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Executive Summary

This report sheds new light on the scale and context of Unsupported Temporary 
Accommodation across Greater Manchester to acknowledge its existence and 
explore steps to address the challenges it raises.      
  
Unsupported Temporary Accommodation (UTA) is private, short-stay 
accommodation in which households do not have permanent residency status and 
have limited access to local authority support to find settled accommodation. Almost 
any property-type can be UTA,  however it is typically a Bed & Breakfast (B&B), short-
stay House of Multiple Occupation (HMO), private hostel or guesthouse. UTA holds 
a somewhat unique status, falling between understandings within homelessness of 
rough sleeping and conventional temporary accommodation (TA). As a result, UTA 
has continued to develop as informal housing for many single homeless households 
in Greater Manchester. One that has thus far been excluded from policy initiatives, 
and, as a result of the unique issues surrounding UTA, its residents are unrecognized 
in the vast majority of cities across England. No official records of UTA exist.     

Most residents of UTA are not considered homeless. The hidden and unknown 
nature of the accommodation in the private rented sector (PRS) leads many to 
believe that in UTA residents are settled with a roof over their heads. This outlook, 
however, is only superficial. In reality, UTA residents have very few rights to reside 
in the property and little to no protection from eviction. It is this lack of tenure and 
security that makes them homeless.  

This is not just a technical distinction intended to increase the pressure and 
workloads of housing and support services. Being homeless in UTA has important 
implications for how people live their lives. In many cases, UTA residents have been 
through multiple cycles of homelessness, alternating between rough sleeping, local 
authority homeless presentations, stays in UTA, eviction, and then rough sleeping 
again. UTA residents are either often not eligible for local authority services or unable 
to engage due to a lack of knowledge and therefore go without (Rose & Davies, 2014). 
Residents of UTA are therefore a very isolated and vulnerable hidden homeless 
population, many of whom suffer from poor physical & mental health, multiple and 
complex needs, and/or significant substance misuse issues. 

Previous research by Justlife has yielded estimates of the UTA population at a 
national level (Maciver, 2017). However, for UTA to be acknowledged and addressed 
within city and regional policy, the size of its population, and the lives of its residents, 
need to be understood in the relevant context. For this reason, a more detailed and 
comprehensive regional case study of UTA was conducted in Greater Manchester. 
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To determine the scale and geographic context of UTA, its population, and the 
lives of its residents, three approaches were taken. First, to uncover the scale and 
geographic context of UTA across Greater Manchester, over 100 consultations 
were completed with key stakeholders within local authority and third sector 
organizations. Positive identification of UTA was achieved through contact either with 
the resident or the relevant landlord. Second, to estimate the resident population of 
UTA, a questionnaire was delivered to a random sample of all positively identified 
UTA and completed by a resident or landlord. Finally, the exploration of UTA 
resident’s wellbeing and their living conditions was explored through interviews with 
current or recent UTA residents in Manchester. 

This approach positively identified 43 UTA across Greater Manchester, with an 
estimated total population of 387. In addition, 36 potential UTA were identified 
suggesting the potential number of UTA is 79, with an estimated resident population 
of 711. Our analysis shows that the UTA population is statistically more likely to live in 
areas which feature as deprived in terms of  ‘Barriers to Housing and Services’, and, 
in particular, ‘Health and Disability Deprivation’. Interview analysis has shown that 
residents experience considerable isolation, stress, poor living conditions, and a lack of 
personal agency. Many residents believed this had worsened their mental health and 
substance misuse, making it harder for them to leave UTA and improve their lives.   

This research shows UTA in Greater Manchester as a large and dispersed social 
issue. Its residents are hidden, isolated and in need of support by all stakeholders 
of the accommodation, from landlords to local authority representatives. In order to 
achieve this, there needs to be both recognition of the accommodation’s existence 
and continued collaboration through:

 Collective agreement across GM on the existence of UTA and its place within the 
homelessness system 

 Local authorities should hold a record of UTA in their borough in order to keep 
track of the population, understand where local support is in relation to UTA and 
build a more detailed understanding of the local dependency on UTA and finally, 

 Creation of Temporary Accommodation Action Groups across Greater 
Manchester that would facilitate both increased access to support for UTA 
residents as well as greater cooperation/communication between services, local 
authorities and UTA

The suffering of residents and the relationship of this type of accommodation to the 
wider homelessness system needs to be recognised. Only then can it be acted upon. 
This report not only highlights the scale, extent and impact of UTA on the lives of its 
residents, but also lays out the start of a path to its resolution.
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Introduction

Homelessness is more than simply rough sleeping, and it also encompasses 
more than those officially recorded as homeless households by local authorities. 
Countless people fall through the gaps between these versions of homelessness--
rough sleeping and those officially recorded--and will not necessarily end up on the 
street. Some may end up sofa surfing with friends or family, but in most cases, we 
do not know where most of those who fall through the gaps end up. As a result, it is 
notoriously difficult to monitor or record these hidden homeless populations. 

Since 2013, Justlife has been building a body of evidence around accommodation 
that some single homeless households end up in when falling through the gaps. We 
have called this accommodation Unsupported Temporary Accommodation (Rose & 
Davies 2014).

Unsupported Temporary Accommodation (UTA) is currently defined as private 
short-stay accommodation in which residents have no permanent residency status 
and limited access to local authority support to find settled accommodation. It is 
private accommodation that is insecure, where residents have no ‘exclusive access,’ 
and no help to find a long-term home. Residents in this type of accommodation 
are homeless, even though they have a roof over their heads. One challenge to 
understanding and quantifying UTA is that it is often known by a variety of different 
names across local authorities, including Bed and Breakfasts, private hostel, or short-
stay House of Multiple Occupation (HMO). This makes it difficult to identify and track 
their use. 

Justlife first embarked on research into UTA alongside the Institute for Public Policy 
Research (IPPR) North in 2013. Since this first three-year qualitative research project 
about the impact of UTA on the health and wellbeing of residents, we have published 
a body of research that has defined UTA, highlighted its impact and scale to push it 
into mainstream conversations about homelessness. In Lifting the Lid (Maciver 2017), 
we produced a population estimate of UTA for England that suggested the actual 
population was an estimated 10 times higher than official figures, highlighting the 
need for more robust data. However, producing such data is complicated by the fact 
that this type of accommodation is known by many names and is unregulated within 
the private rented sector. To compensate for this degree of complexity, we decided 
to limit the research to one region. 

Greater Manchester (GM) was chosen due to the location of one of Justlife’s  
frontline services (Manchester) as well as the existing working-relationships with 
both Manchester City Council and the Greater Manchester Combined Authority.  
We are grateful to the Mayor’s Homelessness Fund who provided the funding for  
this project. 
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Finally, because research on Unsupported Temporary Accommodation (UTA) is an 
emerging field, there is no established methodology used to examine it. The first task 
in this project therefore was to choose an appropriate methodology that would allow 
us to answer the following research questions: 

1. Does UTA exist in each borough of GM, and what does their dispersal 
suggest?

2. Is there an association between UTA, deprivation, and other 
environmental factors? 

3. What is the resident population of UTA, and can any demographic trends  
be found?

4. What associations can be drawn between living in UTA and resident’s 
mental health, standard, and quality of life?

These questions are addressed across the following six chapters. The first chapter, 
Research Foundations: Definitions and Methodology, looks to outline the definitions 
and methodologies used to conduct our research. The second chapter, Mapping UTA, 
presents the findings from the first phase of our research, specifically the quantity 
and dispersal of UTA in GM including a comparative analysis with deprivation data. 
The third chapter, UTA Population Analysis, looks at the population of UTA in GM, 
comparing it to existing statistics of other homeless populations in the region. The 
fourth chapter, Resident Experience and Wellbeing in UTA, examines the themes 
discovered about health and wellbeing of those living in UTA from qualitative 
interviews. The final two chapters, Final Analysis (five) and Recommendations (six), 
look at the implications of the learning found in this report and what should be done 
as a result.  
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CHAPTER 0NE

Research Foundations:  
Definition and Methodology

This report is the first to combine qualitative and quantitative research into 
Unsupported Temporary Accommodation, culminating in our most in-depth research 
to-date. Its strength is the stable research foundations, specifically the definitions 
and methodology underpinning this research, both of which are explored in detail in 
this chapter. 

Definitions: Homelessness

Unsupported Temporary Accommodation (UTA) is not typically recognised by 
housing or homelessness services as an independent category. The residents of UTA 
are neither rough sleeping nor owed a main housing duty by the local authority. They 
typically fall between the cracks in both awareness and opportunities for support. 

The homelessness system categorises individuals experiencing homelessness into 
who, legally, should receive support from the local authority to find a new home, 
and those who should not. The parameters are mainly defined by the Housing 
Act 1996, which is used to assess and classify people into either ‘priority’ or ‘non-
priority’ categories based on their personal and circumstantial vulnerability and 
dependencies (Crisis, 2014, 2015). In order to receive help from the local authority, 
one needs to be in priority need and unintentionally homeless. This help is primarily 
for those with children, pregnant women, people of a certain age, people who have 
certain conditions or those threatened with homelessness due to a natural disaster 
such as flooding (Fitzgerald et al, 2019). An array of changes has occurred since the 
Housing Act was introduced in 1996 to further nuance, refine or limit public policy 
on homelessness. The most important include, ‘The Homelessness Act 2002’, ‘The 
Localism Act 2011’, and ‘The Homeless Reduction Act 2017’ (Shelter Legal, 2018). The 
more recent Acts have mainly expanded the criteria for priority need and changed 
how local authorities support and engage people who could be homeless.

Most single homeless individuals are unlikely to be considered a priority need, 
unless they can demonstrate they are more vulnerable than an ordinary homeless 
person (Crisis 2014, p.3, DCLG 2006). This decision is based on an assessment by a 
Local Authority Housing Advisor, referring to the Homelessness Code of Guidance 
for Local Authorities 2006 (DCLG 2006). The fact that residents of UTA have a roof 
over their head, and are typically categorised as non-priority need, create the perfect 
opportunity to fall through the cracks. 

Definitions: Unsupported Temporary Accommodation

Justlife first defined UTA with IPPR North, in our joint publication Not Home (2014), 
as private, short-stay accommodation in which individuals have no permanent 
residency status and limited access to local authority support to find settled 
accommodation. More specifically, this means:

1. The accommodation is part of the Private Rented Sector (PRS).
2. Resident’s tenure is based on an excluded ‘License agreement’, or 

agreement treated as such, rather than a tenancy agreement.
3. Residents are typically ‘Non-priority need’ and therefore have limited 

access to housing and support services.

CH1: RESEARCH FOUNDATIONS: DEFINITION AND METHODOLOGY
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This accommodation typically operates in the worst corners of the PRS, often made 
up of Bed and Breakfasts (B&Bs) or Houses of Multiple Occupation (HMOs) with 
shared kitchen and bathroom facilities. A resident’s tenure is based on license 
agreements that are treated as excluded licenses1 ensuring little or no rights for the 
residents with the possibility of eviction at any moment, even though many residents 
live there long-term. 

Despite not meeting the criteria for a main housing duty, many residents have a 
range of support needs stemming from having multiple and complex needs such as: 
physical impairments, substance misuse issues and backgrounds of rough sleeping 
and prison. This is what makes UTA unsupported and may also be a key contributory 
factor in perpetuating residents’ longer-term stay in these conditions (Rose & Davies, 
2014). 

Developing a Methodology

The broad scope of this research required a combination of research methods, 
including location mapping, a population count, and wellbeing analysis, in order 
to provide a clear understanding of UTA across Greater Manchester. The different 
methods used, such as participatory mapping, qualitative interviews, group 
enumeration and wellbeing surveys, ensured we were able to pull together both 
qualitative and quantitative data needed for this research. Each method used is 
outlined below under the specific thread of research for which they were employed.   

Developing a Methodology: UTA Location Mapping

We adopted a two-stage process to map and verify the number of properties used 
as UTA across Greater Manchester. The first stage involved consultations using 
Participatory Mapping. Participatory Mapping is a commonly used approach in social 
sciences, whereby stakeholders and beneficiaries are facilitated through a process 
of mapping places of interest within a neighbourhood or community (Townley et al, 
2016). 

Participatory Mapping
Over six months, we conducted 100 consultations with key services such as local 
authority housing teams, probation & fire services, outreach teams, third sector 
organisations and day centres. These consultations were designed to be explorative, 
using a semi-structured line of questioning to collect information about the existence 
of UTA in each borough. Each consultation included a preliminary discussion 
about UTA to ensure that all consultants used the same identifying parameters. 
Information was then logged on a digital map where data was compared and 
aggregated together to create rich descriptions of each UTA.

This in-depth descriptive approach was taken for a variety of reasons. First, because 
UTA is poorly understood, the consultations required a thorough discussion to 
avoid misidentification.  Second, even with greater clarity, the definition of UTA is 
complex and therefore requires rich and detailed information to positively confirm 
its existence. Finally, by using participatory mapping, we were able to put UTA into 
context while providing a rich set of examples. 

