policies which will meet the needs of a
group of people about which so little agreed information is available has been
a fundamental difficulty of the process to date.

Many of the arguments which currently occur between various different
stakeholders have at their basis a disagreement in relation to the data being
used to present the different positions.

The situation which has obtained to date is not sustainable going forward. A
mechanism must be found to ensure that data being presented by any one
stakeholder or group of stakeholders is acceptable to all the other
stakeholders. The development of such a mechanism should be a primary and
an immediate consideration of the Board and the Cross Department
Committee on Homelessness.

Any difficulties which pertain to proposed solutions should be articulated
clearly, without delay and in such a way as to allow the collective group to
consider compromise proposals or alternative proposals.
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Long term Housing

The needs of homeless persons in respect of care and physical
accommodation are complex and the solutions which are considered and
implemented need to address that complexity.

The disagreement that was evident regarding progress on the issue of
long-term housing is feulled by the absence of good, widely used and
agreed data on homelessness in Dublin.

The availability of accurate, agreed data in respect of:

–  the extent of homelessness in Dublin;

– the nature of homelessness in Dublin; and

– the real needs of homeless persons in terms of physical housing and
care,

will be a significant step forward in the effort to find tailored solutions to
the long-term housing needs of homeless persons and to agree that
progress is being made in that regard.

In the meantime, however, it is important for the Board of the Homeless
Agency to create a dialogue with all the different stakeholders in respect
of the search for appropriate long-term housing solutions for homeless
persons.

This discussion should be informed by the views of all the different
stakeholders to the Homeless Agency and any other individuals/groups
with experience of homelessness in Ireland as well as the existence of
creative homeless housing policies which may have been implemented in
other countries.



In general terms, it could be argued that the focus of the Agency to date
appears to have been on activity groups 3., 5., 6, and 7. It is the view of a
number of the stakeholders however that the other areas are central to their
understanding of the role of the Homeless Agency and that they should be
built into the Homeless Agency role going forward.

A consensus needs to be reached in relation to the role of the Agency and this
work should be done in advance of any Action Plan development as the
defined role of the Agency will inform the Action Plan objectives.

In particular in relation to the issue of funding, the specific role of the
Agency and the interface with the other stakeholders needs to be discussed,
defined and agreed.

Issues such as:

-the role of the Agency in the disbursement of funds;

-the role of the Agency in monitoring of services against those funds;

-the potential ringfencing of a budget to be disbursed to Voluntary Agencies

need to be aired and clear funding mechanisms agreed. While some might
argue that this has already occurred, there still seems to be a level of
disagreement across the different groups in relation to the role of the Agency
in this regard. Using the correct governance processes therefore a consensus
on this subject is required which will get the ‘buy-in’  and commitment of all
relevant parties.
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Redefine the Core Remit of the Homeless Agency

The Homeless Agency is completing its first three year term and is now
considering the development of a new Action Plan for the next period.
This is a good time, therefore, to revisit the core remit of the Agency and
to match the Agency resources to the remit which is agreed going
forward.

There are a number of core activities which could be undertaken by the
Homeless Agency  and some confusion seems to exist as to whether some
or all of these activities have, in effect, been the responsibility of the
Homeless Agency to date:

These activities can be broadly grouped as follows:

- Informing Public Policy in relation to Homelessness;

- Collating and Managing Data in relation to Homelessness and using that
data to inform public policy and stakeholder actions;

- Funding Voluntary Agencies and Monitoring services provided (and
different variations of this);

- Being the Public Voice of Homelessness within the Media;

- Working with the different stakeholders to ensure that they work more
closely together;

- Providing support to Voluntary Agencies in the form of research and
training

- Ensuring that services provided to homeless persons are responsive to the
real needs of that constituency



Having agreed the core remit of the Agency, it will then be necessary to
resource the Agency accordingly. Examples of changes which might occur
are as follows:

-should it be agreed that the Agency has a data collation and management
remit, then a key data analysis person might be required who is also in a
position to work closely with all agencies that provide/produce data;

-whatever funding mechanism is agreed, it is likely that the Agency will
require a manager that is financially literate and capable of building strong
relationships with both the statutory and voluntary sectors. Depending on the
extent of the Agency work with regard to funding, additional administrators
might be required.

The use of a ‘secondment’  process for extra Agency resourcing could be
considered if access to additional resourcing is an issue.

There may also be a case for a ‘ fast-track’  system to expedite Homeless
Agency resource issues. The normal timeframe within the public sector for
recruitment, and procurement of non-labour resources is seen by most
stakeholders to be too long for an entity such as the Homeless Agency with a
defined term in which to achieve certain objectives.
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Redefine the Core Remit of the Homeless Agency cont’d

Given that it is now the end of the third quarter of 2003, it is difficult to
see how full agreement on the role of the Agency in relation to the
funding mechanism will be reached in time to influence the 2004 funding
process.

It may be the case, therefore, that the process used for 2003 funding,
together with an improved communication programme, may have to be
considered for 2004 with any adaptations coming into operation for the
2005 funding.

It was generally agreed by the interviewees that the Homeless Agency
should be seen as the public voice of homelessness and the first point of
contact for media and public figures when the issue of homelessness is
being discussed. All the stakeholders to the process understand the
complexity of homelessness and the difficulty of getting a message into
the public domain that captures some of that complexity.

As the entity at the centre of much of the activity which occurs in relation
to homelessness and the one, therefore, with a global view of all the
issues, it appears to be appropriate for the Homeless Agency to take on
the PR role and to attempt to convey the complexity of the issue of
homelessness and the factors impacting both the numbers coming into
homelessness and the systems failures that allow it to happen.

This PR role should have an impact on increasing the general
understanding amongst the public of issues in relation to homelessness
and informing public policy across the different systems.



Buy-in of all Stakeholders

It is recognised generally that a partnership solution to homelessness is one
of the chief aims of the Homeless Agency and that properly functioning
partnership process represents the correct way forward. Each stakeholder to
the process therefore must accept that partnership, by its nature, represents a
series of compromises and that these compromises can be difficult for all
sides in the process. Having to cede ground on a particular issue can create a
perception within one stakeholder or group of stakeholders that others are not
similarly disadvantaged even when this is not true.

For the partnership to move towards optimal performance, it is critical that all
parties take seriously their commitment and seek to maximise the collective
abilities and powers of all stakeholders for the purposes of improving the lot
of homeless people in Dublin. This is not to say that parties have not been
serious in the past but a new level of attention is required which necessitates
that stakeholders:

-insofar as possible attend all the meetings of the Fora of which they are
members;

-where they cannot attend that they engage in discussions in advance of the
meetings to ensure that their voice has been included in any aggregate group
response/approach;

-put in the groundwork within their own organisations in advance of any
meeting to ensure that they can adequately represent their group and make
decisions on their behalf;
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-represent back to their groups all the views of the other parties together with
the difficulties faced by those parties in undertaking certain actions;

-prepare and consider compromise proposals as a means of moving the
process forward.

The Homeless Agency is the group charged with ensuring that the
partnership process is successful. As such, it sits at the centre of a number of
groups with different views and can come under pressure when the dialogue
between any of these groups tends towards adversarialism. The role of the
Agency, therefore, is a difficult one and its efforts to gradually bring about
sufficient reform of different systems to ensure a collective resposnse to
homelessness needs to be respected and supported by all the different
stakeholders if the process is to succeed.
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