1According to ShelterLegal (2020), ‘Excluded Occupiers can be lawfully evicted without the landlord obtaining 
a possession order.” Situations where individuals can be considered Excluded Occupiers are defined in the 
Protection from Eviction Act 1977, and within homelessness this specifically relates to accommodation that 
is licensed to homeless applicants if placed in temporary accommodation by the local authority or licenses 
in public sector hostels where ‘self-contained and either board and/or facilities for the preparation of food is 
provided for residents (ibid).

CH1: RESEARCH FOUNDATIONS: DEFINITION AND METHODOLOGY
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Positive Identification
The second stage of the mapping process focused on positive identification of each 
property through contact with a landlord or resident to ensure that the information 
we had been provided was credible. In practice, UTA was positively identified through 
contacting a resident or landlord, in person or over the phone, to ascertain whether 
their property was UTA according to the three areas required to meet our definition:

1. The accommodation is part of the Private Rented Sector (PRS).
2. Resident’s tenure is based on an excluded ‘License agreement’, or 

agreement treated as such, rather than a tenancy agreement.
3. Residents are typically ‘Non-priority need’ and therefore have limited 

access to housing and support services.

If positive identification was not possible, available information about that UTA was 
used to assign it into one of several UTA subcategories. UTA subcategories were 
not predefined or theory bound, but intuitively created from what information was 
available.

Properties which could not be positively identified as UTA were filtered by the 
information available into five UTA subcategories including: 

 ‘Possible UTA’: Properties for which there was good evidence to suggest they 
were UTA however were unable to confirm a positive confirmation status in 
time to include them in the ‘Count’. 

 ‘Closed UTA’: Properties which are likely UTA but have shut down in the last 
two years.

 ‘Not UTA’: Properties which were ruled out as definitely not UTA.
 ‘Similar to UTA’: Non-UTA properties which were very similar to UTA.
 LA accommodation for which residents and landlords say they do not get the 

support they require.

As a result of this two-stage process we were able to create a detailed map of 
positively identified UTA across Greater Manchester.

Developing a Methodology: UTA Population Count 

The population count we conducted was based on the ‘Group Enumeration’ method, 
a process of counting a group based on the observations of one influential or key 
person who has access to that group (WHO, 2010). We used this method with a 
handful of representative UTA, chosen through Simple Random Sampling. The count 
took place on 30 June 2019. 

Group Enumeration
Group Enumeration was considered the most appropriate method to count the UTA 
population because it did not require an existing dataset, and the individual most 
aware of the situation could be spoken to directly. By basing the Group Enumeration 
around UTA, a form of ‘venue sampling’ an estimation of the resident population 
could be achieved with the key contact being a landlord or resident (Muhib, Lin, 
Stueve, & Miller, 2001).

The other population estimation methods we explored but discounted were: 

 ‘Multiplier methods’ (Bernard et al., 2010) would not work because two 
reliable data sources on people in UTA do not exist. 

 ‘Nomination methods’, ‘RDS’, ‘snowball sampling’, or ‘chain link’ estimations 
would be unreliable because residents in one UTA may not know residents in 
another UTA. 

CH1: RESEARCH FOUNDATIONS: DEFINITION AND METHODOLOGY
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 ‘Capture re-capture’ would not be appropriate as it would involve identifying 
UTA residents multiple times (Marpsat & Razafindratsima, 2010). 

Simple Random Sampling 
The sample frame consisted of all positively identified UTA across GM from the 
‘Mapping UTA’ approach. Simple random sampling (SRS) without replacement was 
used to select a sample the third of the size of the sample frame. SRS involved 
assigning each unit from the sample frame a random number between zero and one 
generated from a random number generator.  The lowest 15 were selected as the 
sample and asked to complete the questionnaire (Levy & Lemeshow, 2013). 

This method was used to ensure the sample was representative of all positively 
identified UTA and that the population estimation and other findings generated 
could reliably be analysed and compared to other figures. As Lohr (2019) notes, SRS 
without replacement ensures that every possible unit within the population has the 
same probability of being selected as the sample. Alternative methods would have 
been inappropriate because not enough was known about the different UTA to 
reliably categorize them into groups from which to create a representative sample.

Based on the information collected about each UTA it was thought that a quarter 
would probably complete the questionnaire. A third of UTA were therefore sampled 
to ensure the collection of enough questionnaire responses and to give the findings 
further validity. 

Conducting the population count
Sampled UTA landlords were contacted in advance to establish their willingness to 
engage with the research. If landlords were unable to participate for any reason, a 
resident was asked to complete the questionnaire. In doing so, the chances of Non-
unit responses (a questionnaire not being completed) were reduced. The majority of 
questionnaires were completed on 30 June 2019, however, in order to improve the 
response rate, two extra days were given to collect and complete the questionnaires 
to fit around participant’s schedules. All participants completing the questionnaire 
had the ‘Research information sheet’ and the ‘Participant consent form’ read to 
them to ensure they understood the aims, purpose, and practice of the research 
and could agree to be involved (see Appendix B). All participant information and 
UTA information was anonymized and assigned a random number to protect their 
information.

We did not sample additional UTA to account for non-unit responses, as this would 
have affected how representative those sampled were. Non-unit responses were also 
not ‘weighted’ to predict what they could have been, because the data held on the 
sampled UTA was so limited this would not have been possible. As a result, Non-unit 
responses were not considered nor replaced or predicted through weighting. Only 
completed questionnaires were analysed. 

Developing a Methodology: Wellbeing and UTA Life Analysis 

The final aim of this research was to capture a snapshot of the lives of UTA residents, 
specifically regarding their living conditions and wellbeing. This data was captured 
through qualitative interviews conducted alongside a WEMWBs questionnaire with 
current or recent residents, and resulted in rich descriptions of residents’ daily lives 
in UTA. 

The interviews and WEBWEBs
A broad semi-structured set of interview questions were written to examine 
residents’ wellbeing, lifestyle and living conditions. The detailed and expansive 
answers that resulted from the interviews would have been difficult to collect using a 
quantitative approach. Indirect questionnaires would have been ineffective because 
interviewees may have difficulty completing the form in detail or independently 

CH1: RESEARCH FOUNDATIONS: DEFINITION AND METHODOLOGY
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expressing how they feel. Focus groups would also be inappropriate because 
participants need to have the freedom and feel safe to share feelings and personal 
experiences.  

The interview process also included the completion of a WEMBWBs (Warwick and 
Edinburgh Well-being Survey) questionnaire. WEMWBS were chosen because the 
high standard and wide spread use meant that comparisons with national average 
figures on wellbeing are possible.  Other well-being questionnaires such as the 
ONS’s Personal Well-being (PWB) were considered but deemed inappropriate due its 
limited depth (UK ONS, 2018).

The choice of sampling
The nine residents interviewed were sampled using convenient sampling. Other 
sampling approaches considered included ‘targeted’, ‘respondent driven’, and ‘cluster’ 
sampling (Watters & Biernacki, 1989) (Salganik & Heckathorn, 2004) (Shaghaghi, 
Bhopal, & Sheikh, 2011). The lack of information available on UTA residents and 
the inability to make an accurate sample frame made both of these approaches 
inappropriate. The use of convenient sampling does mean that the findings of our 
interviews are not representative of all GM UTA residents and any association would 
need to be correctly qualified. 

We chose to interview nine current or recent (within a month) residents of UTA 
who had access to support outside of this research project. This was for ethical 
reasons stemming from our experience of conducting qualitative interviews with this 
population in the past. It was intended for interviewees to come from across GM, 
however the majority of the interviewees were Justlife service users all of whom lived 
in Manchester, due to the stipulation of needing to have access to support. 

Summary

The ambitious and broad scope of this research required a new combination of 
research methods in order to capture detailed data on such an incongruous entity. 
This report into UTA is the first to combine these quantitative and qualitative 
methodologies in this way. We believe that their combination creates a unique 
opportunity to conduct a more in-depth and localised understanding of UTA as a 
category in different regions across England.  

CH1: RESEARCH FOUNDATIONS: DEFINITION AND METHODOLOGY
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CHAPTER TWO

Mapping UTA

The first step we took in this research was to discover exactly where the 
accommodation exists. Data was compiled from six months of participatory mapping 
followed by a subsequent positive verification process. Analysis of this information 
produced a wealth of insight that was categorised into a) the number and dispersal 
of UTA across Greater Manchester and, b) the location of UTA in reference to 
deprivation and average house prices, all of which are discussed in detail throughout 
this chapter. 

Quantity and Dispersal of UTA across Greater Manchester
Quantity
The participatory mapping consultations resulted in a map of 131 potential UTA 
properties across Greater Manchester. 43 were positively identified as UTA through 
the verification process and the remaining 88 were categorised into the following:

 ‘Possible UTA’: Properties unable to be positively identified due to the time 
bound nature of the research, but which evidence existed to suggest they 
were UTA.

 ‘Closed UTA’: Properties which had been UTA but shut down in the last two 
years.

 ‘Not UTA’: Properties which are definitely not UTA but which consultants 
thought could be UTA.

 ‘Similar to UTA’: Properties which are not UTA but which are very similar to 
UTA.

The table below presents a detailed breakdown of these categories, including their 
quantity and percentage of the total 131 properties.

Table 1: Unsupported Temporary Accommodation in Greater Manchester

Classification Quantity Percentage

Positively Identified UTA 43 33%

Possible UTA 36 27%

Not UTA 28 21%

Closed UTA 14 11%

Similar to UTA 9 8%

Total 131 100%

Although this data is a more precise record of UTA than our previous estimates 
based on FOIs (Maciver 2017), ’43’ is unlikely to be the exact total in GM. This is 
because our methodology required this research to be time-bound in order to 
compare with government homelessness statistics covering the same period. 
Therefore, the 43 only represent those positively identified when counting stopped 
on 30 June 2019. There are an additional 36 properties in the table above categorised 
as ‘Possible UTA,’ many of which fit the definition of UTA but were not able to be 

CH2: MAPPING UTA
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verified within our short time-frame. The total number of UTA in Greater Manchester 
could therefore be at least 79, almost twice as many as those ‘positively identified.’

Some of the other categories above—specifically, ‘Closed UTA’ and ‘Similar to UTA’—
indicate potential complexities within the UTA housing market. All properties in the 
‘Closed UTA’ category had closed within the last two years, suggesting a shift within 
the market to cause the closures. This could be an emerging trend within the UTA 
market that suggests volatility, which is likely to result in increased instability and 
disruption to the vulnerable adults who live there. Those identified as ‘Similar to UTA’ 
were accommodation run by charities or local authorities where the residents or 
managers said they were not receiving any support and/or that the accommodation 
was inappropriate. Although the true significance of the interplay between these 
different categories is unknown, it does raise important questions about the stability 
and sustainability of UTA in Greater Manchester.

It was apparent during stakeholder consultations that many local authorities and 
third sector organisations were unconvinced of the existence of UTA or that its 
residents had support needs. This made identification of UTA particularly challenging 
and the discovery of at least 43 positively identified UTA and up to 79 UTA, challenges 
this perception. We can confirm that the 43 positively identified UTA is NOT:

 Supported Accommodation 
 Local Authority Temporary Accommodation 
 Social Housing
 Bail Hostels
 Dry Houses or,
 ‘A Bed Every Night’ (ABEN) scheme

The 43 different UTA identified here exist outside figures for similar accommodation 
and are therefore unrepresented in figures of accommodation for vulnerable adults 
in Greater Manchester. Although the 43 is likely an incomplete picture of UTA in 
GM – all our further analysis is based on this as it was the number we were able to 
positively verify. 

Dispersal 
Over half (56%) of the positively identified UTA exists outside the city of Manchester 
showing that, although Manchester has the largest concentration of UTA, that 
it is clearly a GM-wide issue. Outside Manchester, the majority of UTA (54%) is 
concentrated in Tameside and Rochdale. Together, Manchester, Tameside and 
Rochdale hold 73% of the total UTA in the region. 
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It is not clear why these boroughs have a higher number of UTA. However, it is 
possible that both the council and third sector organisations identified more UTA 
due to better local knowledge of this type of accommodation, which resulted in more 
effective identification. If the numbers of ‘Possible UTA’ are added to the breakdown, 
the total number per-borough changes to: Stockport (5), Bury (6), Manchester (33), 
Trafford (4), Oldham (4), Tameside (9), Bolton (7), Salford (3), Rochdale (7), Wigan (1). 

Location in relation to external factors
The location data collected of each UTA across GM made it possible to conduct 
analysis relating to deprivation and average house prices of the accommodation. 
In order to conduct this analysis, we used location information of the positively 
identified UTA and open source government data to determine the Lower Layer 
Super Output Area (LSOA) of each property. 

LSOA are small geographically confined areas designed to be of a similar population 
size, with an average of approximately 1,500 residents or 650 households (Lesser, 
2016). Greater Manchester has 1673 total LSOAs. In our analysis below, ‘UTA LSOA’ 
refers to the LSOA that have a UTA property in them. In addition to LSOA data, we also 
used data from the Indices of Multiple Deprivation—the official measure of relative 
deprivation in England—as it was available at LSOA level for England. By using the 
indices, it is possible to examine the varying degrees of deprivation within a single 
LSOA and across entire boroughs of GM in order to contextualise people’s lives there. 

The indices of multiple deprivation are used consistently in a variety of research, 
including by LA regarding homelessness and housing and are a reliable metric 
to measure various forms of deprivation across England (Fitzpatrick, Pawson, 
Bramley, Wilcox, & Watts, 2017)(Cumbria Observatory, 2019). The Index of Multiple 
Deprivation gives an average deprivation score to each LSOA from all the other 
deprivation domains.   The domains used in our analysis are the overarching 
Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD), as well as the smaller Barriers to Housing and 
Services Domain and Health Deprivation and Disability Domain. These were chosen 
because arguably they are most relevant to the issues experienced by UTA residents 
and understanding their extent they will help to demonstrate the severity of the 
problems related to UTA (UK MHLG, 2019).  The following analysis will compare 
the different deciles (for example, Top 10% and Top 20%) of LSOAs with UTA to 
both all LSOA across England and all LSOAs within their borough for local and 

Figure 1. The dispersion of Positively Identified UTA across GM. 
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national comparisons. All deprivation data was sourced from the Department for 
Communities and Local Government and relates to 2019 (UK DCLG, 2019b).

It is important to note that four of the 10 Greater Manchester boroughs are listed in 
the top 20 local authorities in England with the highest proportion of neighbourhoods 
in the top 10% most deprived across all neighbourhoods. Manchester is also listed in 
the top 10 most deprived local authorities according to rank and score (MHCLG 2019). 
This is why we compare scores from both England and Greater Manchester to give a 
more comprehensive picture to challenge the assumption that this is simply because 
Greater Manchester has more instances of deprivation than the rest of England. 

Indices of Multiple Deprivation 
In reference to deprivation, when comparing the UTA LSOA to all other LSOA across 
England we find that 93% UTA LSOAs are within the top 3rd decile most deprived 
and 59% of UTA LSOA are in the 1st most deprived decile (top 10%). This shows that 
UTA LSOA in GM are considerably more deprived than the majority of LSOAs across 
England. Analysis at the individual borough level shows that UTA LSOAs are also more 
likely to be deprived in comparison to the rest of their borough. At borough level, 63%, 
or almost 2/3, of the UTA LSOA occur in the 3rd most deprived decile of their own 
borough for deprivation and 24% of UTA occur in LSOA which are in the top decile. 
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Figure 3. The Percentage of UTA LSOA in Borough of 
Origin related Index of Multiple Deprivation Deciles: 
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Figure 4. The Percentage of UTA LSOA in Borough of Origin related Index of Multiple 
Deprivation Deciles: independently and collectively represented
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Although UTA is drastically more apparent in the deprived deciles – it is important to 
note that the UTA LSOAs exist across seven deciles (or 70% of the decile range) for 
IMD at a borough level. This suggests that UTA does not exclusively exist in the most 
deprived areas even though the most common decile for a UTA LSOA at individual 
borough level in GM is two (or top 20%).

Barriers to Housing and Services
This domain measures the ‘physical and financial accessibility of housing and local 
services’ of LSOAs across England (IoD 2019). It gives insight into the likelihood 
residents of UTA have to access the, often vital, services they need. The national and 
borough picture of this domain are fairly similar. 59% of the UTA LSOA are in the top 
5th most deprived LSOA across England while at borough level, 54% are in the top 
5th most deprived. However, at a borough level 24% are also in the top 3rd most 
deprived LSOA, which demonstrates that UTA residents are at a real disadvantage 
when it comes to getting support to find accommodation or other services within 
their own borough.  
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Figure 7. The Percentage of UTA LSOA in Borough of Origin related Barriers to Housing 
and Services Deprivation Deciles: independently and collectively represented
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Figure 6. The Percentage of UTA LSOA in Borough 
of Origin related Barriers to Housing and Services 
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Figure 5. The Percentage of UTA LSOA in Borough 
of Origin related Barriers to Housing and Services 
Deprivation Deciles: independently represented
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UTA LSOA existed across 80% of the deciles for the Barriers to Housing and Services 
Domain, showing that like with the indices of multiple deprivation not all UTA will 
be in the areas with increased barriers to housing and services, however the mode 
decile was the fifth decile. This shows that UTA LSOAs are on average in the more 
deprived half of LSOAs at an individual borough level with regards to barriers to 
housing and services. 

Health Deprivation and Disability Domain
The Health Deprivation and Disability Domain (HDD) measures morbidity, disability, 
and ‘the risk of premature death and the impairment of quality of life through 
poor physical or mental health’ (UK DCLG, 2019c). Considering that UTA residents 
likely to suffer from a variety of health issues (Rose & Davies, 2014) it is important 
to understand if, or to what extent, environmental factors such as HDD may be 
associated with UTA.  

At a national level, 73% of UTA LSOA are in the most deprived decile (TOP 10%), 
and 93% are in the 2nd most deprived decile (Top 20%) for Health Deprivation and 
Disability. This suggests that, across England, the areas where UTA is located are 
statistically some of the most deprived under this domain. 
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Figure 10. The Percentage of UTA LSOA in Borough of Origin related Health  
and Disability Deprivation Deciles: independently and collectively represented
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Figure 9. The Percentage of UTA LSOA in Borough of 
Origin related Health and Disability Deprivation Deciles: 
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Figure 8. The Percentage of UTA LSOA in Borough of 
Origin related Health and Disability Deprivation Deciles: 
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The analysis at an individual borough level are also surprising. 24% of UTA LSOA are 
in the most deprived decile (top 10%) within their own borough. 41% are in the top 
2nd decile and 80% are in the 4th decile for health deprivation and disability in their 
borough. Five particular UTA LSOA (or 12% UTA in our research) were not only in the 
most deprived decile of LSOA, but were ranked as either the 1st, 2nd or 3rd most 
deprived LSOA in their borough for HDD.  The clear association between UTA LSOA 
and HDD deprivation shows that UTA residents are likely to suffer disproportionately 
from the effects of health deprivation than other people within their borough. Similar 
to the other deprivation domains, the UTA LSOAs for health deprivation and disability 
occurred across eight of the ten deciles and the mode decile was the 3rd decile. 

The significance of House Prices and UTA  
The relationship of average house prices and UTA is useful to understand when 
building a picture of the accommodation and where it is likely to be found. We 
were able to use data published by the Office of National Statistics on the mean 
price paid for residential properties by LSOA in England (UK ONS, 2019). This data 
provides quarterly information according to financial years through March 2019. In 
order to simplify the data, we averaged the four quarters 18/19 and this is referred 
to as ‘average LSOA HP’ when discussed below. The March 2018 to March 2019 is 
the closest average HP data available from the ONS. These findings are based on 
average LSOA HP which can range considerably and importantly some LSOA HP data 
was unavailable. In this instance, our analysis is not related to national data, but 
specifically to individual boroughs in Greater Manchester. The table below shows the 
highest frequency of UTA LSOA in areas where the average house prices are between 
£90,000-120,000. Thirty-five UTA are in LSOAs where the average house prices are 
under £180,000.

When comparing the UTA LSOA average HP to the HP in the borough, our analysis 
shows that 92% of UTA are in an area that has a below-average house price. For over 
half of the UTA, its LSOA average house price is 70% or less of the average LSOA 
house price in their borough. The table below depicts this by showing the UTA LSOA 
average HP as a percentage of the average house price for the borough.
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Figure 11. Comparing average LSOA House Price to the average borough House Price 
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This highlights a clear association between lower house prices and location of UTA, 
even with the few exceptions shown above where UTA exists in areas that have 
higher than average house prices (although never found in the top 20% of LSOA with 
the highest average HP). The average UTA LSOA HP across GM was £174,467 but it 
also exists across a broad range (from £61,776 to £236,243). Only a limited few LSOA 
with the highest average HP per borough exclude UTA. 

Summary

The data presented in this chapter gives insight into UTA in Greater Manchester, 
laying a foundation for a wider use of these methods in identification of UTA. The 
minimum number of positively verified UTA in GM is 43, however it is more likely to 
be closer to 79. 

In addition, UTA are statistically more present in LSOAs which are considerably 
more deprived than their neighbour LSOA within their own borough on a number 
of different measurements of deprivation. Put in the resident’s perspective, 24% of 
them will be in the top 10% of most deprived LSOA for overall deprivation (the index 
of multiple deprivation) and majority in the top 30%. For Barriers to Housing and 
Services deprivation the majority of residents will be in the top 50% most deprived 
LSOA for their borough. For Health and Disability, not only are more than 40% of 
residents in the top 20% most deprived LSOAs but 12% were ranked either the 1st, 
2nd, or 3rd most deprived LSOA within their borough. Therefore, if you live in UTA 
you are statistically likely to suffer from a mix of deprivation affecting what services 
you can access, as well as poverty, crime, and poor health. It is not known if the UTA 
in these LSOA contributes to the area’s deprivation or vise versa. It, however, cannot 
be denied that current and future UTA residents will and do experience a negative 
impact on the services and support they receive by living in a more deprived area of 
their borough.  

It is not surprising, then, that UTA is typically found in areas with lower than average 
house prices at a borough level. However, it is important to note that there are a few 
exceptions and analysis suggests no borough is too ‘well off’ for UTA to exist there.
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CHAPTER THREE

UTA population analysis

It was important for this research to not only gather a population count, but also 
demographic and general characteristics data relating to how the accommodation is 
run. In order to conduct the population count, we randomly sampled a quarter of the 
positively identified UTA then used the count from this sample to create a baseline 
date to estimate the population. The positively identified UTA who were sampled 
completed a questionnaire developed by Justlife on or within 2 days of 30 June 
2019, in order to compare with local authority and government statistics published 
covering a similar period (Q2 2019). 

Answers to the questionnaire told us both how many people were living in UTA on 
30 June 2019 as well as specific demographic and characteristic data related to the 
accommodation.  

Population in Greater Manchester

The population of the 43 UTA in GM is 387. However, when UTA from the additional 
‘potential UTA’ category are included in calculations, the population rises to 711. As 
mentioned in Chapter Two, this population is not included in numbers for supported 
accommodation, local authority temporary accommodation, social housing, bail 
hostels, dry houses or the ‘A Bed Every Night’ scheme, but is entirely separate. These 
individuals, therefore, are currently not recognised in official data or any other data 
relating to homeless households. 

The breakdown of data gathered shows that Manchester, Rochdale and Tameside 
have the highest UTA population at 171, 54 and 63 respectively. This is not surprising 
considering they are also the three boroughs with the highest concentration of UTA. 

Comparative Data

The additional pressure that the 387 individuals could place on local authorities is 
highlighted further when the detailed data is compared to homelessness and rough 
sleeping statistics from the same time. The tables below provide a visual comparison 
of all this data. The first table compares the UTA population to homeless households 
recorded in official temporary accommodation in Q2 2019. 
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Table 3: UTA population in comparison to all GM households in TA Q2 2019

Borough UTA 
Quantity

Estimated 
‘Total’ UTA 
population 

Q2 2019

Total number 
of households 
in TA Q2 2019

UTA Estimated ‘Total’ 
UTA population 

compared to the Total 
number of households 

in TA Q2 2019

Bolton 2 18 175 10%

Bury 4 36 40 90%

Manchester 19 171 2116 8%

Oldham 1 9 135 7%

Rochdale 6 54 47 115%

Salford 1 9 185 5%

Stockport 0 0 74 0%

Tameside 7 63 109 58%

Trafford 2 18 84 21%

Wigan 1 9 N/A N/A

Total 43 387 2965 13%

This table shows the total UTA population across Greater Manchester is equivalent 
to approximately 13% (or roughly 1/8th) of the total population of TA. UTA is clearly 
a smaller overall population, however they do represent a sizable vulnerable 
population in comparison to the total GM figure. 

In Rochdale, Bury, and Tameside the UTA population is more than 58% of the TA 
population in its own borough. In Rochdale the UTA population was more than 100% 
of the TA population. This suggests that, although UTA is a smaller overall population, 
in some boroughs it does represent a higher population of hidden homeless 
households than those in local temporary accommodation.

A slightly more extreme picture emerges when comparing the UTA population to the 
rough sleeping population in Greater Manchester. Last official statistics at the time 
of writing for rough sleeping population was from the period of 1st October-30th 
November 2018 (UK DCLG, 2019d). The LA rough sleeper count is accumulative and 
therefore, whilst not an ideal comparison to the ‘snapshot’ data collected for the 
research, its official record does not prevent comparison.
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Table 4: Rough sleeping vs UTA population comparison

Borough UTA 
Quantity

Estimated 
'Total' UTA 
population 

Q2 2019

Homelessness 
street count 
Autumn to 
November 

2018

Estimated 'Total' UTA 
population compared 

to Homelessness street 
count population 

Autumn to November 
2018

Bolton 2 18 21 86%

Bury 4 36 3 1200%

Manchester 19 171 123 139%

Oldham 1 9 2 450%

Rochdale 6 54 3 1800%

Salford 1 9 26 35%

Stockport 0 0 7 0%

Tameside 7 63 36 175%

Trafford 2 18 3 600%

Wigan 1 9 17 53%

Total 43 387 241 161%

As seen in Table 4, the total UTA population is more than one and a half times 
(161%) larger than the total GM rough sleeper population. Across GM, six of the 
ten boroughs have a UTA population greater than a 100% of the rough sleeper 
population and in Bury and Rochdale it is greater than a 1000%. 

Despite its size and potential to impact services for vulnerable adults in local areas, 
those in UTA receive less (or no) support than what is targeted for rough sleepers. 

The final table combines the populations of UTA, TA and Rough sleeping in GM into 
one total. Once doing so, UTA represents 11% of that population.  
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Table 5: GM UTA, TA, and rough sleeping population in comparison

Borough UTA 
Quantity

Estimated 
'Total' UTA 
population 

Q2 2019

UTA, TA, 
and rough 
sleeping 

populations 
combined

UTA 'Total' population 
to TA and Homeless 

street  count

Bolton 2 18 214 8%

Bury 4 36 79 46%

Manchester 19 171 2410 7%

Oldham 1 9 146 6%

Rochdale 6 54 104 52%

Salford 1 9 220 4%

Stockport 0 0 81 0%

Tameside 7 63 208 30%

Trafford 2 18 105 17%

Wigan 1 9 N/A N/A

Total 43 387 3567 11%*

In Rochdale and Bury, the UTA population makes up 45% or more of the combined 
total population. In four boroughs the UTA population makes up 17% or more of 
the UTA, TA and rough sleeping population. This shows that compared to other 
relevant vulnerable adult populations the resident population of UTA makes up a 
sizable proportion, consistently more than 10% across all forms of analysis. This is 
a staggering number of hidden homeless households consistently living under the 
radar of local services. 

Demographic Analysis

The demographic details of this population provide further insight into who lives in 
UTA and their circumstances. Our questionnaire looked specifically at gender and 
employment. 

UTA Residents and Employment
The data from our questionnaire showed 321 residents (83% of the total population) 
were not working. The additional 66 were in some form of employment. 

CH3: UTA POPULATION ANALYSIS



Unsupported Temporary Accommodation: Housing for single homeless households in Greater Manchester 27

The non-working residents were entirely dependent on state income, thereby 
limiting their options for alternative accommodation. The reason so many residents 
of UTA do not work is unknown but issues regarding their health and living situation 
highlighted later could be a contributing factor. The existence, albeit small, of 
individuals working and maintaining their accommodation on entirely independent 
income suggests more research is needed in this area to understand the relationship 
between employment and UTA. 

Gender
The answers returned in our questionnaire revealed that 96% of UTA residents 
are male. The reason UTA is so predominately male is unknown. Interestingly the 
proportion of males is even higher than similar vulnerable demographic groups such 
as those rough sleeping where 84% are male (Sanders & Albanese, 2016). In addition, 
our questionnaire did not limit a question of gender-identity to simply ‘male’ or ‘female,’ 
but no residents recorded themselves as ‘other’ or ‘not sure,’ suggesting the LGBTQI 
community is either not present or our particular methodology prevented identification. 

The reason behind the specific gender breakdown of UTA requires greater research, 
especially asking the question of where the hidden homeless populations of other 
demographics are ending up if not in UTA. 
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Figure 13. Percentage of Working and Non-Working UTA resident across GM 
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Figure 14. UTA Resident Gender 
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Characteristics of UTA

Finally, the questionnaire also returned information regarding landlord presence, 
capacity and tenancy variation to give a more detailed picture of how UTA is run. The 
overwhelming majority of UTA did not have a live-in landlord.
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Figure 15. Percentage of UTA  with 
a ‘Live in Landlord’ across GM
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Beyond this data, we did not gather additional technical information on landlords. 
Anecdotally, however, landlords had a range of reasons for why they had chosen to 
establish and run a UTA. They were mainly split between money-oriented goals and 
a more philanthropic desire to help residents. 58% of the questionnaires returned 
were completed by landlords.

UTA capacity and resident turnover
The average capacity of an individual UTA at the time of the count was 10 and the 
average population was nine. This shows that on average there is only one space 
available at any given UTA, or alternatively, the current UTA market is operating 
at 89% capacity. However, this is the combined average across all UTA in GM.  In 
practice, our data suggests 21% of UTA are “normally” operating at maximum 
capacity, and currently only 14% have more than one bed space available. The range 
in capacity between all UTA was 26. Such a large range demonstrates that size and 
type of building used for UTA can vary greatly and that some landlords are running 
considerably larger and more complex operations than others. However, only a small 
handful were carrying out larger operations. All in all, no UTA was recorded as empty 
or even below 70% capacity.

This suggests that there is little space in the UTA sector to accommodate more 
people now or in an emergency. Additionally, there was only 3% variation between 
the population on the day of the count and what respondents claimed to normally 
be staying there, which suggests the population of 387 is fairly stable throughout the 
year and that UTA is always in use. This does not give insight into resident turnover 
but only highlights there is consistent demand for UTA. 
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Finally, all properties exclusively used a license agreement or an agreement treated 
as such for all residents. No properties were found to have a mix of tenancy types. 

Summary
The population of the positively identified UTA in Greater Manchester is 387, 
however the total population is likely to be above 711, which is the population of 
both the confirmed and potential UTA properties. The smaller estimate is 11% of 
the combined TA, rough sleeping and UTA figures, a percentage that rises to 20% 
within the 711. This population, therefore, represents a substantial proportion 
of the homeless and vulnerable population across Greater Manchester. The 
accommodation they live in is typically without a live-in landlord, with a capacity 
of, on average, 10 people who are likely to be male and in receipt of benefits. All 
individuals are living with a license agreement or one treated as such. Respondents 
to our questionnaire suggest that UTA across Greater Manchester is at capacity 
although we do not have data on resident turnover. 
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Figure 16. GM UTA Bed Space Capacity 
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CHAPTER FOUR

Resident Experience and Wellbeing  
in UTA

The final phase of this year-long research project was qualitative interviews with 
residents of UTA to provide insight into what their experience of UTA is and how it 
impacts their health and wellbeing. Our previous research shows that experiences 
of UTA are often difficult and personally damaging leading to the deterioration of 
physical and mental health (Rose & Davies, 2014) The research presented below 
is based on interviews and WEMWBs surveys with nine current or recent (within a 
month) residents. Although the experiences recorded from these nine individuals 
are cannot be treated as representative of all residents of UTA, they are indicative of 
general experiences of UTA.

Interview Analysis

The interviews uncovered six themes with 18 different subheadings, all of which 
are outlined in Table 6. Analysis showed that the accommodation is often of a poor 
standard where individuals feel isolated and with little control over their stressful 
and chaotic lives. These themes correlate to those uncovered in our previous 
research which highlights the ongoing reality faced by hidden homeless households 
in unsupported temporary accommodation. Each of the themes are explored 
separately below. 

Table 6. Hierarchical themes and Subthemes to emerge  
from UTA Resident Interviews

Hierarchical theme Subthemes
1) The quality or 

arrangement of the 
accommodation 
is poor or below 
standard

The key living facilities including bedding, hot water, and 
or the kitchen facilities were either inadequate or they 
had to use alternative methods

Unhappy with the situation there

Cleanliness or hygiene was an issue there

2) They live stressful 
and chaotic lives

They struggle to maintain themselves physically, 
mentally or financially

Other residents are difficult to live with or add to a 
lawless and chaotic environment

They feel frustrated or stressed in their current situation

They have had difficult or chaotic life

3) They require a 
variety support 
to maintain their 
current situation

They require financial support

Public/emergency service engagement

They rely on non-council support services

4) Residents feel 
isolated with 
limited personal 
agency/control

They feel like they have limited control over their 
housing situation

They are socially isolated in UTA

5) They desire to 
improve their lives 
and situation

They want to move on from the accommodation

The want or think their future can be better

They are willing to reach out for help and support
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6) UTA was ‘liveable’ 
and or they had 
become hardened/
Use to it

They have elements of stability in their lives

They feel the accommodation provides what is  
expected of it

The accommodation is not too disruptive

The quality or arrangement of the accommodation is poor or below standard
The first theme uncovered was on the poor or substandard conditions of their 
properties. Essential living facilities including bedding, hot water and/or the kitchen 
facilities were often inadequate or, in some cases, unavailable, forcing the use of 
alternatives. One resident noted:

“You pay for a room and you have not even got a radiator, you’re cold in 
your room, you’re damp in the room, they don’t even give you a heater so, 
I brought my own quilt you know… I never had heating when I was there, I 
was freezing mate.”

Not only was there a lack of essential facilities, but the poor cleanliness and hygiene 
found in the accommodation was also an issue. 

“Not very clean. Your stomach turns when you got to the loo, because it 
doesn’t get cleaned, it never gets cleaned. The showers? I thought, you 
know what, I’ve got a sink in my room, and I’ve got a kettle. I’ll have a strip 
wash every day. If I have to do it twice a day, one in the morning, one in the 
evening, then so be it. I’m not using them showers. It’s a death trap anyway 
when the floor’s wet.”

Unsurprisingly, 8 of the 9 residents interviewed were unhappy with their living 
situation. This was both due to the lack of facilities and poor conditions, but also due 
to the insecurity many faced as a result of potential eviction. One resident described 
the stress of living like this:

“I’ve got to find somewhere else, and I suppose that bit of power is taken 
away from you because you have got to do it, you are not being given the 
option of staying or leaving of your own accord you have got to go whether 
you like it or not sort of thing.”

UTA Residents live stressful and chaotic lives
The lives of UTA residents were also described as stressful and chaotic. This was due 
to both personal factors—frustration or stress over the current situation—as well as 
socio-environmental factors—difficult residents or ongoing substance misuse in the 
accommodation. 

The personal factors faced by UTA residents made it difficult for them to control their 
lives physically, mentally or financially and brings into question the appropriateness 
of UTA as a viable housing option. One interviewee, when asked if their mental of 
physical health had deteriorated while living in UTA, said:

“On both counts, drug addiction, my mental health, I was isolating myself 
in my room not coming out, not even coming to the (anonymized name), I 
volunteer here now and then you know what I mean...I couldn’t even come 
out of my room you know paranoid schizophrenia, so I was isolating myself 
and using the drugs weren’t helping, so it was a catch 22 situation”. 

The majority of UTA residents have lived a difficult or chaotic life by either rough 
sleeping (2) or having spent time in prison (7).

The challenge compounds when there are multiple individuals with complex needs 
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living together. It can create a lawless and chaotic environment that contributes 
to feelings of being unsafe. One individual said, “I just came to his house to have 
a bottle of beer with him and he’s started making allegations against me and he 
started throwing punches at me.” Sadly, over half (5) of the residents interviewed 
stated they had seen or experienced violence within the accommodation, some even 
from the landlord:

“It’s hell. You can’t sleep, you got your ears, playing the music loud. You 
report it to (landlord Name) and he just gets really nasty with you, and if 
you challenge him he attacks you against the wall. He’s had me pinned 
against the wall at least four times, and I’ve just had enough of it.”

Most residents are just trying to survive UTA. One individual had only just left their 
UTA and was now living on the streets, where he felt he was in a better place, ‘It’s 
hard because I am on the streets now, don’t get me wrong but I look better now, and 
my mental health has improved.”

UTA Residents feel isolated with limited personal agency
It shouldn’t be surprising, then, that residents of unsupported temporary 
accommodation often feel isolated and that they have limited control in their 
lives. Specifically, residents felt they had little control over their housing situation. 
One interviewee stated, ‘Yeah well because I had no choice because a room’s a 
room it’s like take it or be on the street, end of story.’ The fact that residents have 
limited control and live in this way suggests they are open to abuse or forced to 
accept conditions which would otherwise not be acceptable whilst feeling unable to 
complain. Encapsulating this, one resident stated: “all (the Landlord) has to do is say 
pack your bags, you don’t get any notice, you’re out.”

Residents are also socially isolated in UTA, a fact that often contributes to financial 
difficulty, poor mental health and substance misuse. This may also account for why 
some residents do not engage in support services. 

UTA was ‘liveable’ and or they had become hardened/Use to it
Despite the challenges represented by UTA for its residents, many suggested that it 
was ‘liveable,’ which could also point to deeper issues around resident vulnerability 
and needs. Most residents’ expectations were simply that the accommodation 
provided more shelter than the streets and that they would have access to a kitchen. 
One resident noted that: “I just wanted to get off the streets so I just thought it was a 
good idea, but it wasn’t a good idea.’

In a similar vein, many of the residents also reported their accommodation not being 
too disruptive. Although this may seem positive, the trend is more revealing of the 
degree of serious trauma residents have and continue to experience. Many residents 
(6) who thought living in UTA was not too disruptive also described themselves 
as being a victim of violence, having debilitating mental health, and substance 
misuse relapse whilst in UTA. Such contradictions speak to how relative issues 
like disruption, numbness to dangers, and their own vulnerability have become 
normalised. 

UTA Residents require a variety support to maintain their current situation
It is not surprising that a key theme to emerge from the interviews was that residents 
required a variety of support whether it was, financial support, public/emergency 
service engagement, or non-council support services. UTA residents relied primarily 
on non-council support services because there is limited or no support available to 
them. Relying on these non-state support services highlights the fragility and danger 
of UTA resident’s situation which is often chaotic and changing. Relying on auxiliary 
support also masks the true level of support needed for these places and individuals. 
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The reliance on and frequent use of emergency services such as police and 
ambulance raises important questions about the long-term financial sustainability 
of UTA on wider societal costs. For example, when questioned how many times had 
they been to A&E in the last year one resident stated ‘You know what in the last year, 
do you want to know, I would say over 30.’ According to the interviews, six of the 
nine residents had contacted or used emergency services over the past year. The 
frequency of public and emergency service engagement suggests that despite being 
‘unsupported,’ UTA residents still and will seek available support from somewhere. 
The cost to public and emergency support services to help UTA residents who have 
nowhere else to turn is likely to be very high.  

Finally, UTA residents are reliant on the welfare system to support their rent and 
general expenses. All who were interviewed were in receipt of either Universal Credit 
and Employment and Support Allowance in addition to Personal Independence 
Payment. 

UTA Residents desire to improve their lives and situation
Many residents want to think their future can be better. One said, ‘I would like to go 
back to college if anything.’ Three in total thought their future could be improved and 
one specifically was willing to reach out for support. Unsurprisingly, eight of the nine 
specifically wanted to improve their lives by moving out of their accommodation. 

WEMWBS analysis
In addition to the interviews, each research participant completed a Warwick and 
Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (WEMWBS) in order to provide a quantitative and 
comparative analysis of a UTA resident’s mental health. Although there are limits to 
this analysis—specifically that only nine scales were completed at one point in time—
there are still useful insights into the population of UTA. 

The average WEMWBS score for male UTA residents was 49.2, while for female 
residents it was 48. These scores are both lower than the average score across 
England, albeit only slightly, at 50.1 for males and 49.6 for females.

This indicates that, on average, UTA residents have worse mental health compared 
to the national averages across England, even if only marginally so. However, when 
compared to a study completed with rough sleeping populations, those living in UTA 
record better overall mental health, compared to the average for rough sleeping 
populations at 33.5 (Dixon, Solley and Davis, 2018).

Analysis of the range in overall wellbeing between UTA residents provided further 
insight. There was a range of 41 recorded between male and female respondents. 
Such a high range shows that wellbeing for UTA residents is varied and complex. 
The highest score was given to the question that stated, ‘I’ve been able to make up 
my own mind about things,’ which is interesting considering that in an environment 
where residents have limited control, the question they relate to the most is one 
about control over themselves personally.  The question with the smallest score 
was split between ‘I’ve been feeling interested in other people’ and ‘I’ve been 
dealing with problems well’. This supports the previous notions from interviews 
that residents are often isolated, find it hard to engage or find it difficult to resolve 
their issues on their own.

It is important to remember with regards to WEMWBS that inference cannot be 
drawn from a singular scale exactly what, if any, affect UTA has on a resident’s 
mental health. The single scale simply gives a snapshot into how residents are feeling 
at that moment in time. Therefore, to have a greater quantitative understanding 
of the impact UTA has on its residents there would need to be an additional study 
conducted with more residents over two points in time. 

CH3: RESIDENT EXPERIENCE AND WELLBEING IN UTA



Unsupported Temporary Accommodation: Housing for single homeless households in Greater Manchester 34

Summary

The evidence uncovered through the interviews and WEMWBs analysis show 
residents of UTA are becoming more isolated, forced to accept poor conditions or 
fall into financial difficulty, among many others. Our research also shows that this 
affects their wellbeing.  Residents of UTA have slightly lower mental health than 
the national averages across England, but higher scores than some rough sleeping 
populations. The range of WEMWBS scores highlights that certain UTA residents 
may suffer significantly more than other residents. The highest and lowest scored 
questions indicate that isolation and personal agency are key issues for residents 
in their lives, which follows on from the responses given in interviews.  Collectively, 
the implied impact on mental health recorded through WEMWBS and the thematic 
analysis of the interviews present a sad life-reality for residents of UTA suggesting it 
is an inappropriate long-term option. 
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CHAPTER FIVE

Summary and Analysis

This chapter presents a final summary and analysis of the data presented 
throughout, by first pulling together a narrative overview of what we know about 
UTA in GM and second, presenting observations and analysis of UTA from different 
angles. This analysis lays the foundation for the recommendations that follow in the 
final chapter of this report. 

Summary

There are at least 43, and potentially 79, UTA across GM. This accommodation exists 
in the private rented sector where residents have no permanent residency status 
and limited access to support to find settled and secure housing. In other words, 
residents can be evicted at any time and no one is helping them find their own home. 
The majority of the accommodation has a capacity of 10 individuals and are always 
in use at 89% capacity throughout the year (however we have no data on turnover). 
UTA is likely to be in areas of their borough that have below-average house prices, 
the majority in areas with house prices below £180,000. UTA is also likely to be in 
areas that experience higher levels of deprivation. In comparison with all of England, 
93% of the accommodation is in the 30% most deprived areas. Within GM, 63% are 
in the 30% most deprived of their borough. We also discovered that UTA is likely 
to be in the most deprived areas for the Health Deprivation and Disability Domain 
and across the top half of deprived areas for the Barriers to Housing and Services 
Domain within local boroughs. 

Positively Identified UTA are in every borough of GM apart from Stockport. However, 
it is likely that UTA exists in every borough because once the ‘Possible UTA’ are added 
to the total, the numbers rise in each borough, including Stockport which would then 
hold five UTA. Overall, UTA is only 11% of the homeless population discussed in this 
research (official TA figures and rough sleeping figures), but in some boroughs UTA 
represents a higher proportion of the homelessness population than both rough 
sleeping and temporary accommodation numbers, for example in both Rochdale 
and Bury. 

Those living in UTA are overwhelmingly men who are on some form of state 
benefit such as Universal Credit, Employment and Support Allowance and Personal 
Independence Payment. The interviews suggest this population is largely made up of 
those who have previous experience of rough sleeping and/or spent time in prison 
and many experience deteriorating physical and mental health. 

Finally, the qualitative element of this research correlates to both our own (Rose 
and Davies 2014, Rose et al 2016, Maciver et al 2016, Maciver 2017) and wider 
existing literature (see for example Credland 2004, LGO 2017) on the experience 
of homeless households in this accommodation. Specifically, that UTA is full of 
chaotic environments, with poor cleanliness, a lack of agency or control, prospect of 
isolation, few move-on options and a negative impact on the health and wellbeing of 
its residents.
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Analysis and Observations

This report presents the most comprehensive understanding of UTA to date, 
highlighting both new and ongoing issues within UTA as well as further gaps in our 
knowledge about the impact of the accommodation. One of the new aspects to our 
learning is the relationship between the location of UTA and deprivation. We also 
now know that UTA primarily (although not exclusively) exists in the more deprived 
areas of each borough across GM. Our analysis of the UTA Lower Layer Super 
Output Areas (LSOA) compared to three different deprivation domains shows, in 
the overarching Indices of Multiple Deprivation, 93% of UTA LSOAs are in the top 
three most deprived deciles for England, while at borough level in GM, 63% are in 
the top three deciles and 24% are in the top  decile. In GM, 54% were in the top fifth 
decile for Barriers to Housing and Support while in the Health and Disability domain, 
80% were in the top fourth decile, 41% were in the top two deciles and 24% were in 
the top decile. More specifically, five UTA properties in GM were found in the first, 
second and third most deprived areas of their boroughs.

The relationship between deprivation and potential effect on local populations has 
been well-documented, especially in relation to health. In an article in the Journal of 
Health Services Research and Policy on the impact of deprivation on the occurrence, 
outcomes and costs of those with more than one health issue, it was reported that 
deprivation is associated with higher instances of multiple morbidity and depression 
(Charlton et al, 2013), 

“People living in social and material deprivation are channelled, through 
the higher incidence of disease, into higher categories of multiple 
morbidity. People living in deprived circumstances live longer with multiple 
morbidity, and more of those who die have multiple morbidity. Depression 
is associated with morbidity, but deprivation is associated with a higher 
prevalence of depression at any level of morbidity (ibid).”

Not only are individuals living in deprived areas more likely to have multiple 
morbidity and depression, the impact of their lifestyles in combination with 
deprivation creates a heightened risk of mortality (Foster et al, 2018). 

These descriptions do not mean everyone in these areas are deprived. However, 
the deprivation analysis of UTA does give us insight into the potential reality faced 
by residents of UTA. Residents are more likely to face ‘risk of premature death and 
the impairment of quality of life through poor physical or mental health’ (IoD 2019) 
and half as likely to be living in areas that present barriers to local services and 
affordability of housing (ibid). 

One of the major ongoing issues related to UTA is its nuanced existence in the 
PRS. The PRS is largely unregulated (IPPR North 2014) or has poor enforcement 
and understanding of regulations (Citizens Advice 2019) and encapsulates a wide 
variety of housing types and tenures. This leaves room for different definitions 
of similar housing across the country, which is part of the challenge of defining 
and understanding UTA in relation to both homelessness and local authority 
responsibility towards the accommodation. Julie Rugg and David Rhodes spoke of 
this challenge in their 2018 report, ‘The Evolving PRS,’ where they pointed out how 
difficult it can be to quantify issues in the PRS since all problems are not amenable 
to quantification. However, ‘The inability to count a problem should by no means 
be taken as a dismissal of its significance (ibid).’ The same holds true for UTA. It is a 
challenging issue to quantify, but that does not mean it is insignificant. 

Finally, the other ongoing issue further highlighted by this research is the interplay 
between the accommodation and the resident population. According to our data, 
the individuals typically living in UTA across GM are single, unemployed men, the 
majority of whom, have histories of either rough sleeping, prison stays or both. Many 
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suffer from poor mental health and are likely to have a lower-than-average state of 
mental well-being than the general population, according to our limited WEBWBs 
analysis. These individuals are primarily reliant on various forms of the welfare 
system to support their housing and daily lives. 

All nine residents interviewed described a complex, chaotic life within the 
accommodation, one in which there was worsening mental and physical health, poor 
conditions, experiences of violence, the threat of immediate eviction and a distinct 
lack of privacy. One resident said regarding if he had privacy, 

‘Not much, no. Because when he [the landlord] comes around he doesn’t 
knock on the door he just walks in. So if you’re getting dressed, it’s tough….
he can get in with his key, yes. Because there is no inner lock, so you can’t 
lock him out, unless you barricade the door. And there’s even females there 
as well.’

This created a complex relationship between residents and their accommodation 
that contributes to the entrenchment of the UTA population within homelessness, 
cycling between the accommodation and the street in addition to worsening mental 
health. One individual claimed when he moved from UTA back to the street that his 
hygiene and mental health improved where another spoke of constantly wanting to 
end his life:

“Oh well I just want to kill myself every day, I mean every day, just because I 
am coward and I haven’t got the bottle for it, good job I haven’t got any pills 
and that because I would take them right now.”

This gives crucial insight into the interplay of UTA as a type of housing, its impact on 
the specific resident and how that impacts the wider homelessness system. Recent 
data from a longitudinal study from the ministry of Justice shows that ‘those who are 
homeless or in TA before prison were more likely to be reconvicted than those in 
stable accommodation.’ In addition, those who were placed in stable accommodation 
were 60% more likely to not be re-convicted or re-offend. The prevalence in this 
research of single men who have been through the prison system suggests that 
UTA and its unstable, chaotic environments could present a barrier to improving 
reoffending rates.

Another example is from the reality that most residents face multiple and complex 
needs and some speak of traumatic experiences in their lives. These issues and how 
they interact with homelessness is well-documented (see for example Goodman et 
al 1991, Fitzpatrick et al 1999, Homeless Link 2014, FEANTSA 2017, Evolve Housing 
2018) and the fact that most households living in UTA are both unknown and in areas 
with fewer connections to services suggest a population of vulnerable households 
living in accommodation that exacerbates the challenges they are facing and could 
also lead to a continuous cycle through rough sleeping and UTA.

The interplay between UTA and its residents also has wider systemic implications. 
The population of UTA frequently uses public services such as ambulance and 
police in addition to the challenges listed above. This suggests UTA has an impact 
on both wider public services and pressure on existing homelessness services due 
to the potential of residents to cycle through the accommodation, rough sleeping 
and prison. There is therefore a need for a better understanding at the local level 
regarding where this accommodation is in their borough and how it relates to the 
wider homelessness communities with which it is working. 

This need became increasingly apparent over the course of this research. During 
the mapping phase consultations, many local authority representatives across GM 
claimed this type of housing did not exist in their borough. However, we positively 
identified UTA in nine of the 10 Greater Manchester boroughs—Stockport was the 
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only exception. Wigan, Salford and Oldham each had one. Trafford and Bolton 
had two. Bury had four, Rochdale had six, Tameside had seven and 19 were in 
Manchester. The picture grows when the potential UTA are also taken into account, 
where suddenly all Greater Manchester boroughs have a UTA population: Stockport 
(5), Bury (6), Manchester (33), Trafford (4), Oldham (4), Tameside (9), Bolton (7), 
Salford (3), Rochdale (7), Wigan (1). This data suggests that even where there is 
scepticism about UTA, it still exists; even in areas where there is more expensive 
housing. Our analysis of deprivation domains and average house prices found 
that, while the majority of UTA is found within areas that have a higher deprivation 
domain, that there are instances of UTA across eight of the 10 levels as well as 
instances where UTA was located in an LSOA that had above average house prices. 

UTA, therefore, exists across Greater Manchester in areas that are predominantly 
more deprived, even though that is not necessarily the main indicator of where they 
will be found. 
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CHAPTER SIX

Recommendations

The learning presented throughout this report regarding UTA provides further 
evidence of the need for action to address the systemic challenges surrounding 
this accommodation. This chapter presents our recommendations in relation to 
our learning, specifically around recognition of UTA across Greater Manchester and 
continued collaboration focused on improving the lives and experience of those 
living in UTA. Specific recommendations related to these are outlined below. 

Recognition of UTA across Greater Manchester 

This research has shown that local authority and relevant third sector organizations 
have a poor understanding of UTA as a social phenomenon in their boroughs, 
with many unaware of the dangers it posed to residents and the implications of 
signposting people there. Only by understanding UTA as homeless provision will 
it draw the appropriate attention it needs to be successfully resolved. Both this 
fact and the reality of the wider societal impact of the accommodation on local 
communities and local authorities necessitate a shift in perspective that includes 
UTA as part of wider homelessness provision, whether official or not. Therefore, we 
recommend:

1. Collective agreement across Greater Manchester on the existence of UTA 
and its place within the homelessness system

2. Local Authorities hold a record of UTA in their borough in order to keep 
track of the population, understand where local support is in relation to 
UTA and build a more detailed understanding of the local dependency 
on UTA

Continued Collaboration focused on UTA 

The consistent description of UTA as being of poor standards, with a negative impact 
on health and wellbeing of residents, few move-on options and the reality that it 
feeds further entrenchment within homelessness requires greater collective action 
once UTA is recognised as part of homelessness provision in GM. This collective 
action will ensure that hidden homeless individuals in UTA are connected to 
existing support services leading to an improvement in their experiences within the 
accommodation. We recognise there are existing examples of collaboration within 
Greater Manchester that focus on supporting individuals who may also be living in 
UTA. However, in places where these collaborations do not exist or do not already 
include a focus on UTA, we recommend:

3. The creation of Temporary Accommodation Action Groups (TAAG) in 
boroughs across Greater Manchester

Temporary Accommodation Action Groups are place-based collaborations that bring 
together relevant stakeholders of the accommodation to address locally-relevant 
issues in the accommodation. These can be created in local boroughs where there is 
a particular need to focus on UTA. Local TAAGs could then be supported at the GM 
level by a GM TAAG, if appropriate. This group would not look to overwrite existing 
partnerships in this area, but provide a vehicle to connect residents of UTA into 
existing support services as well as to gather and hold data of UTA across GM. The 

RECOMMENDATIONS



Unsupported Temporary Accommodation: Housing for single homeless households in Greater Manchester 40

knowledge and data held by either local TAAG or an over-arching GM TAAG could 
then feed into wider homelessness prevention strategies across the region. 

The following go into more detail about what the impact TAAGs can make:

a. Greater connection of and degree of support for UTA residents

UTA residents do not get the appropriate support they need. Improving the 
connection of UTA and its residents to existing support services, making services UTA 
appropriate, and where necessary bring in new services is essential. This will include 
reaching out to known UTA and working with landlords to encourage residents 
to sign up and attend support services in their area where appropriate. Support 
should also be given to UTA residents to help move to more secure and settled 
accommodation. 

This increased connection and support aims to improve the health and wellbeing of 
UTA residents, decrease their isolation, and help residents move on to new and more 
appropriate accommodation. If achieved, UTA resident’s long-term health support 
needs and engagement with emergency support services would decrease. Residents 
would also be able to build up a support network around them making them less 
likely to deteriorate mentally and physically as well as avoiding eviction and then 
rough sleeping. The failure for residents to get the support services they need either 
because of access or availability will only perpetuate an expensive cycle of isolation, 
health decline, and eviction (Rose et al., 2016). 

b. Greater cooperation and communication between local authorities on UTA

To address the wide spread challenge of UTA across GM greater communication and 
cooperation between and across GM wide borough councils is required. Greater 
communication between local authorities on the location of UTA, and other related 
data-sharing practices will help create a GM UTA register. Greater cooperation 
between local authorities is also needed to create uniform policy regarding UTA. 

We believe these actions combined with the existing work in Greater Manchester 
aimed at solving and preventing homelessness would begin to make a difference for 
all those stuck living as hidden homeless households in UTA across the region. 

RECOMMENDATIONS
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Conclusion

The range of data gathered in this report forms the most thorough analysis of 
UTA in a single region of England to date. We are now able to describe, in Greater 
Manchester, the characteristics of UTA, how many there are, what the resident 
population is likely to be and its relationship to deprivation. Most importantly, we are 
also able to put the resident experiences and impact on wellbeing into this context. 

One of the challenges posed by UTA is that residents have a roof over their heads. 
For some, this suggests they are not homeless. In reality, individuals (and families) 
can be homeless even with a roof over their head, as is the case for those in UTA. 
Crisis is currently distinguishing between homelessness as core homelessness 
and wider forms of homelessness (Bramley, 2017). This definition mainly defines 
homelessness by levels of vulnerability and security of tenure, which in practice 
encompasses a more broad and complex range of personal circumstances and 
living situations than within current legislation. In addition, the UK government has 
signed up to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 
which recognise the right to adequate housing, including security of tenure as a basic 
human right, thus also suggesting that homelessness is more than rooflessness. 
However, the recognition that homelessness is more than rooflessness does not 
stop many individuals experiencing homelessenss from falling through the cracks, 
especially for those in UTA. The existence of such accommodation continues to be 
denied and excused despite certain hotspots gaining distinct notoriety, causing 
serious lifelong harm to residents, and affecting the wider community and its 
services.  

Repeatedly, UTA residents interviewed described life in UTA as one of isolation, 
stress, and chaos. An environment where people live in poor or below standard 
living conditions which they have hardened to resulting in feeling unable to continue 
and improve their lives. Importantly, these new findings resonate with Justlife’s 
previous research demonstrating a long-term trend of UTA being inappropriate 
in quality and support to the detriment of resident’s mental health and substance 
misuse. This reinforces the point that UTA has been a long ignored, misunderstood, 
and marginalized problem. However, our research also shows that that through 
recognition of its role within homeless provision and collaboration between those 
connected to UTA, there is a real opportunity to improve the experiences of those 
living in this accommodation. 

UTA exists across Greater Manchester. It affects residents and communities in a 
variety of complex, systemic, and interconnected ways. It is often unacknowledged, 
which leads to obscurity and a general lack of awareness around UTA by local 
authorities and other services. However, this report has proven that UTA does exist 
across the Greater Manchester region. 

Now is the time to acknowledge the existence of UTA and the role it plays within 
homeless provision. It is also the time to work together to improve the experiences 
of all single homeless households stuck living in this insecure and unsupported 
temporary housing.

CONCLUSION
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Appendix A

Research related data and tables

This appendix includes raw data for temporary accommodation, rough sleeping, the 
indices of multiple deprivation and LSOA house prices.  

UTA data tables
The tables below (Tables 7 to 9) present the data on the distribution of UTA across 
GM, its subcategories, and data from the population questionnaire. 

Table 7. The distribution of UTA by GM borough
Borough Quantity Percentage of Total UTA

Bolton 2 5%

Bury 4 9%

Manchester 19 44%

Oldham 1 2%

Rochdale 6 14%

Salford 1 2%

Stockport 0 0%

Tameside 7 16%

Trafford 2 5%

Wigan 1 2%

Total2 43 100%

Table 8. UTA subcategories by GM borough

Borough
Positively 
Identified 

UTA

Possible 
UTA

Not 
UTA

Closed 
UTA

Similar 
to UTA Total

Percentage 
of all UTA 

subcategories

Bolton 2 5 3 0 0 10 8%

Bury 4 2 4 0 0 10 8%

Manchester 19 14 8 4 6 51 39%

Oldham 1 3 0 0 0 4 3%

Rochdale 6 1 2 2 0 11 8%

Salford 1 2 0 1 2 6 5%

Stockport 0 5 2 1 1 9 7%

Tameside 7 2 3 6 0 18 14%

Trafford 2 2 3 0 0 7 5%

Wigan 1 0 3 1 0 5 4%

Total 43 36 28 15 9 131 100%
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GM Population questionnaire data (Table 9): original and multiplied, presents the data from the population 
questionnaire. The calculations and rationale for how the Questionnaire figures multiplied up to represent all  
43 UTA are discussed below.

The Indices of Multiple Deprivation data tables

The tables opposite (Tables 10 to 12) presents the data on the deprivation of LSOA at the borough level and 
the national level. All data, except the LSOA decile figures, are the original downloaded data retrieved from the 
Department of Communities and Local Government website for the English Indices of Deprivation 2019 (UK. DCLG, 
2019b). The deprivation deciles were calculated by organising the deprivation ranking of LSOA from first to last and 
then dividing the total sum of ranks into 10 equal ranges known as deciles.  For more data and information about 
the indices of multiple deprivation visit the Ministry for Housing, Communities, and Local Government website: 
https://opendatacommunities.org/resource?uri=http%3A%2F%2Fopendatacommunities.org%2Fdata%2Fsocietal-
wellbeing%2Fimd2019%2Findices

Table 9. GM Population questionnaire data: original and multiplied

Question

Total sum 
figures 

from the 12 
completed 

questionnaires

Questionnaire 
figures 

multiplied up 
to represent all 

43 UTA*

Percentage 
of UTA 

population

Range 
across 

sampled 
UTA

The number of people are staying in the UTA on 
the 30th of June 2019 (excluding the landlord and 
or any staff)

108 387.0 - 26

The number of these residents who have either a 
license agreement or agreement treated as such

108 387.0 - 26

The number of residents with alternative tenancies 0 0.0 - 0
The number of working residents 18 64.5 17% 8
The number of non-working residents who are 
priority need

0 0.0 0% 0

The number of non-working residents who are 
non-priority need

90 322.5 83% 29

The number of residents identified  as 'Male' 87 311.8 97% 29
The number of residents identified  as 'Female' 3 10.8 3% 2
The number of residents identified  as 'Other' 0 0.0 0% 0
The number of residents identified  as 'Not Sure' 0 0.0 0% 0
The highest number of residents known to have 
stayed there at any one time

121 433.6 - 26

The number of residents thought to be 'normally' 
staying there

111 397.8 - 26

The maximum capacity of the property based on 
bed spaces

122 437.2 - 25

The number of landlords who live at  the UTA 1 3.6 8% -
The number of landlords who do not live at  
the UTA

11 39.4 92% -

*= 12 questionnaires were completed by 12 UTA. There are 43 UTA confirmed. 12/43 =0.27906976744186. The total questionnaire  
figures from all 12 questionnaires are equivalent to 27.9% of all 43 UTA. The ‘total questionnaire figures from all 12 questionnaires’  
/43 X 100 = the estimated figure for all 43 UTA.  
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Table 10 : The Index of Multiple Deprivation of UTA LSOA by rank and decile  
at the national and  Borough level

Borough UTA 
Postcode

LSOA name 
(2011) 

Rank of the 
most deprived 
LSOA (where 

1 is most 
deprived 

LSOA)

Deprivation 
Decile (where 

1 is most 
deprived 10% 

of LSOA)

Rank the of 
most deprived 
LSOA (where 

1 is most 
deprived 

LSOA)

Deprivation 
Decile (where 

1 is most 
deprived 10% 

of LSOA)

England wide Borough wide
Bolton BL2 1 Bolton 017A 1707 1 27 2
Bolton BL2 1 Bolton 017A 1707 1 27 2
Bury BL9 5 Bury 008C 1177 1 4 1
Bury BL9 5 Bury 008C 1177 1 4 1
Bury BL9 5 Bury 008C 1177 1 4 1
Bury M26 2 Bury 015B 7603 3 33 3
Manchester M9 5 Manchester 006C 3822 2 136 5
Manchester M9 5 Manchester 009B 100 1 3 1
Manchester M9 5 Manchester 009B 100 1 3 1
Manchester M40 8 Manchester 009G 79 1 2 1
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 1165 1 48 2
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 1165 1 48 2
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 1165 1 48 2
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 1165 1 48 2
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 1165 1 48 2
Manchester M18 8 Manchester 021A 2302 1 92 4
Manchester M18 8 Manchester 021A 2302 1 92 4
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022E 4095 2 139 5
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022F 6890 3 172 7
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022F 6890 3 172 7
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022G 4880 2 151 6
Manchester M18 7 Manchester 023C 822 1 35 2
Manchester M18 7 Manchester 023C 822 1 35 2
Manchester M16 8 Manchester 028E 8433 3 191 7
Manchester M14 6 Manchester 032C 9660 3 209 8
Oldham OL1 3 Oldham 014D 129 1 2 1
Rochdale M13 0 Manchester 022E 4095 2 139 5
Rochdale OL15 8 Rochdale 001C 6986 3 63 5
Rochdale OL12 6 Rochdale 004E 855 1 10 1
Rochdale OL16 1 Rochdale 010C 31 1 1 1
Rochdale OL16 1 Rochdale 010C 31 1 1 1
Rochdale OL12 6 Rochdale 010G 3050 1 37 3
Salford M7 3 Salford 011B 14002 5 109 8
Tameside OL7 9 Tameside 006E 3313 2 30 3
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Table 11 : The Barriers to Service and support deprivation domain of UTA LSOA by rank  
and decile at the national and  Borough level 

Borough UTA 
Postcode

LSOA name 
(2011) 

Rank of the 
most deprived 
LSOA (where 

1 is most 
deprived 

LSOA)

Deprivation 
Decile (where 

1 is most 
deprived 10% 

of LSOA)

Rank the of 
most deprived 
LSOA (where 

1 is most 
deprived 

LSOA)

Deprivation 
Decile (where 

1 is most 
deprived 10% 

of LSOA)

England wide Borough wide
Bolton BL2 1 Bolton 017A 21110 7 59 4
Bolton BL2 1 Bolton 017A 21110 7 59 4
Bury BL9 5 Bury 008C 16951 6 31 3
Bury BL9 5 Bury 008C 16951 6 31 3
Bury BL9 5 Bury 008C 16951 6 31 3
Bury  M26 2 Bury 015B 25827 8 70 6
Manchester M9 5 Manchester 006C 12790 4 188 7
Manchester M9 5 Manchester 009B 9535 3 121 5
Manchester M9 5 Manchester 009B 9535 3 121 5
Manchester M40 8 Manchester 009G 9945 4 128 5
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 16190 5 239 9
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 16190 5 239 9
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 16190 5 239 9
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 16190 5 239 9
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 16190 5 239 9
Manchester M18 8 Manchester 021A 9488 3 118 5
Manchester M18 8 Manchester 021A 9488 3 118 5
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022E 8013 3 80 3
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022F 12697 4 187 7
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022F 12697 4 187 7
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022G 12684 4 186 7
Manchester M18 7 Manchester 023C 10512 4 144 6
Manchester M18 7 Manchester 023C 10512 4 144 6
Manchester M16 8 Manchester 028E 10220 4 134 5
Manchester M14 6 Manchester 032C 8158 3 86 4
Oldham OL1 3 Oldham 014D 22038 7 33 3
Rochdale M13 0 Manchester 022E 8013 3 80 3
Rochdale OL15 8 Rochdale 001C 30375 10 129 10
Rochdale OL12 6 Rochdale 004E 10058 4 15 2
Rochdale OL16 1 Rochdale 010C 11792 4 25 2
Rochdale OL16 1 Rochdale 010C 11792 4 25 2
Rochdale OL12 6 Rochdale 010G 21334 7 78 6
Salford M7 3 Salford 011B 12709 4 34 3
Tameside OL7 9 Tameside 006E 25381 8 89 7
Tameside OL6 6 Tameside 007A 21278 7 55 4
Tameside SK15 1 Tameside 008D 30065 10 126 9
Tameside SK15 1 Tameside 008D 30065 10 126 9
Tameside SK15 2 Tameside 009C 22184 7 60 5
Tameside M34 5 Tameside 010E 23447 8 75 6
Tameside SK15 3 --- --- --- --- ---
Trafford M32 8 Trafford 011E 24067 8 63 5
Trafford M41 5 --- --- --- --- ---
Wigan WN7 3 Wigan 034B 32383 10 194 10
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Table 12 : The Health and Disability deprivation domain of UTA LSOA by rank  
and decile at the national and  Borough level 

Borough UTA 
Postcode

LSOA name 
(2011) 

Rank of the 
most deprived 
LSOA (where 

1 is most 
deprived 

LSOA)

Deprivation 
Decile (where 

1 is most 
deprived 10% 

of LSOA)

Rank the of 
most deprived 
LSOA (where 

1 is most 
deprived 

LSOA)

Deprivation 
Decile (where 

1 is most 
deprived 10% 

of LSOA)

England wide Borough wide
Bolton BL2 1 Bolton 017A 2778 1 31 2
Bolton BL2 1 Bolton 017A 2778 1 31 2
Bury BL9 5 Bury 008C 1666 1 8 1
Bury BL9 5 Bury 008C 1666 1 8 1
Bury BL9 5 Bury 008C 1666 1 8 1
Bury  M26 2 Bury 015B 6475 2 25 3
Manchester M9 5 Manchester 006C 2255 1 117 5
Manchester M9 5 Manchester 009B 72 1 3 1
Manchester M9 5 Manchester 009B 72 1 3 1
Manchester M40 8 Manchester 009G 257 1 17 1
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 943 1 72 3
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 943 1 72 3
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 943 1 72 3
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 943 1 72 3
Manchester M11 1 Manchester 017F 943 1 72 3
Manchester M18 8 Manchester 021A 3803 2 162 6
Manchester M18 8 Manchester 021A 3803 2 162 6
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022E 6517 2 213 8
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022F 660 1 52 2
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022F 660 1 52 2
Manchester M13 0 Manchester 022G 1445 1 89 4
Manchester M18 7 Manchester 023C 727 1 59 3
Manchester M18 7 Manchester 023C 727 1 59 3
Manchester M16 8 Manchester 028E 5587 2 200 8
Manchester M14 6 Manchester 032C 1752 1 101 4
Oldham OL1 3 Oldham 014D 772 1 6 1
Rochdale M13 0 Manchester 022E 6517 2 213 8
Rochdale OL15 8 Rochdale 001C 2582 1 33 3
Rochdale OL12 6 Rochdale 004E 339 1 2 1
Rochdale OL16 1 Rochdale 010C 206 1 1 1
Rochdale OL16 1 Rochdale 010C 206 1 1 1
Rochdale OL12 6 Rochdale 010G 4493 2 46 4
Salford M7 3 Salford 011B 12818 4 129 9
Tameside OL7 9 Tameside 006E 2821 1 36 3
Tameside OL6 6 Tameside 007A 1919 1 26 2
Tameside SK15 1 Tameside 008D 1313 1 16 2
Tameside SK15 1 Tameside 008D 1313 1 16 2
Tameside SK15 2 Tameside 009C 4212 2 52 4
Tameside M34 5 Tameside 010E 1971 1 29 3
Tameside SK15 3 --- --- --- --- ---
Trafford M32 8 Trafford 011E 8719 3 29 3
Trafford M41 5 --- --- --- --- ---
Wigan WN7 3 Wigan 034B 14065 5 147 8
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GM House Price data table 

The table below presents data on the average house prices for LSOA with UTA 
across GM. The data presented for the ‘average LSOA HP’ is the average HP for 
that LSOA from ‘Year ending March 2018’ to ‘Year ending March 2019’ averaged 
between the four quarters. The March 2018 to March 2019 is a good average and 
is the closest average HP data available from the ONS. Importantly some LSOA HP 
data was unavailable. The data for the Average house prices for LSOA presented 
was original sourced from XXXX. The Average HP by borough was calculated by 
averaging all LSOA average HP within a given borough. The average LSOA HP as a 
percentage of the average HP of its borough 2019 was calculated by dividing the 
LSOA average HP with the average HP of its borough. For more data and information 
about house prices by LSOA in GM visit the Office for National Statistics website: 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/datasets/
meanpricepaidbylowerlayersuperoutputareahpssadataset47 
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Table 13. The average HP of UTA LSOA compared to against the average HP in their borough

Borough LSOA name (2011) Average HP in LSOA 
2019

Average HP by 
Borough 2019

The average LSOA 
HP as a percentage 
of the average HP 

of its borough 2019
Bolton Bolton 017A  £96,346.72  £147,049.56 66%
Bolton Bolton 017A  £96,346.72  £147,049.56 66%
Bury Bury 008C  £92,563.75  £187,370.85 49%
Bury Bury 008C  £92,563.75  £187,370.85 49%
Bury Bury 008C  £92,563.75  £187,370.85 49%
Bury Bury 015B  £94,597.31  £187,370.85 50%
Manchester Manchester 006C  £101,061.10  £185,145.85 55%
Manchester Manchester 009B  £92,346.43  £185,145.85 50%
Manchester Manchester 009B  £92,346.43  £185,145.85 50%
Manchester Manchester 009G ---  £185,145.85 ---
Manchester Manchester 017F  £146,481.51  £185,145.85 79%
Manchester Manchester 017F  £146,481.51  £185,145.85 79%
Manchester Manchester 017F  £146,481.51  £185,145.85 79%
Manchester Manchester 017F  £146,481.51  £185,145.85 79%
Manchester Manchester 017F  £146,481.51  £185,145.85 79%
Manchester Manchester 021A  £85,701.89  £185,145.85 46%
Manchester Manchester 021A  £85,701.89  £185,145.85 46%
Rochdale Manchester 022E  £150,971.11  £140,073.10 108%
Manchester Manchester 022E  £150,971.11  £185,145.85 82%
Manchester Manchester 022F ---  £185,145.85 ---
Manchester Manchester 022F ---  £185,145.85 ---
Manchester Manchester 022G ---  £185,145.85 ---
Manchester Manchester 023C  £112,364.25  £185,145.85 61%
Manchester Manchester 023C  £112,364.25  £185,145.85 61%
Manchester Manchester 028E  £157,828.42  £185,145.85 85%
Manchester Manchester 032C  £164,292.14  £185,145.85 89%
Oldham Oldham 014D  £61,776.52  £140,180.11 44%
Rochdale Rochdale 001C  £118,441.16  £140,073.10 85%
Rochdale Rochdale 004E  £90,278.05  £140,073.10 64%
Rochdale Rochdale 010C  £64,751.72  £140,073.10 46%
Rochdale Rochdale 010C  £64,751.72  £140,073.10 46%
Rochdale Rochdale 010G  £122,068.43  £140,073.10 87%
Salford Salford 011B  £178,751.65  £173,309.28 103%
Tameside Tameside 006E  £93,611.66  £151,402.96 62%
Tameside Tameside 007A  £89,473.75  £151,402.96 59%
Tameside Tameside 008D  £124,604.56  £151,402.96 82%
Tameside Tameside 008D  £124,604.56  £151,402.96 82%
Tameside Tameside 009C  £182,641.39  £151,402.96 121%
Tameside Tameside 010E  £143,257.92  £151,402.96 95%
Trafford Trafford 011E  £236,243.99  £328,438.59 72%
Wigan Wigan 034B  £133,713.80  £141,022.24 95%
Tameside --- ---  £151,402.96 ---
Trafford --- ---  £328,438.59 ---
AVERAGEAVERAGE ------  £119,792.15  £119,792.15  £176,116.32  £176,116.32 70%70%
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Appendix B

Research related documentation 

The total documentation relating to the research is listed here and contains the 
following: 

1. Example of the Research Information Sheet
2. Example of the UTA Definition Sheet

For any additional questions or request of further information relating to the 
research documentation, please get in touch at info@justlife.org.uk. 

Research Information Sheet 
Title of Study: UTA in Greater Manchester 

We would like to invite you to be involved in a research project for Justlife. Before you 
decide to be involved it is important for you to understand why the research is being done 
and what it would involve for you. This information sheet explains the purpose of this 
research project and how we want you to be involved. Please take the time to read the 
following information carefully. Please ask if there is anything that is not clear or if you 
would like more information.   

What is the purpose of this research? 
The purpose of this research is to shed light on the population and lives of the 
hidden homeless living in unsupported temporary accommodation (UTA), often 
known as B&Bs, private hotels, guest houses and emergency accommodation in 
Greater Manchester (GM). UTA nationwide is currently not well understood or 
accurately contextualized and this research will provide a thorough insight into the 
scale and impact of UTA in GM. As a result of this research we aim to understand 
the geography of all UTA accommodation in GM and be able to accurately estimate 
its population. Furthermore, we aim to show the mental impact of UTA on resident’s 
wellbeing and typical journeys through such accommodation. 

Who is doing the research? 
The research is being funded by Greater Manchester Combined Authority and 
conducted by the Research and Policy team at Justlife. The Principle Researcher is 
Jacob Curtis and the Strategic Lead of Research and Policy is Christa Maciver.

Why have I been asked to participate? 
We are seeking to interview a broad range of individuals, organizations, and 
institutions associated with the housing and welfare of residents of UTA in GM. We 
would like to involve a variety of stakeholders at every level, from those working on 
the front lines with residents to those in planning and policy. Your insight into this 
type of accommodation in GM will be pivotal in this research.

Do I have to take part? 
No. Your involvement is your decision. If you do decide to take part we will ask you 
to sign a consent form to ensure you understand all aspects of the research. Even if 
you sign the consent form, you are still free to withdraw at any time without giving a 
reason. 
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What is involved in taking part? 
Due to the multifaceted multi-tiered nature of this research project two separate 
groups of participants will be required for separate aspects of the research project. 
In exploring the geography of UTA we will be mapping it through short semi 
structured interviews highlighting UTA in GM and establishing contacts for other 
possible participants. These discussions will not be audio recorded and participants 
will neither be quoted nor have their name appear in the research. Notes will be 
made, however no UTA address information will be published.  

Other participants (specifically Residents and Landlords of UTA) will be asked to 
be interviewed (for approximately 45 minutes) or complete a questionnaire either 
in person or over the telephone. The purpose of the questionnaires will be to 
determine the population of residents living in UTA in GM. The purpose of these 
interviews will be to explore how UTA affects people’s life and mental health, as well 
as people’s journey through UTA as a system. When conducting interviews on this 
second group of participants, permission for audio recordings will be made in the 
interviews to ensure an accurate account is established for analysis. Transcripts of 
these interviews will be created for analysis and made available to these participants. 
If a participant does not wish for the interview to be recorded in this way, we will take 
a written note of the interview instead.  All participant details will be anonymised for 
any direct quote or reference in the research. 

What are the benefits and risks of taking part?  
The information you provide will help establish an accurate scale of UTA in GM 
in addition to improving the understanding of how UTA affects the wellbeing of 
residents and resident’s journey through UTA. The overall benefits of this research 
will be an increased awareness of UTA and how it functions alongside other 
accommodation. Certain participants may gain from a better understanding of the 
homelessness sector and resources available. The more we can evidence, the more 
we will be able to influence change. The risks to participants are minimal, considering 
that all personal and identifying information will be anonymized and considerable 
care will be taken when sampling individuals. 

What will happen to the information you provide? 
Only interviews with resident participants will be directly referenced in the research. 
All information from participants completing either a questionnaire or interview 
will be handled strictly in accordance with the consent form and the General Data 
Protection Regulation 2018. Audio files and transcripts will be heard and seen only by 
members of the research team with personal identifying information removed and 
replaced with a code number.

What will happen to the findings of the study? 
The findings will be written into a report published in December of 2019. The 
publication will coincide with a presentation and other events to promote the 
research. A copy of the research report will be made available to you if you wish.

What if there is a problem? 
If you have any concerns about this study or find any aspects of participation 
distressing please contact Justlife’s Principle Researcher at once. Appropriate support 
can be made available for participants who need it.  

What happens now? 
If you decide you would like to be involved in this study, please contact Justlife’s 
Principle Researcher Jacob Curtis (contact details found below). All interview and 
questionnaire participants will be required to complete a consent form which will be 
attached separately.

If you agree to take part, would like more information or have any questions or 
concerns about the study please contact Jacob Curtis at jacob@justlife.org.uk 
or phone 07715231203.
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Appendix C

Additional Methodology Detail

This appendix includes further detail of the deliberation inputted into developing the 
methodology for this research. Each phase of the research is addressed separately—
UTA Location Mapping, UTA Population Count and UTA Wellbeing analysis—however 
each section pulls out the following information about each type of methodology:

a. Rationale, assumptions, justification, ethical concerns, limitations and validity
b. Strengths and weaknesses
c. Reflections on the methodology used in each phase

1. UTA Location Mapping
Rationale, assumptions, justification, ethical concerns, limitations and validity 
The rationale for this approach was that the individuals and organisations most 
engaged with homelessness, temporary accommodation, and vulnerable adults would 
be the best group to identify their local UTA. It was not assumed they definitely could 
identify UTA, despite their proximity to UTA making them the most appropriate groups 
to contact. The central limitation of this approach was that it relied upon information 
consultants knew or were willing to give and not from pre-existing valid data. If 
consultants did not know of local UTA, were unsure about their information, or were 
unwilling to share their information, the findings would be limited.  By conducting 
more than 100 consultations the issue of not collecting appropriate information about 
potential UTA was mitigated. The vulnerability of residents of UTA to eviction was an 
ethical concern about contacting landlords and residents for the research. By ensuring 
that landlords were always contacted first and that the research was thoroughly 
explained to both landlords and residents the possibility to affect a residents tenancy 
as a result of confusion about the aims and impact of the research was removed.   

Strengths and weaknesses
Building a map of UTA from local knowledge sourced from key organizations 
and individuals across the housing and homelessness sector was effective. This 
inclusive holistic approach also brings together perspectives from residents, local 
organizations and LA and allows them to build and expand each group’s knowledge. 
Positively identifying UTA also eliminated the issue of double counting UTA. There 
were also weaknesses to this approach. UTA is not a well-understood phenomenon 
and people were occasionally imprecise with locations and details of UTA. Confirming 
the accuracy of these details was time consuming. There will also be UTA where 
residents neither interact with local authorities or local organizations and the LA has 
no record or awareness of them. Collectively, these issues made the identification 
of all UTA in GM unlikely. As a result, the findings presented are a conservative 
underestimation. Interacting with as many organizations and institutions as we did 
however will have reduced this issue. 

The limited awareness of UTA and the extent to which it is hidden necessitated an 
inclusive, holistic, and thorough research approach. Relevant supporting documents 
including the ‘Research Information Sheet’ and ‘UTA definition can be found in 
Appendix B.
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Reflections on the Mapping UTA across GM
Mapping UTA across GM in this level of detail is a first and represents a big step in 
understanding the scale and impact of such accommodation. This research was not 
without issues and a variety of obstacles emerged in the research that are worth 
briefly discussing.  

This research was funded by the GM Mayoral fund and minimal engagement from 
GM councils was assumed. However many councils saw the issue of UTA as an 
unwelcome topic that they were hesitant to discuss. Other councils tried to obfuscate 
their involvement with UTA. The unwillingness of LA to help identify UTA presents a 
significant issue to this approach and to identifying UTA in the future.

This research was also restricted somewhat by the PRS hiding UTA from broader 
public awareness. In several instances a letting agency was either managing or hiding 
potential UTA from different stakeholders. It is not known exactly why the PRS hides 
UTA however it may be to avoid attention or scrutiny. While the PRS continues to 
hide such accommodation the scale of UTA will be difficult to fully understand.  

It was assumed that residents of UTA who often suffer with poor support and bad 
living conditions would engage with local support services. However many support 
organizations consulted were unaware of UTA. Clearly many UTA residents do not 
engage their local support services demonstrating that they are more isolated than 
previously thought (Rose et al., 2016). 

There were also instances where accommodation previously used as UTA 
had been co-opted by LA or private ‘support’ organizations whilst changing 
neither management, residents, or living arrangements. This demonstrates that 
accommodation can cease to be technically UTA because they are now publicly 
owned or have become supported accommodation, but remain for all intents 
and purposes the same. This practice poses an additional problem for the future 
identification of UTA and caused some UTA not to be counted in this research.  

Distinguishing between UTA and Non-UTA accommodation was difficult because 
of the complexity of support accessed by residents. Some accommodation was 
found to receive informal support from local organisations. Other accommodation 
received support not directly tied to the accommodation but which was funded on 
the idea that the support will reach that accommodation. Such complexity creates 
confusion as to whether an accommodation is ‘supported’ or not. More broadly, 
many people within LA, third sector organizations and even residents themselves 
often do not understand the legal specifics of ownership or tenancy agreements at 
any given accommodation. This confusion is exacerbated by a changing and evolving 
environment with certain accommodation, particularly when it comes to support. As 
a result, a number of potential UTA were unable to be positively identified within the 
research time and therefore were excluded from the main findings. 

On reflection, the definition of UTA used in this research has been shown to be 
too limited, narrow, and potentially excluded legitimate UTA from the research. 
The complex web of formal and informal support currently in practice for different 
properties is more complicated than can be captured by the current narrow definition 
leading to potential UTA properties not being identified as UTA. Importantly, the 
issue was one of exclusion rather than incorrect inclusion and therefore the research 
findings remain valid due to not including non-UTA. Despite this, the definition of UTA, 
and in particular the ‘Unsupported’ aspect of it, needs to be reconsidered to address 
this issue in light of the complexity that clearly exists in practice.
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2. UTA Population Count
Rationale, assumptions, justification, ethical concerns, limitations and validity 
The rationale for the research was that if UTA could be positively identified then its 
residents could be estimated with a population questionnaire. The main assumption of 
the research was that enough UTA could be contacted and would be willing to engage 
with the questionnaire to make this approach effective. UTA residents can be evicted 
easily and therefore the key ethical concern was not to affect the UTA resident’s 
tenancy. For this reason landlords were always approached first for engagement in 
the research to avoid confusion about what the research was about and why we may 
want to speak to a resident. In Group Enumeration ‘community guides are necessary 
to improve access.’ (World Health Organization 2010, p.32). The limitations of this 
approach were that if a landlord or a resident did not want to engage with the research 
we could not get a population estimation for that accommodation. 

The questionnaire was Group Enumeration and so the findings are only as reliable 
as the enumeration of the respondent. This issue was mitigated by the majority 
of respondents being the UTA landlord and in the few cases where a resident 
completed the questionnaire they were long-time residents. 

Strengths and weaknesses
Group Enumeration is an effective way of estimating hidden or shy population 
because it can allow for a lot of information to be sourced about a group with limited 
disruption or interaction. The use of landlords and residents as community guides 
gives validity to the findings because they know the situation in the UTA better than 
anyone. Allowing the enumeration questionnaire to be completed over three days 
does add an element of memory which could affect the validity of the findings. 
Establishing prior contact with the UTA to avoid confusion and disengagement was 
time consuming and resource intense. The limitations of the community guide 
being the UTA landlord is that they could have manipulated the results given to hide 
overcrowding or other issues. 

In summary, the use of a quantitative questionnaire to estimate the UTA population 
through Group Enumeration can address the issues associated with exploring hidden 
populations and give validity to the research’s findings. 

Reflections on the UTA population questionnaire
Allowing questionnaires to be completed over three days did introduce the possible 
issue of memory. In practise however 67% of the questionnaires were conducted on 
the first day and only 8% (or one questionnaire) were conducted on the third day. 
With 92% of the questionnaires completed either on the day or day after the 30th of 
June the effect of memory on the questionnaire findings is negligible. 

58% of questionnaires were completed by ‘Landlords’, 25% by ‘Residents’, and 
17% by ‘Other’. These terminologies however were problematic. Many ‘Residents’ 
and ‘Other’ who completed the questionnaire had either an un-official or official 
managerial role at the UTA. The number of respondents with an intermit knowledge 
of the accommodation therefore cannot truly be represented by the term ‘landlord’. 
The majority of questionnaires being completed by either a landlord or person in a 
managerial role does give validity to the findings. Landlords not being forthcoming 
in the questionnaire also seems not to have been an issue. Landlords were assured 
of anonymity, the questionnaire was voluntary, and respondents recorded the 
population within their accommodation as high.

The Group Enumeration methodology meant that the questionnaire respondent was 
defining other resident’s gender as one of three listed options. Residents describing 
other resident’s gender is problematic because they may incorrectly identify people’s 
gender. Gender estimation was not the focus of the research however with Group 
Enumeration it is easier for the LGBTQI community to remain hidden and future 
research into the UTA population should address this.
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Snapshot questionnaires only accurately measure the population on a given day. 
They therefore are affected by the date and time of year conducted. Whilst the issues 
with this approach cannot be mitigated the findings showing the UTA population 
varied only slightly (3%) between those currently staying there and those perceived 
to be ‘normally’ staying there. The influence the timing of the snapshot questionnaire 
had on the findings was minimal.  

3. UTA Wellbeing Interviews
Rationale, assumptions, justification, ethical concerns, limitations and validity 
To collect descriptive and detailed information about the lives of UTA residents 
a qualitative methodology was needed. In-depth interviews allowed residents to 
explain their living conditions and their UTA journey in their own way within a safe 
environment. WEMWBS were used to provide effective comparisons to the national 
average and give context to the findings.

The key ethical concern of this approach was the safety of UTA residents. From 
previous research it was known that residents were vulnerable adults (Rose & Davies. 
2014) and therefore to ask questions about how they came to be in UTA and their 
living conditions presently could be upsetting to them. It was therefore decided that 
no UTA resident should be interviewed unless they were in receipt of support which 
could help them with either their mental health or living situation. 

Interviewee’s data was anonymized by assigning a random number. The data 
was stored in secure online drives with limited access. As a result of interviewees 
needing to be engaged with support services only a small sample was achieved. 
All interviewees were sourced from Manchester. The design and sampling of the 
interviews was strictly based on what was ethical and achievable. As a result this 
approach can be considered appropriate and its findings valid. 

Strengths and weaknesses  
WEMWBS are a strong and standard form of mental wellbeing assessment 
(Koushede et al., 2019). The use of WEMWBS in this research will facilitate effective 
comparisons between this group of UTA residents, other vulnerable adult 
populations, and the wider English population. The interview schedule in this 
research was also similar to interview schedules from previous Justlife research and 
so comparative trends amongst UTA residents can be explored. 

This approach was not without weaknesses. As a result of using convenience sampling 
the findings of the interviews cannot be said to be accurately representative and its 
findings cannot be generalized to the wider UTA population. Importantly, key analysis 
can still be done with this sample particularly if put in comparison with ongoing 
research and national averages. With UTA residents being vulnerable adults, often not 
receiving support, and living in hidden accommodation it will always be challenging to 
sample them in an ethical but representative manner. Relevant supporting documents 
including the ‘Research Information Sheet’, ‘UTA definition’, ‘Participant consent form’, 
and links to the ‘Interview schedule’ can be found in Appendix B.

Reflections on UTA wellbeing analysis
The interviews were planned to include current residents of UTA wherever possible 
and in practice the majority of those interviewed were. Interviewees who were not 
current residents had to have been in UTA at least a month ago. In practice residents’ 
memory of UTA was strong and they were able to describe their time in UTA in detail. 
The issue of memory was an integral issue with the methodology but it clearly had 
little noticeable impact.

89% of those sampled for interviews were male which did make the interview 
findings very male centric. However 97% of UTA residents are estimated to be male. 
The interview sample was therefore not representative but did reflect that UTA is a 
male dominant population. The use of convenient sampling means the sample was 
not designed to be representative. Finally, the openness of the interview schedule 
did allow for interviewees to expand on their comments and thoughts.
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